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Executive Summary1

Introduction2

The Delta Plan is the Delta Stewardship Council’s program for furthering the achievement of the3
“coequal goals” set out in the Delta Reform Act of 2009: providing a more reliable water supply for4
California and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta ecosystem, both of which are to be achieved5
in a manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural, recreational, natural resource, and agricultural6
values of the Delta as an evolving place. This environmental impact report analyzes the adverse7
environmental changes that will result from implementing the Delta Plan, as well as the changes that8
might result from several alternative Plans. This document is Volume 3 of the environmental impact9
report analyzing the Delta Plan. Volumes 1 and 2 analyzed the previous Proposed Project and several the10
alternatives, and are jointly the November 2011 Draft EIR (“Draft Delta Plan Program Environmental11
Impact Report” or “Draft PEIR).” Volume 3 analyzes the 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, a revision of the12
previous Proposed Project, which is retained in the analysis as an alternative.13

The Final Draft Delta Plan, here referred to as the “Revised Project,” includes substantive and14
organizational changes, which are summarized below and described in greater detail in Section 2 of this15
volume. As discussed below, the changes from the Proposed Project to the Revised Project require the16
recirculation of the EIR for public review and comment. This volume is therefore the “Recirculated Draft17
Program Environmental Impact Report,” or “Recirculated Draft PEIR.”18

CEQA requires lead agencies to recirculate all or part of an EIR if “significant new information” becomes19
available before certification of the final EIR. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5.) Such significant new20
information can include: 1) a new alternative, 2) a new or substantial increase in the severity of a21
significant environmental impact, or 3) a substantial reorganization of the project.22

The Revised Project differs from the Proposed Project in the following general ways, detailed in Section 223
of this Recirculated Draft PEIR:24

 The Revised Project contains expanded discussions of the background and the need for proposed25
policies and recommendations.26

 Many of the policies and recommendations in the Proposed Project have been revised and27
reorganized, including changing several policies into recommendations.28

 New policies and recommendations were added, and some policies were deleted.29

 Performance measures to assist in implementation of the policies and recommendations were30
added.31

 Issues have been identified for future evaluation and coordination.32

The Revised Project is thus a new alternative that requires substantial reorganization of the project33
description. Although its environmental consequences would not differ substantially from those of the34
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Proposed Project, revision and recirculation of the EIR are appropriate, especially in light of the Delta1
Stewardship Council's commitment to transparency and stakeholder involvement.2

The Revised Project3

The Delta Plan is a suite of regulatory policies that would have the force of law and nonbinding4
recommendations, all aimed at achieving the coequal goals. The policies and recommendations do not5
approve or mandate the construction of any specific physical projects. Instead, they work to encourage6
other public agencies to take certain actions or they provide standards with which other agencies’ actions7
must be consistent. The Revised Project’s policies and recommendations will encourage actions, which8
are divided into five project categories:9

 Reliable Water Supply: The Revised Project would improve management of California’s water10
resources through increased reliance on local and regional water supplies, reduced reliance on11
Delta exports, and improved management of Delta water supplies using increased storage and12
improved Delta conveyance. The Revised Project would encourage projects such as new or13
expanded reservoirs, groundwater production facilities (wells and pipelines), ocean desalination14
facilities, and recycled water facilities.15

 Delta Ecosystem Restoration: The Revised Project addresses multiple stressors to the Delta’s16
ecosystem by encouraging agencies to undertake restoration of habitats within the Delta and to17
create freshwater flows through the Delta that improve conditions for native species. Encouraged18
actions include recommending that the State Water Resources Control Board adopt and19
implement updated flow objectives for the Delta by June 2014, and develop flow criteria for high-20
priority tributaries in the Delta watershed by June 2018. Within the Delta itself, the Revised21
Project would also promote invasive species management (e.g., vegetation removal), and22
restoration/creation of floodplains, riparian areas, and tidal marsh.23

 Delta As Place Enhancement: The Revised Project’s efforts to protect and enhance the Delta as24
a place encourages developments to attract economic activity focusing on the unique values that25
distinguish the Delta, notably its history, natural beauty, and wildlife. Encouraged projects would26
include new or expanded parks, trails, marinas, bike lanes and wildlife enjoyment facilities, as27
well as additional retail and restaurants in Delta legacy towns to support tourism28

 Water Quality Improvement: The Revised Project would encourage improved water quality in29
the Delta and Central Valley to protect both human health and environmentally beneficial uses. It30
thus overlaps with the Delta Ecosystem Restoration project category. Water quality31
recommendations would encourage new or expanded water, wastewater, stormwater, and32
agricultural runoff treatment plants; new or expanded facilities to improve the quality of well33
water, such as wellhead treatment, and new recharge and monitoring wells34

 Flood Risk Reduction: The Revised Project would work to reduce flood risks in the Delta by35
encouraging public agencies to prioritize State investments in Delta levees to address critical36
needs, establish interim State investment standards, protect critical floodways and floodplains37
from encroachment, and improve flood protection standards for new residential development.38
Encouraged construction projects would include setback levees; maintenance, repair and39
modification of existing levees; floodplain expansion; dredging40

This EIR assumes that the Delta Plan will be successful and will lead to other agencies taking the41
encouraged actions. These potential actions are described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and42
Alternatives, and Section 2B, Introduction to Resource Sections, of the Draft PEIR; the changes under the43
Revised Project are explained in Section 2 of this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Tables 2-1 through 2-544
summarize the Revised Project’s policies and recommendations.45
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The Delta Plan uses several different regulatory tools to direct and encourage other agencies’ actions:1

 Policies are mandatory and will have regulatory effect on State and local agencies proposing to2
implement “covered actions,” a term defined in the Delta Protection Act of 2009; in short, a3
covered action is a public agency action that occurs in whole or in part in the Delta or Suisun4
Marsh and that may affect the achievement of the co-equal goals. Any covered action must be5
consistent with the Delta Plan’s policies. For non-covered actions, the policies would function as6
recommendations.7

 Recommendations are non-regulatory in nature for both covered and non-covered actions. Most8
of the recommendations are directed at other agencies, which may or may not choose to9
implement all or a part of the recommended actions.10

The Revised Project also includes performance measures to assist in implementation of the policies and11
recommendations, and issues for future evaluation and coordination proposals that the Delta Plan12
recommends for the Council or other agency consideration when additional information becomes13
available.14

The policies and recommendations carry labels that reflect the project categories listed above. For15
example, policies related to reliable water supply are WR P1, WR P2, and so forth, with “WR” denoting16
water reliability and “P” denoting a policy. Recommendations are WR R1, WR R2, and so forth.17

Environmental Impacts and Benefits of the18

Revised Project19

The Delta Plan is a long-term plan aimed at furthering the achievement of the statutory coequal goals. It20
seeks to stem and then correct a continuing and steady decline in statewide water supply reliability and21
environmental conditions related to the Delta ecosystem, as well as a related increase in Delta flood risk.122
It seeks to do so in a way that protects and enhances the unique values of the Delta as an evolving place23
by, among other things, focusing on enhancing recreation opportunities in the Delta and protecting Delta24
legacy towns.25

Generally speaking, these are long-term goals to reduce or reverse the long-term, growing environmental26
impacts results of several decades of inaction. Accomplishing these goals in many instances will require27
physical construction work, occasionally quite extensive work, such as levee and dam construction and28
the development of new parks that the Revised Project would encourage. Such work could have adverse29
environmental impacts during the construction period. These impacts can be mitigated to less-than-30
significant levels in many (but not all) cases.31

In many regards, therefore, the Delta Plan involves an environmental tradeoff between short-term impacts32
resulting from construction (in areas including air quality, cultural and paleontological resources, noise,33
and transportation) and long-term reduction in pre-existing adverse effects related to water reliability,34
water quality, flood risk, and ecosystem health. This does not mean, however, that projects the Delta Plan35
encourages would have no long-term adverse environmental impacts. A new desalination plant on the36
Southern California coast, a new reservoir in the Sierra Nevada foothills, or a new wetland habitat area in37
the Delta, for example, could have long-term impacts to ocean views, riparian and oak woodland habitat,38
or Delta agricultural land, respectively.39

1 Both the Final Draft Delta Plan and Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR, discuss this environmental
decline in some detail.
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These impacts are described in Chapters 3 through 24 of this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Table ES-1, at the1
end of this Executive Summary, summarizes those analyses.2

Project Objectives3

The Delta Reform Act requires the Council to adopt a Delta Plan that achieves the State’s coequal goals.4
The Delta Reform Act also specifies the following: i) eight objectives that are “inherent” in the coequal5
goals (see Water Code section 85020), ii) a related statewide policy to reduce reliance on the Delta in6
meeting the State’s future water supply needs through improved regional water self-reliance (Water Code7
section 85021); and iii) certain specific subjects and strategies that must be included in the Delta Plan (see8
generally Water Code sections 85301–85309).9

The project objectives examined in this EIR reflect these statutory mandates: Furthering achievement of10
the coequal goals and the eight “inherent” objectives, in a manner that 1) furthers the statewide policy to11
reduce reliance on the Delta in meeting the state’s future water supply needs through regional self-12
reliance, 2) is consistent with specific statutory content requirements for the Delta Plan, 3) is13
implementable in a comprehensive, concurrent, and interrelated fashion, and 4) is accomplished as rapidly14
as realistically possible without jeopardizing ultimate success.15

Areas of Known Controversy16

This Recirculated Draft PEIR addresses environmental issues associated with the Revised Project that17
were raised by agencies, interested parties, or individuals during the public review of the Draft PEIR.18
These issues include:19

 The Delta Plan’s applicability to actions upstream of the Delta, and its impacts on water users20
there.21

 The potential impacts of Delta Plan policies that may reduce water exports from the Delta.22

 The impacts of the Delta Plan on existing and future land uses in the Delta.23

Alternatives to the Revised Project24

The Draft PEIR described and evaluated six alternatives, including the original Proposed Project. The25
Revised Project, which is the seventh alternative, is analyzed in this volume at the same level of detail as26
the other six alternatives.27

The environmental impacts each of the alternatives are compared to the Revised Project in Section 25 of28
this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Table ES-1 summarizes these comparisons. The analysis of alternatives29
focuses on the elements of the Revised Project and alternatives that could involve physical actions that30
could change the physical environment, rather than on comparisons between the alternatives and existing31
conditions. Thus, an alternative providing “less floodplain restoration” would involve less floodplain32
restoration than the Revised Project; an alternative that could “export more water from the Delta” would33
do so as compared to the Revised Project, not as compared to existing water exports. In addition, where a34
component of an alternative is approximately the same as the Revised Project, the discussion does not35
mention that component; this approach allows the reader to focus on the differences between the36
alternative and the Revised Project.37
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Proposed Project Alternative1

The Proposed Project Alternative is the August 2011 Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan. It involves exporting2
similar amounts of water from the Delta and its watershed to areas that receive Delta water, and3
encourages similar water conservation and efficiency measures and construction of local and regional4
water supply projects in those Delta-water-using areas aimed at improving local water supplies from new5
or expanded groundwater storage, ocean desalination plants, and water treatment plants. The Proposed6
Project Alternative would not encourage water conservation and efficiency measures and construction of7
local and regional water supply projects in the Delta watershed outside of the Delta. Therefore, the8
Proposed Project Alternative could result in less disturbance of the physical environment, but more water9
diversions in the Delta watershed.10

The Proposed Project Alternative would result in similar effects related to Delta ecosystem restoration as11
the Revised Project.12

The Proposed Project Alternative encourages development of parks in the Delta, but does not include two13
specific parks by name that are included in the Revised Project (expansion of existing State park lands14
near Walnut Grove at Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House, and implementation of a new state park on15
the Wright-Elmwood Tract near Stockton). Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative could result in16
less disturbance of the physical environment, but fewer recreational opportunities in the Delta.17

The Proposed Project Alternative would not encourage development of specific water quality protection18
of habitat restoration areas or specific deadlines for establishment of dissolved oxygen criteria for19
Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative could20
result in less disturbance of the physical environment related to construction of water quality21
improvement facilities, but less protection of Delta ecosystem resources.22

The Proposed Project Alternative, like the Revised Project, could result in major flood management23
facilities throughout the Delta to serve new residential developments, which could limit residential24
development to areas currently designated for existing or planned development. The Proposed Project25
Alternative, however, would result in more overall levee maintenance and modifications than the Revised26
Project, because it would provide more-aggressive levels of flood risk reduction to agricultural,27
recreational, and infrastructure lands uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative could result in28
more disturbance of the physical environment related to construction of levees and flood management29
facilities.30

No Project Alternative31

This alternative consists of the environment if no Delta Plan is adopted. In compliance with CEQA32
Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), the No Project Alternative assumes that existing relevant plans and33
policies would continue, which includes reasonably foreseeable modified or new plans or policies that are34
currently being analyzed for adoption or are required to be adopted. For example, it assumes that existing35
State statutory provisions requiring agencies that receive Delta water to engage in conservation and36
efficiency planning would remain in place in the future. The No Project Alternative also includes physical37
activities/projects that are permitted and funded at this time, such as expansion of Los Vaqueros Reservoir38
(Phase 1 only), new intakes/diversions for Freeport Regional Water Authority and Stockton, and initial39
construction of the Dutch Slough ecosystem restoration project. Under the No Project Alternative,40
conditions related to flood risk, ecosystem health, water quality, and water supply reliability (particularly41
in the Delta) would continue to degrade. Exports of Delta water would be greater under the No Project42
Alternative than under the Revised Project.43
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Alternative 1A: Export More Water Out of the Delta; Decreased1

Emphasis on Local and Regional Water Self-reliance; Focus Levee2

Improvements on Protecting Water Supply Corridors3

Development of Alternative 1A was informed by comments from water users in export areas south of the4
Delta. It involves exporting more water from the Delta and its watershed to areas that receive Delta water,5
and less water conservation and efficiency measures and fewer construction projects in those6
Delta-water-using areas aimed at improving local water supplies from new or expanded groundwater7
storage, ocean desalination plants, and water treatment plants.2 Alternative 1A accomplishes these8
changes from the Revised Project primarily by changing a policy of the Revised Project to a9
recommendation. The Revised Project policy requires users of Delta water to increase water efficiency10
and conservation measures, and requires development of a variety of local water supplies so as to reduce11
reliance on Delta water. With this policy changed to a recommendation, the Deltas Plan would not compel12
other agencies to undertake additional local water supply development/water efficiency planning in13
connection with covered actions.14

This alternative delays and makes less certain the establishment of Delta water flow criteria (for more15
natural flows) and Delta flow and water quality objectives to protect Delta ecosystem resources.16
Alternative 1A would, instead, potentially reduce the availability of flows during some periods of the17
year. Alternative 1A would result in less ecosystem restoration (floodplains, riparian habitat, and tidal18
marsh) in the Delta.19

Alternative 1A would result in less overall levee maintenance and modifications, because it would20
prioritize levees that protect water supply corridors. This approach could result in less-aggressive levels21
of flood risk reduction in other parts of the Delta. This alternative also would result in less reversal of22
subsidence and/or raising of subsiding lands.23

Alternative 1B: Export More Water Out of the Delta; Reduced24

Conservation and Water Efficiency Measures; Only Voluntary25

Actions by State and Local Agencies; Coordination, not26

Regulation; Large Number of Additional Studies Before Action27

Development of Alternative 1B was informed by a proposal from the Agriculture/Urban Coalition. It28
involves the same increased Delta water exports, reduction in local water supply projects, and reduction29
in water efficiency and conservation measures as described in the first paragraph above under30
Alternative 1A, and for the same reasons (Proposed Project Alternative Policy WR P1 to a31
recommendation).32

Alternative 1B also involves the same delay and reduced certainty regarding more natural water flows in33
the Delta and reduced ecosystem restoration, as described in the second paragraph above under34
Alternative 1A. Alternative 1B, however, would involve more (as compared to the Revised Project,35
Proposed Project, and Alternative 1A) invasive species management, such as removal of invasive36
vegetation and removal of nonnative predator Delta fish, adding of fish screens, and genetic management37
of hatchery fish.38

Regarding water quality, Alternative 1B would involve fewer water treatment plants and groundwater39
wells, and less groundwater wellhead treatment. It would involve more wastewater and stormwater40

2 Alternative 1A does suggest additional local surface water storage reservoirs, roughly on par with what the Revised Project would
call for.
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treatment and recycling facilities, more facilities to treat agricultural water runoff, and more stringent1
water quality objectives for municipal/industrial and agricultural dischargers.2

Regarding flood risk reduction, Alternative 1B is less aggressive with regard to constructing additional3
levees until collaborative studies are completed. This could result in fewer new levees that would4
facilitate floodplain expansion, but more maintenance and modification of existing levees. Alternative 1B5
would involve more dredging.6

Lastly, Alternative 1B changes all of the Revised Project policies to recommendations. With regard to7
physical actions that the policies target to meet the coequal goals, these actions would be delayed and/or8
less certain to occur under Alternative 1B.9

In general, Alternative 1B involves physical components similar to Alternative 1A, with some differences10
as discussed above. However, it involves a meaningfully different governance approach, as it would11
change all policies to recommendations, which would weaken the Council’s ability to move the State12
forward toward meeting the coequal goals. Moreover, Alternative 1B’s versions of the recommendations13
generally call for studies rather than actions or projects, unlike the Revised Project, Proposed Project, and14
Alternative 1A.15

Alternative 2: Decreased Export of Water from the Delta; Increased16

Emphasis on Ecosystem Restoration throughout California17

Development of Alternative 2 was informed by proposals from environmental organizations led by the18
Environmental Water Caucus. It involves sharply decreased water exports from the Delta and its19
watershed to areas that receive Delta water (limited to a maximum of 3 million acre-feet/year). It involves20
fewer surface water storage projects, such as reservoirs, although it would include a large reservoir in the21
Tulare Lake basin, which currently is used for agriculture. It involves more water supply projects in the22
form of new or expanded groundwater storage, ocean desalination plants, and water treatment plants. It23
involves more water efficiency and conservation.24

It involves fewer discrete projects to restore floodplains, riparian habitat and tidal marsh, but more25
general floodplain expansion through levee removal. It involves more stringent criteria to bring water26
flows in the Delta closer to their natural state.27

It involves more facilities to treat and recycle wastewater and agricultural runoff. Regarding flood risk28
reduction, it involves fewer new levees, less levee maintenance and modification, and less dredging.29

Alternative 3: Increased Emphasis on Protection and30

Enhancement of Delta Communities and Culture; Protection of31

Delta Agricultural Land and Less Ecosystem Restoration; Fewer32

Regulations for Delta Counties33

Development of Alternative 3 was informed by letters and comments from interests in the Delta. It34
involves a reduction in exports compared to existing exports similar to the Revised Project and Proposed35
Project. It also involves a reduction in water efficiency and conservation measures—similar to Alternative36
1A—but only for the Delta itself. This approach could lead to a reduction in alternative local water supply37
projects in the Delta, such as wastewater and stormwater recycling. Water users there would instead38
continue to rely on Delta water, limiting this alternative’s ability to improve water supply reliability. This39
could place greater pressure on other statewide water supply projects and cause or exacerbate water-40
supply impacts in areas that receive Delta water. Alternative 3 accomplishes these changes from the41
Revised Project and the Proposed Project Alternative by changing Policy WR P1 of the Revised Project42
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and Proposed Project Alternative to a recommendation (the same as Alternatives 1A and 1B, mentioned1
above), but only for water suppliers serving the Delta, while maintaining it as a policy for water suppliers2
that serve areas outside of the Delta.3

Alternative 3 also would deemphasize Delta ecosystem restoration on established agricultural lands, and4
focus expansion of the floodplain and ecosystem restoration on publicly owned lands instead.5
Alternative 3 would involve more invasive-species management, such as removal of invasive vegetation6
and removal of nonnative predator Delta fish, however, increasing the number of fish screens, and genetic7
management of hatchery fish.8

Alternative 3 would involve fewer new levees and less floodplain expansion into agricultural lands. It9
would involve more levee maintenance, levee modification, and dredging to protect agricultural lands in10
the Delta.11

Comparison of Environmental Impacts of the12

Alternatives to Those of the Revised Project13

Each resource section of this Recirculated Draft PEIR (Sections 3 through 21) includes a detailed analysis14
of the Revised Project as compared to both existing conditions and the impacts of the Proposed Project.15
Section 25, Comparison of Alternatives, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR compares the Revised Project16
with the Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 (based on17
information presented in the Draft PEIR).18

As mentioned above, to a certain degree the Delta Plan involves an environmental tradeoff between, on19
the one hand, the project’s short-term construction impacts and, on the other, its effectiveness in arresting20
and reversing long-term declines in water reliability, water quality, flood safety, and ecosystem health.21
The alternatives thus reflect varying versions of this environmental tradeoff. Generally, accomplishing22
larger reductions in long-term problems requires greater short-term impacts. Conversely, fewer short-term23
efforts, and their associated short-term impacts, mean that long-term solutions to environmental24
degradation may not be accomplished as well.25

This does not explain all of the environmental impact differences among the alternatives. Other important26
differences include differing numbers and locations of possible new reservoirs (and associated habitat and27
agricultural land lost), differing extents of floodplain and habitat expansion in the Delta (and associated28
agricultural land lost), and differing levels of aggressiveness in setting minimum water flow standards in29
the Delta.30

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of31
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. CEQA Guidelines section 15126(d)(2) states that if the32
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an33
environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives.34

The key differences between the Revised Project and the alternatives relate to their ability to arrest or35
reverse ongoing degradation of the Delta’s biological resources, flood protection, water resources, and36
agricultural resources. These conditions will continue to decline without action. Therefore an alternative37
that helps resolve, for example, the Delta’s declining water supply reliability, is environmentally superior38
to one that does not. As explained above, the Delta Plan will help arrest or reverse Delta decline in part by39
encouraging projects, like new levees or ecosystem restoration areas, the construction of which will have40
short-term environmental impacts.41

Looking only at such short-term, construction-related impacts, the No Project Alternative is the42
environmentally superior alternative, because it involves less construction than the Revised Project or any43
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other alternative. The No Project Alternative, however, would do nothing to stem the increasing and1
compounding environmental impacts in the Delta.2

The Draft PEIR identified the Proposed Project Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative,3
largely because of its ability to arrest declining conditions in the Delta. The Revised Project would be4
more effective than the Proposed Project Alternative in reducing ongoing Delta environmental problems,5
for the reasons stated below, and is therefore the environmentally superior alternative. The Revised6
Project’s environmental advantages over the Proposed Project Alternative are in its approach to water7
supply reliability and water quality and in its protection of Delta farmland.8

Both the Revised Project and the Proposed Project Alternative encourage projects aimed at improving9
local water supplies, such as water efficiency projects or wastewater or stormwater recycling projects, in10
areas within and outside the Delta. These projects reduce these areas’ reliance on Delta water, which both11
helps them avoid the environmental impacts related to an unstable water supply (such as periodic12
fallowing and the development of emergency supplies) and at the same time contributes to the flexibility13
of water system operations to benefit the ecosystem and water quality in the Delta. The Proposed Project14
Alternative and the Revised Project encourage local water development through policies and15
recommendations that require or encourage water suppliers to adopt and/or implement water management16
plans that will reduce reliance on Delta water and improve local self-reliance.17

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project Alternative, provides a clear definition of what it means18
to reduce reliance on the Delta and improve regional self-reliance. In addition, the Revised Project19
provides a clearly-defined goal for water management plans: before water suppliers in the Delta or using20
water received from the Delta may undertake or otherwise receive water from a covered action involving21
Delta water, they must identify, evaluate and commence implementation of “all programs and projects22
that are locally cost effective and technically feasible that reduce reliance on the Delta and, by 2015,23
included the expected outcome for measurable reduction in Delta reliance and improvement in regional24
self-reliance.” (Delta Plan Policy WR P1.) The Revised Project also includes recommendations25
specifically encouraging water suppliers that receive water from the Delta watershed, but outside the26
Delta, to develop and implement water and groundwater management plans. (Delta Plan27
Recommendations WR R4 and WR R10.) The Proposed Project Alternative, by contrast, does not contain28
recommendations aimed specifically at encouraging local water supply development throughout the Delta29
watershed. With these policies and recommendations, the Revised Project would be more effective than30
the Proposed Project Alternative at reversing or arresting the decline in Delta water supply reliability, and31
thus would do more to reduce environmental impacts caused by an uncertain water supply.32

The Revised Project would also encourage more projects to improve water quality in the Delta.33
Specifically, the Revised Project would encourage facilities to improve water quality in Suisun Marsh, the34
Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel (San Joaquin River), and habitat restoration areas; the Proposed35
Project Alternative does not encourage these projects.36

Both the Proposed Project Alternative and the Revised Project could cause environmental impacts related37
to the conversion of Delta farmland to non-agricultural uses. The Revised Project, however, would cause38
fewer such impacts than the Proposed Project Alternative. Under the Revised Project, but not under the39
Proposed Project Alternatives, Policy DP P1, would limit urban development to lands designated, as of40
the adoption of thee Delta Plan, for such development in the applicable city or county general plan. This41
limitation would prevent, to a greater degree than the Proposed Project Alternative, the conversion of42
agricultural land.43

In one area, the Proposed Project Alternative would do more than the Revised Project to halt declining44
conditions. Both versions of the Delta Plan encourage 200-year flood protection for residential areas, but45
the Proposed Project Alternative would require elevated levels of protection for agricultural, ecosystem,46
recreation, and infrastructure land uses as well This is a relatively minor difference, and the Revised47
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Project’s other advantages outweigh this small shortfall regarding flood protection. Overall, the Revised1
Project would take more action to reverse the deterioration of the Delta’s ecosystems, its ability to2
provide a reliable and stable water supply, and its flood protections.3

Section 25 of the Draft PEIR demonstrates that the Proposed Project Alternative is environmentally4
superior to the other four alternatives. Because, as explained above, the Revised Project is, as explained5
above, superior to the Proposed Project Alternative, it is necessarily superior to the other alternatives as6
well. To summarize, Alternatives 1A and 1B are environmentally inferior primarily because they would7
maintain Delta export practices, thus maintaining reliance on Delta supplies and failing to improve water8
supply reliability. Alternatives 1A and 1B would also delay investment in water quality improvement and9
ecosystem restoration, by awaiting the outcome of additional data collection and additional studies before10
encouraging projects to take action in these areas and by changing many (Alternative 1A) or all11
(Alternative 1B) of the Revised Project regulatory policies to non-binding recommendations, thereby12
decreasing the Delta Plan’s ability to prevent further environmental decline.13

Alternative 2 is slightly environmentally inferior to the Revised Project primarily because of its impacts14
on water supply reliability. It would sharply reduce exports from the Delta, potentially creating a supply15
shortfall beyond the capacity of local and regional projects to meet demand. At the same time, Alternative16
2 would do more than the Revised Project to reduce reliance on Delta water throughout California,17
including the Delta watershed, by requiring Urban Water Management Plans to include substantial water-18
demand reduction, beyond the current statutory mandate of a 20 percent by 2020. Alternative 2 would19
have much greater impacts than the Revised Project related to the loss of agricultural land. If the Tulare20
Lake Basin reservoir encouraged by Alternative 2 were constructed, approximately 320,000 acres of21
Farmland of Statewide Importance would be inundated. Alternative 2 would also encourage the22
retirement or fallowing of 380,000 acres of farmland with drainage constraints within the San Luis23
Drainage Area, and could lead to the fallowing of additional acreage due to restrictions on Delta water24
exports. Extensive land fallowing also has adverse air quality impacts due to the resulting dust.25

Alternative 2 would encourage new water flow objectives for the Delta and tributaries that emphasize26
meeting ecosystem needs ahead of all other beneficial uses of Delta waters; it would also eliminate the27
water quality impacts associated with agricultural runoff water from Tulare Lake Basin agriculture and28
areas with drainage constraints in the San Luis Drainage Area. It is thus environmentally superior to the29
Revised Project with respect to these types of impacts. This does not outweigh the substantial loss of30
agricultural land under Alternative 2, nor its failure to provide a reliable water supply that helps avoid the31
extensive impacts related to water supply instability.32

Alternative 3 would be slightly environmentally inferior to the Revised Project because it would be less33
aggressive in reducing reliance on Delta water and improving Delta water quality to protect ecosystem34
resources, and would do less to stem the declining ecosystem in the Delta and in ecologically important35
areas along the lower San Joaquin River. Alternative 3 would preserve more agricultural land in the Delta36
than the Revised Project, and it would do substantially less to arrest or reverse worsening long-term37
impacts to the Delta ecosystem, because it would encourage less habitat and tidal marsh restoration than38
the Revised Project. Its increase in farmland would cause more agricultural runoff in the Delta as39
compared to the Revised Project, which would bring about additional impacts on water quality and40
biological resources.41

Review of the Recirculated Draft PEIR42

This Recirculated Draft PEIR, Volume 3 of the Draft PEIR, is being released for public review and43
comment for a period of 45 days. The comment period begins on November 30, 2012 and ends on (and44
includes) January 14, 2013. A copy of the EIR is available for viewing and download at the Council’s45
website at http://www.deltacouncil.ca.gov. It has been sent to all those who submitted comments on the46
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Draft PEIR; all agencies, organizations, and members of the public who received notice of the availability1
or a copy of the Draft PEIR, and additional agencies, organizations, or persons who have submitted2
written requests for information about the EIR since publication of the Draft PEIR.3

Comments on the Recirculated Draft PEIR should be provided to the Council on or before January 14,4
2013. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, when a portion of an EIR is recirculated, the lead agency5
may request that reviewers limit their comments to the recirculated portion, and to refrain from6
commenting on the unrevised portions. This Recirculated Draft PEIR is solely adding the analysis of the7
Revised Project as a new alternative. It does not revise the Draft PEIR’s analyses of the Proposed Project8
or any of the other alternatives. Accordingly, the Council requests that comments be limited to the9
analysis in this Recirculated DPEIR. Following the 45-day public comment period, the Council will10
respond to comments on the analyses in the Recirculated Draft PEIR. The Council will publish these11
responses, along with responses to comments on the Draft PEIR submitted during that document’s12
circulation period, in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report in Spring, 2013.13

Written comments should be sent to "Recirculated Draft PEIR Comments," Delta Stewardship Council,14
980 Ninth Street, Suite 1500, Sacramento, CA 95814. Comments may also be submitted electronically on15
the Council’s website at www.deltacouncil.ca.gov or via e-mail with the subject line “Recirculated Draft16
PEIR” to recirculateddpeircomments@deltacouncil.ca.gov.17

Certification of the EIR and consideration of the Delta Plan for adoption are anticipated in spring 2013. If18
approved by the Council, the adopted Delta Plan will enter the final phases of the regulatory approval19
process through the State Office of Administrative Law. It is anticipated that the Delta Plan would20
become a formal regulation in summer 2013.21

22
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Table ES-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Revised Project
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

3. Water Resources

3-1. Violate any Water Quality
Standards or Waste Discharge
Requirements or Substantially
Degrade Water Quality

S S S S S Measure 3-1:

 For construction of new facilities, all typical construction
mitigation measures shall be required. Typical mitigation
measures include the following construction-related best
management practices:

 Gravel bags, silt fences, etc. shall be placed along the edge
of all work areas in order to contain particulates prior to
contact with receiving waters.

 All concrete washing and spoils dumping shall occur in a
designated location.

 Construction stockpiles shall be covered in order to prevent
blow-off or runoff during weather events.

 Severe weather event erosion control materials and devices
shall be stored onsite for use as needed.

 Other Best Management Practices (BMPs) as determined
necessary by the regulating entity (city, county).

 Any new facility with introduced impervious surfaces shall
include stormwater control measures that are consistent with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s National Pollutant

Sv/LTS
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Table ES-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Revised Project
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) municipal stormwater
runoff requirements.

 Mitigate sediment contaminant bioavailability impacts through
the exclusion of bird use or nesting areas from areas that may
have excessive selenium or mercury.

 Apply BMPs for in-channel construction and levee disturbance
such as silt curtains, cofferdams, the use of environmental
dredges, erosion control on all inward levee slopes, and various
levee-stabilization techniques, including revegetation. Turbidity
shall be monitored up- and downstream of construction sites as
a measure of impact.

 Apply bank stabilization BMPs, as needed, for any in-channel
disturbance, such as:

 A 100-foot vegetative or engineered buffer shall be
maintained between the construction zone and surface
water body.

 Native and annual grasses or other vegetative cover shall
be established on construction sites immediately upon
completion of work causing disturbance.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

3-2. Substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS Measure 3-2:

 During construction of any project that requires dewatering of
groundwater resulting in a negative effect on nearby well-yields,
the following measures shall be implemented:

 Install sheet piles to reduce the area influenced by shallow
groundwater level declines.

 In case sheet piles are not an option and domestic well
yields are affected, water supplies shall be trucked in to
satisfy the well user’s water supply needs.

 If sheet piles are not effective and the impact on the well
yield is important, such that the trucking in of water is not
economically feasible, the affected well shall be deepened,
or a new, deeper well shall be installed.

Sv/LTS

3-3. Substantially Change Water
Supply Availability to Water
Users that Use Delta Water

LTS LTS NI LTS NI Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

4. Biological Resources

4-1. Substantial Adverse
Effects on Sensitive Natural
Communities, including
Wetlands and Riparian Habitat

S+ S S- S S+ Measure 4-1:

 Avoid, minimize, and compensate for reduction in area and/or
habitat quality of sensitive natural communities, including
wetlands, by doing the following:

 Selecting project site(s) that would avoid sensitive natural
communities.

 Designing, to the maximum extent practicable, project
elements to avoid effects on sensitive natural communities.

 Replacing, restoring, or enhancing on a “no net loss” basis
(in accordance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
and State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
requirements), wetlands and other waters of the United
States and waters of the State that would be removed, lost,
and/or degraded.

 Where impacts to sensitive natural communities other than
waters of the United States or State are unavoidable,
compensating for impacts by restoring and/or preserving in-
kind sensitive natural communities.

 Implement construction best management practices, including:

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

 Developing and implementing a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

 Minimizing soil disturbance, erosion, and sediment runoff
from project site.

 Avoiding and minimizing contaminant spills.

 Minimizing visual and noise disturbance from construction
activities.

 Conducting biological construction monitoring to ensure that
implemented BMPs are effective.

 Restore areas temporarily affected by construction activities,
including:

 Preparing restoration plan for temporary impacts sites for
review by resource agencies.

 Minimizing soil disturbance and stockpiling topsoil for later
use in any areas to be graded.

 Decompacting or amending soil if necessary before planting
and use native species for revegetation.

 Restoring natural communities with similar or improved
function from communities that were affected.

 If a project may result in conversion of oak woodlands, as



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NOVEMBER 2012 ES-17

Table ES-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Revised Project

Impact and EIR Section

Revised Project Before Mitigation
a

Abbreviated Mitigation Measures

(see resource sections for full text)

Significance
after

Mitigation
bR

e
li

a
b

le
W

a
te

r
S

u
p

p
ly

D
e
lt

a
E

c
o

s
y
s
te

m
R

e
s
to

ra
ti

o
n

P
ro

te
c
ti

o
n

a
n

d
E

n
h

a
n

c
e
m

e
n

t
o

f
D

e
lt

a
a
s

a
n

E
v
o

lv
in

g
P

la
c
e

W
a
te

r
Q

u
a
li
ty

Im
p

ro
v
e
m

e
n

t

F
lo

o
d

R
is

k
R

e
d

u
c
ti

o
n

Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

identified in section 21083.4 of the Public Resources Code, one
or more of the following mitigation measures shall be
implemented:

 Conserve oak woodlands through the use of conservation
easements.

 Plant an appropriate number of trees, including maintaining
plantings and replacing dead or diseased trees.

 Contribute funds to the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund.

 An invasive species management plan shall be developed and
implemented for any project to ensure that invasive plant species
and populations are kept below preconstruction abundance and
distribution levels. The invasive species management plan will
include the following elements:

 Nonnative species eradication methods (if eradication is
feasible)

 Nonnative species management methods

 Early detection methods

 Notification requirements

 Best management practices for preconstruction,
construction, and post construction periods
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

 Monitoring, remedial actions and reporting requirements

 Provisions for updating the target species list over the
lifetime of the project as new invasive species become
potential threats to the integrity of the local ecosystems.

4-2. Substantial Adverse
Effects on Special-Status
Species

S+ S+ S- S S+ Measure 4-2:

 Select project site(s) that would avoid habitats of special-status
species, and to the maximum extent practicable, (re)design
project elements to avoid effects on such species.

 Schedule construction to avoid special-status species’ breeding,
spawning, or migration locations during the seasons or active
periods that these activities occur.

 Conduct preconstruction surveys for special-status species to
determine presence and locations of any special-status species
and their habitat, and avoid, minimize, or compensate for
impacts to special-status species in coordination with
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) or National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).

 Establish buffers around special-status species habitats to
exclude effects of construction activities.

 Conduct construction to ensure effectiveness of avoidance and
minimization measures and implement remedial measures if

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

necessary.

 When appropriate, relocate special-status plant and animal
species or their habitats from project sites following USFWS,
NMFS, and DFG protocols.

 Where impacts to special-status species are unavoidable,
compensate for impacts by restoring or preserving in-kind
suitable habitat.

4-3. Substantial Adverse
Effects on Fish or Wildlife
Species Habitat

S S S- S S Measure 4-3:

 Select project site(s) that would avoid a substantial reduction in
fish and wildlife species habitat.

 To the maximum extent practicable, design project elements to
avoid effects that would lead to a substantial loss of fish and
wildlife habitat.

 Replace, restore, or enhance habitats for fish and wildlife
species that would be lost.

 Where substantial loss of habitat for fish and wildlife species is
unavoidable, compensate for impacts by preserving in-kind
habitat.

S

4-4. Interfere Substantially with
the Movement of any Native
Resident or Migratory Fish or

S+ S S- S- S+ Measure 4-4:

 Protect habitat for migratory waterfowl and shorebirds by
expanding existing wildlife refuges and management areas, and

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

Wildlife Species or with
Established Native Resident or
Migratory Wildlife Corridors

establishing new ones in or near wetland areas used by
migratory waterfowl and shorebirds.

 Protect, restore, and enhance connectivity of habitats, including
but not limited to wetland and riparian habitats that function as
migration corridors for wildlife species.

 Protect migratory pathways for migratory aquatic species such
as salmon, steelhead, and sturgeon including those that use
Delta tributaries and floodplain habitats by screening diversions,
and removing migration barriers.

 Avoid or minimize alteration of flow patterns and water quality
effects that could disrupt migratory cues for migratory aquatic
species by implementing water management measures and
establishing programs to reduce water pollution.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

4-5. Conflict with Any Local
Policies or Ordinances
Protecting Biological Resources
or the Provisions of an Adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or Other
Approved Local, Regional, or
State Habitat Protection Plan

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 4-5:

 Prior to construction, evaluate impacts to trees or other biological
resources protected by local policies and ordinances, and abide
by any permit requirements associated with these policies and
ordinances.

S

5. Delta Flood Risk

5-1. 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 which would Result in
Flooding On- or Off-site

S S S S S Measure 5-1:

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulic study that would
assess the need and provide a basis for the design of drainage-
related mitigations, such as new onsite drainage systems or new
cross drainage facilities. Design subsequent mitigation measures
in accordance with the final study and with the applicable
standards of Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),
USACE, Department of Water Resources (DWR), and Central
Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB).

 Provide temporary drainage bypass facilities that would reroute
drainage around, along, or over the facilities and construction

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

sites. The temporary bypass facilities would be designed in
accordance with the results and recommendations of a drainage
or hydrologic and hydraulic study and would be in place and fully
functional until long-term replacement facilities are completed.

 Provide onsite stormwater detention storage at construction and
project facility sites that would reduce project-caused short- or
long-term increases in drainage runoff. The storage space
placement and capacity would be designed based on the
drainage or hydrologic and hydraulic study.

 Based on the results of the drainage or hydrologic and hydraulic
study, arrange the length of any stockpiles or other construction
features in the direction of the floodplain flow to maximize
surface flows under flood flow conditions.

 At in-stream construction sites that might reduce channel
capacity, install setback levees or bypass channels to maintain
channel capacity and to mitigate hydraulic impacts.

 Where low channel velocities might result from construction,
implement a sediment management program in order to maintain
channel capacity.

 Provide cross drainage, replacement drainage paths and
facilities, and enlarged flow paths to reroute drainage around,
under, or over the facilities and to restore the function of any
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

affected existing drainage or flow paths and facilities.

 Channel modifications for restoration actions would be required
to be implemented to maintain or improve flood management
functions and would be coordinated with the USACE, DWR,
CVFPB, and other flood control agencies to assess the
desirability and feasibility for channel modifications. To the extent
consistent with floodplain land uses and flood control
requirements, if applicable, woody riparian vegetation would be
allowed to naturally establish.

 For areas that would be flooded as a result of the project, or
where existing flooding would be increased in magnitude,
frequency, or duration, purchase a flowage easement and/or
property at the fair-market value.

 Provide a long-term sediment removal program at in-river
structures.

 To mitigate potential impacts of changes in the timing of
reservoir releases or the possible combination of river peak
flows, use forecasts to implement coordination of operations with
existing reservoirs.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

5-2. 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

S NI S S S Measure 5-2:

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would
assess the need and provide a basis for the design of drainage-
related mitigations, such as new onsite drainage systems or new
cross drainage facilities. Design subsequent mitigation measures
in accordance with the final study and with the applicable
standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, and CVFPB.

 Provide onsite stormwater detention storage at construction and
project facility sites that would reduce project-caused, short- and
long-term increases in drainage runoff. The storage space
would be designed based on the drainage or hydrologic and
hydraulic study.

Sv/LTS

5-3. 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

NI NI NI NI NI
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

5-4. Expose People or
Structures to a Significant Risk
of Loss, Injury or Death
Involving Flooding, Including
Flooding as a Result of the
Failure of a Levee or Dam

S S S S LTS Measure 5-4:

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would
assess the need and provide a basis for the design of drainage-
related mitigations, such as new onsite drainage systems or new
cross drainage facilities. Design subsequent mitigation measures
in accordance with the final study and with the applicable
standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, and CVFPB.

 Where high channel velocities might result from construction,
provide bank protection, such as rip rap, to protect levees from
erosion.

 Where construction results in longer channel wind fetch lengths,
install vegetative buffer zones or wave erosion protection on the
water side slope of levees, such as rock or grouted rip rap, and
increase levee freeboard to address higher wind and wave run-
up.

 Based on the drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study,
determine any resulting changes to available evacuation plans or
emergency response times.

 To reduce emergency response times and public safety risks,
raise structures and major roads out of the floodplain.

 Provide automated flood warning systems.

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

 Develop and implement area-specific evacuation and emergency
response plans.

 Considering the results of the hydraulics study noted above,
perform a seepage and stability analyses that would assess the
need and act as a basis for design of other seepage- and
stability-related mitigations, such as cutoff walls, adjacent levees,
setback levees, berms, and subdrainage features.

 Perform research, collect subsurface information, and perform
settlement analyses that would assess the need for monitoring
and potential settlement-related mitigations, such as ground
improvement or pre-construction surcharging.

 Perform research, collect subsurface information, and perform
seismic and liquefaction analyses that would assess the need
and provide the basis for design of other seismic-related
mitigations, such as ground improvement.

 Prepare and implement a plan for periodic maintenance,
inspections, repair, and rehabilitation of new water storage and
conveyance facilities that could cause flooding upon failure.

 Provide redundancy and safety controls and devices on water
storage and conveyance facilities (pump stations, canals, and
tunnels) to protect against facility failure and subsequent
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

flooding.

 To limit flooding from the unlikely event of a conveyance facility
failure, limit extensive flow escape with installation of safety
devices such as gated checks.

 Construct new evacuation roads and access roads, as
necessary.

 Conduct Golden Guardian emergency drills.

5-5. Place within a 100-year
flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect
flood flows, or inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow

S S S S LTS Measure 5-5:

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would
assess the need and provide a basis for the design of drainage-
related mitigations, such as new onsite drainage systems or new
cross drainage facilities. Design subsequent mitigation
measures in accordance with the final study and with the
applicable standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, and CVFPB.

 Provide temporary drainage bypass facilities that would reroute
drainage around, along, or over the facilities and construction
sites. The temporary bypass facilities would be designed in
accordance with drainage or hydrology and hydraulic study and
would be in place and fully functional until long-term replacement
facilities are completed.

 Based on the results of the drainage or hydrologic and hydraulic

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

study, arrange the length of any stockpiles or other construction
features in the direction of the floodplain flow to maximize
surface flows under flood conditions.

 At in-stream construction sites that might reduce channel
capacity, install setback levees or bypass channels to maintain
channel capacity and to mitigate hydraulic impacts.

 Provide cross drainage, replacement drainage paths and
facilities, and enlarged flow paths to reroute drainage around,
under, or over the facilities and to restore the function of any
affected existing drainage or flow paths and facilities.

 Channel modifications for restoration actions would be required
to be implemented to maintain or improve flood management
functions and would be coordinated with the USACE, DWR,
CVFPB, and other flood control agencies to assess the
desirability and feasibility for channel modifications. To the
extent consistent with floodplain land uses and flood control
requirements, if applicable, woody riparian vegetation would be
allowed to naturally establish.

6. Land Use and Planning

6-1. Physical Division of an
Established Community

S- S LTS S S Measure 6-1:

 Minimize physical division of existing established communities or

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

residential areas by designing new facilities and infrastructure to
be located underground or with sufficient points of visual and
physical access. Examples of methods of minimizing physical
division include (but are not limited to):

 Burying or visually masking new infrastructure or facilities;

 Restoring disturbed landscapes back to preconstruction
conditions;

 Reestablishing access (e.g., reconnecting roads, rebuilding
bridges);

 Relocating landmark buildings; or

 Implementing other feasible mitigation to reduce the
disturbance to a community’s physical composition, visual
character, or other features integral to the community’s
identity.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

6-2. Conflict of Constructed
Facilities with an Applicable
Land Use Plan, Policy,
Regulation, or Restriction on
Land That Was Adopted for the
Purpose of Avoiding or
Mitigating an Environmental
Impact

S S S- S S Measure 6-2:

 Compensate for the loss or reduction in environmental values
protected by the subject plan or policy. For example, if the
project would result in conversion of agricultural land to a
non-agricultural use, potential mitigation actions could include:

 Recording a deed restriction that ensures permanent
conservation and mitigation on other property of equal or
greater environmental mitigation value;

 Creating a buffer or barrier between uses;

 Redesigning the project or selecting an alternate location
that avoids or mitigates the impact; and/or

 Restoring disturbed land to conditions to provide equal or
greater environmental value to the land affected by the
covered action.

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

7. Agriculture and Forestry
Resources

7-1. Conversion of Farmland to
Nonagricultural Use

S S+ S S- S Measure 7-1:

 Design proposed projects to minimize, to the greatest extent
feasible, the loss of the highest valued agricultural land.

 Preserve in perpetuity other Farmland through acquisition of an
agricultural conservation easement, or contributing funds to a
land trust or other entity qualified to preserve Farmland in
perpetuity (at a ratio of 1:1 or more to compensate for permanent
loss).

 Redesign project features to minimize fragmenting or isolating
Farmland.

 Reconnect utilities or infrastructure that serve agricultural uses if
these are disturbed by project construction.

 Manage project operations to minimize the introduction of
invasive species or weeds that may affect agricultural production
on adjacent agricultural land.

 Establish buffer areas between projects and adjacent
agricultural land that are sufficient to protect and maintain land
capability and agricultural operation flexibility.

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

7-2. Conflict with Existing
Zoning for Agricultural Use or a
Williamson Act Contract

S S+ S S- S Measure 7-2:

 Design proposed projects to minimize to the greatest extent
feasible, the loss of lands protected by agricultural zoning or a
Williamson Act contract.

S

7-3. Conflict with Existing
Zoning for, or Cause Rezoning
of, Forestland, Timberland, or
Timberland Zoned for
Timberland Production

S NI NI NI NI Measure 7-3:

 Avoid land protected as forestland and timberland through site
selection and/or project design.

 Limit ecological restoration activities to those activities
consistent with existing forestland and timberland zoning.

S

7-4. Loss of Forestland or
Conversion of Forestland to
Nonforest Use

S NI NI NI NI Measure 7-4:

 Preserve in perpetuity other forestland through a conservation
easement or by acquiring lands or contributing funds to a land
trust or other agency (at a ratio of 1:1 to compensate for
permanent loss).

 Avoid land protected as forestland and timberland through site
selection and/or project design.

 Limit ecological restoration activities to those activities consistent
with existing forestland and timberland zoning.

 When removal of existing forestland or timberlands is required as
part of an action, proponents must acquire the property at fair

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

market value.

7-5. Involve Other Changes in
the Existing Environment That,
Because of Their Location or
Nature, Could Result in
Conversion of Farmland to
Nonagricultural Use or
Conversion of Forestland to
Nonforest Use

S S+ S S- S Measures 7-1 and 7-4 (above) S

8. Visual Resources

8-1. Substantial Degradation of
Visual Qualities

S S- S- S S Measure 8-1:

 Use compatible colors for proposed structural features, such as
intakes, pumping plants, and surge towers.

 Minimize the vertical profile of proposed structures as much as
possible.

 Use vegetation plantings on proposed facility walls.

 Develop a landscaping plan for all proposed structures. Provide
vegetative screening to soften views of equipment and
structures.

 Round the tops and bottoms of spoil disposal areas, and contour

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

the faces of slopes to create more natural-looking landforms.

 Landscape parking areas at proposed facilities, and include low-
impact design features.

 Conduct only partial vegetative clearing of the limits of
construction rather than clear the entire area.

 Develop design form and materials with a goal to achieve
aesthetic visual character instead of a strictly utilitarian objective.

 Develop aesthetically pleasing landscaping for relocated roads at
the shoulders, intersections, and on- and off-ramps from
highways. Design turnouts and scenic vista points where
appropriate for relocated roads with high visibility and high public
use.

 Use single-pole electrical transmission towers instead of lattice-
form towers for proposed large electrical transmission lines, and
put transmission lines underground along areas with high
visibility and high public use.

 Consider developing aesthetically well-designed visitor centers,
vantage areas, or observation decks at appropriate facilities with
interpretation features, walking paths, and other features.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

8-2. Adverse Effects on Scenic
Vistas and Scenic Resources

S S- S- S S Measure 8-2:

 Implement elements of Mitigation Measures for Impact 8-1
(above) for temporary construction activities and new facilities
that are visible from scenic vistas and designated roads and
highways as appropriate.

 Replace all scenic resources (e.g., large trees) that would be
removed for the facilities, when feasible.

S

8-3. New Sources of
Substantial Light or Glare

S S- S- S S Measure 8-3:

 Use shields for proposed lighting facilities, and direct lighting
downward and inward toward the facilities.

S

9. Air Quality

9-1. Construction and
Operations of Projects Could
Conflict with an Applicable Air
Quality Plan, Contribute
Substantially to an Air Quality
Violation, and/or Result in a
Cumulatively Considerable Net
Increase of Nonattainment
Pollutants

S S S- S S Measure 9-1:

 Use equipment and vehicles that are compliant with Air
Resources Board (ARB) requirements and emission standards
for on-road and off-road fleets and engines.

 Minimize idling times either by shutting equipment off when not
in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes.

 Maintain all equipment in proper working condition according to
manufacturer's specifications.

 Use electric equipment when possible. Use lower-emitting

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

alternative fuels to power vehicles and equipment where
feasible.

 Use low volatile organic carbon (VOC) coatings and chemicals;
minimize chemical use.

 Prepare a dust control plan and apply dust control measures at
the construction sites.

 For projects involving land fallowing, land conversion, or other
agricultural operations, implement applicable BMPs to reduce
potential dust emissions.

9-2. Construction and
Operations of Projects Could
Create Objectionable Odors
Affecting a Substantial Number
of People

LTS S- LTS S- LTS Measure 9-2:

 Applicants should develop and implement a project-specific
Odor Management Plan (OMP).

Sv/LTS

9-3. Construction or Operation
of Projects Could Expose
Sensitive Receptors to
Substantial Pollutant
Concentrations

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 9-3:

 Implement Mitigation Measures for Impact 9-1 (above) to reduce
air emissions and air quality impacts from construction and
operations of the proposed project.

 Use equipment with diesel engines designed or retrofitted to
minimize DPM emissions.

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

 Use electric equipment to eliminate local combustion emissions.

 Use alternative fuels, such as compressed natural gas (CNG) or
liquefied natural gas (LNG).

10. Cultural Resources

10-1. Disturbance or
Destruction of Prehistoric and
Historic-Era Archaeological
Resources

S S S S S Measure 10-1:

 Before any ground-disturbing activities begin, conduct intensive
archaeological surveys, including subsurface investigations to
identify the locations, extent, and integrity of presently
undocumented archaeological resources that may be located in
areas of potential disturbance. In addition, if ground-disturbing
activities are planned for an area where a previously
documented prehistoric archaeological site has been recorded
but no longer may be visible on the ground surface, conduct test
excavations to determine whether intact archaeological
subsurface deposits are present. Also, conduct surveys at the
project site for the possible presence of cultural landscapes and
traditional cultural properties.

 If potentially California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR)-
eligible prehistoric or historic-era archeological resources are
discovered during the survey phase, additional investigations
may be necessary. In addition, upon discovery of potentially

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

CRHR-eligible prehistoric resources, coordinate with the
California Native American Heritage Commission (CNAHC) and
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and the Native
American community to provide for an opportunity for suitable
individuals and tribal organizations to comment on the proposed
research.

 If CRHR-eligible archaeological resources or cultural
landscapes/properties are present and would be physically
impacted, specific strategies to avoid or protect these resources
should be implemented if feasible. These measures may include:

 Planning construction to avoid the sensitive sites

 Deeding the sensitive sites into permanent conservation
easements

 Capping or covering archaeological sites

 Planning parks, green space, or other open space to
incorporate the sensitive sites

 If federal agencies are participants in the activity and Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act applies, conduct
formal consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer
and the Native American community.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

10-2. Discovery of Unrecorded
Human Remains

S S S S S Measure 10-2:

 If human remains are encountered during ground-disturbing
construction activities, stop work that would potentially affect the
find and contact the county coroner, professional archaeologist,
and representatives of California Indian tribes in accordance with
the California Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act (CNAGPRA).

 If the discovery of human remains occurs on lands owned and
administered by a federal agency, the provisions of the
CNAGPRA and the federal Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) will apply.

Sv/LTS

10-3. Disturbance or
Destruction of Historic
Buildings, Structures, and
Linear Features

S S S S S Measure 10-3:

 Inventory and evaluate historic-era buildings, structures, and
linear features. Conduct cultural resources studies to determine
whether historic-era buildings, structures, and linear features in
the project area are eligible for listing in the CRHR.

 Before construction activities begin, an inventory and evaluation
of historic-era resources in the project area should be conducted
under the direct supervision of an architectural historian meeting
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards for history or architectural history.

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

 Identify measures to avoid significant historic resources.
Avoidance through project redesign is the preferred mitigation
measure for mitigating potential effects on historic-era buildings,
structures, linear features, and archaeological sites that appear
to be eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR.

 Record photographic and written documentation to Historic
American Building Survey (HABS)/Historic American
Engineering Record (HAER) standards. If avoidance of a
significant historic resource is not feasible, the lead agency
should ensure that HABS/HAER documentation is completed.

 Conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings
in the event of relocation.

 Conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidance for the
Treatment of Cultural Landscapes to preserve landscapes’
historic form, features, and details that have evolved over time.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

10-4. Disturbance or
Destruction of Cultural
Landscapes and Traditional
Cultural Properties

S S S S S  Measures 10-1, 10-2, and 10-3 (above) will also mitigate Impact
10-4. However, to mitigate Impact 10-4, surveys and inventories
would focus on culturally significant landscapes and traditional
cultural properties.

S

11. Geology and Soils

11-1. Exposure of People or
Structures to Potential
Substantial Adverse Effects,
Including the Risk of Loss,
Injury, or Death Involving
Rupture of a Known
Earthquake Fault

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 11-1:

 For construction that occurs in an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies
Zone, a determination must be made by a licensed practitioner
that no fault traces are present within the building footprint of any
structure intended for human occupancy.

 Lead agencies shall ensure that geotechnical design
recommendations are included in the design of facilities and
construction specifications to minimize the potential impacts
from seismic events and the presence of adverse soil
conditions.

Sv/LTS

11-2. Exposure of People or
Structures to Potential
Substantial Adverse Effects,
Including the Risk of Loss,
Injury, or Death due to Strong
Ground Motion Associated with

S+ S+ S+ S+ S+ Measure 11-2:

 Require adherence, at minimum, to the precepts of the current
approved version of the International Building Code (IBC).

Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

Seismic Shaking

11-3. Construction and
Operations of Projects Could
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 Loss of
Bearing Value, Lateral
Spreading, Subsidence,
Liquefaction or Collapse

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 11-3:

 For projects that would result in significant or potentially
significant grading operations, a geotechnical investigation shall
be performed and a geotechnical report prepared.
The geotechnical report shall include a quantitative analysis to
determine whether excavation or fill placement would result in a
potential for damage due to soil subsidence during and/or after
construction. Project designs shall incorporate measures to
reduce the potential damage to an insignificant level.

 A geotechnical investigation shall be performed to determine the
presence and thickness of potentially liquefiable sands that could
result in loss of bearing value during seismic shaking events.
Project designs shall incorporate measures to mitigate the
potential damage to an insignificant level.

 For projects that would result in construction of wells intended for
groundwater extraction, a hydrogeological/geotechnical
investigation shall be performed to identify and quantify the
potential for groundwater extraction-induced subsidence.

 For projects that would result in construction of surface
reservoirs and canals a hydrogeological/geotechnical

Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

investigation shall be performed to identify and quantify the
potential for seeps and springs to develop in areas adjacent to
the proposed improvements and to propose mitigation
measures.

11-4. Construction of Projects
Could Result in Substantial Soil
Erosion or the Loss of Topsoil

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 11-4:

 Any covered action that would have significant soil erosion and
topsoil loss impacts shall incorporate specific measures for
future projects that would expand the use of BMPs or optional
erosion control measures listed in the SWPPPs. The SWPPP
shall identify an effective combination of BMPs to reduce
erosion during construction and to prevent erosion during
operation.

Sv/LTS

11-5. Construction of Projects
Could Lead to Impacts
Associated with the Presence
of Expansive Soils

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 11-5:

 In areas where expansive clays exist, a
hydrogeological/geotechnical investigation shall be performed to
identify and quantify the potential for expansion, particularly
differential expansion of clayey soils due to leakage and
saturation beneath new improvements. Measures could include,
but are not limited to removal and recompaction of problematic
expansive soils, soil stabilization, and/or reinforcement of
constructed improvements to resist deformation due to

Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

expansion of subsurface soils.

11-6. Operation of Projects
Could Result in Impacts
Associated with the Occurrence
of Nuisance Water in Adjacent
Areas Due to Leakage

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 11-6:

 For projects that would result in construction of canals, storage
reservoirs and other surface impoundments, project design shall
provide for protection from leakage to the subsurface.

 For ecosystem restoration projects that might cause subsurface
seepage of nuisance water onto adjacent lands:

 Perform seepage monitoring studies by measuring the level
of shallow groundwater in the adjacent soils, to evaluate the
baseline conditions. Continue monitoring for seepage during
and after the project implementation.

 Develop a seepage monitoring plan if subsurface seepage
constitutes nuisance water to the adjacent land.

 Implement seepage control measures if adjacent land is not
useable, such as installing subsurface agricultural drainage
systems to avoid raising water levels into crop root zones.
Cutoff walls and pumping wells can also be used to mitigate
for the occurrence of subsurface nuisance water.

Sv/LTS



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NOVEMBER 2012 ES-45

Table ES-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Revised Project

Impact and EIR Section

Revised Project Before Mitigation
a

Abbreviated Mitigation Measures

(see resource sections for full text)

Significance
after

Mitigation
bR

e
li

a
b

le
W

a
te

r
S

u
p

p
ly

D
e
lt

a
E

c
o

s
y
s
te

m
R

e
s
to

ra
ti

o
n

P
ro

te
c
ti

o
n

a
n

d
E

n
h

a
n

c
e
m

e
n

t
o

f
D

e
lt

a
a
s

a
n

E
v
o

lv
in

g
P

la
c
e

W
a
te

r
Q

u
a
li
ty

Im
p

ro
v
e
m

e
n

t

F
lo

o
d

R
is

k
R

e
d

u
c
ti

o
n

Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

11-7. Exposure of People or
Structures to Potential
Substantial Adverse Effects,
Including the Risk of Loss,
Injury, or Death Involving
Landslides

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 11-7:

 For projects that would result in construction of levees, surface
impoundments and other fill embankments project design shall
incorporate fill placement in accordance with local and State
regulations and in accordance with the prevailing standards of
care for such work. Measures could include, but are not limited
to blending of soils most susceptible to landsliding with soils
having higher cohesion characteristics, installation of slope
stabilization measures, designing top-of-slope berms or v-
ditches, terrace drains and other surface runoff control
measures, and designing slopes at lower inclinations.

Sv/LTS

11-8. Have Soils Incapable of
Adequately Supporting the Use
of Septic Tanks or Alternative
Waste Water Disposal Systems
Where Sewers are Not
Available for the Disposal of
Waste Water

S- S- S- S- NI Measure 11-8:

 A geotechnical investigation shall be performed and a
geotechnical report prepared. The geotechnical report shall
include a quantitative analysis to determine whether on-site soils
would be suitable for an on-site wastewater treatment system. If
it is determined that the soil could not support a conventional on-
site treatment system, non-conventional systems shall be
analyzed.

Sv/LTS

11-9. Substantial Risks to Life
or Property Due to Construction

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 11-9:

 For projects that would result in significant or potentially

Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

of Project Facilities on High
Organic Matter Soils

significant risk to structures due to the presence of highly
organic soils, lead agencies shall require geotechnical
evaluation prior to construction to identify measures to mitigate
organic soils.

12. Paleontological
Resources

12-1. Destruction of
Paleontological Resources or
Unique Geological Features

S LTS LTS S S Measure 12-1:

 During the project-level analysis, a Paleontological Resources
Monitoring and Recovery Plan (PRMRP) shall be developed and
implemented for all actions.

S

13. Mineral Resources

13-1. Loss of Availability of a
Known Mineral Resource that
Would Be of Value to the
Region and Residents of the
State

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 13-1:

 Ensure land use compatibility between existing mineral resource
extraction activities and projects, activities or actions that may be
implemented.

 Maintain adequate buffer between future projects and
designated Mineral Resources Zone (MRZ)-2 sectors.

 Explore opportunities to classify and designate new MRZ-2
sectors (e.g., in existing MRZ-3 sectors) to ensure that important
mineral resources are conserved and continue to be available for

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

future construction needs.

 Ensure future land use changes within designated mineral
resource extraction areas recognize mineral resource extraction
as a compatible use.

 Limit use of construction aggregate to local sources with
sufficient capacity to meet both project and future local
development needs, to the extent possible.

 Use recycled aggregate where possible, to decrease the
demand for new aggregate.

13-2. Loss of Availability of a
Locally Important Mineral
Resource Recovery Site
Delineated on a Local General
Plan, Specific Plan, or Other
Land Use Plan

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 13-2:

 Ensure access is maintained to existing, active mineral resource
extraction sites both during and after project construction.

 Implement recommendations identified in the Division of Oil,
Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), U.S. Geological
Survey’s construction site well review program.

Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

14. Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

14-1. Create a Significant
Hazard to the Public or the
Environment through the
Routine Transport, Use, or
Disposal of Hazardous
Materials or through
Reasonably Foreseeable Upset
and Accident Conditions
involving the Release of
Hazardous Materials into the
Environment

S S S S S Measure 14-1:

 Refueling and maintenance of vehicles and equipment to occur
only in designated areas that are either bermed or covered with
concrete, asphalt, or other impervious surfaces to control
potential spills.

 Refueling of vehicles and equipment to occur only when
employees are present.

 Vehicle and equipment service and maintenance conducted only
by authorized personnel.

 Refueling conducted only with approved pumps, hoses, and
nozzles.

 Catch-pans placed under equipment to catch potential spills
during servicing.

 All disconnected hoses placed in containers to collect residual
fuel from the hoses.

 Vehicle engines shut down during refueling.

 No smoking, open flames, or welding allowed in refueling or
service areas.

Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

 Refueling performed away from bodies of water to prevent
contamination of water in the event of a leak or spill.

 When refueling is completed, the service truck to leave the
project site.

 Service trucks provided with fire extinguishers and spill
containment equipment, such as absorbents.

 Should a spill contaminate soil, the soil shall be placed in
containers and disposed of as appropriate. All containers used to
store hazardous materials to be inspected at least once per
week for signs of leaking or failure. All maintenance and
refueling areas to be inspected monthly. Results of inspections
to be recorded in a logbook maintained onsite.

 Provision of an automatic sprinkler system for indoor hazardous
material storage areas.

 Provision of an exhaust system for indoor hazardous material
storage areas.

 Separation of incompatible materials by isolating them from each
other with a noncombustible partition.

 Spill control in all storage, handling, and dispensing areas.

 Separate secondary containment for each chemical storage
system.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

Measure 14-2:

 Worker training programs and breathing apparatus shall be
provided. Monitoring programs shall be implemented as areas
are excavated to determine the potential for exposure to soil
organisms or other constituents.

 Public outreach programs shall be conducted to educate the
public of the types of construction activities and risks that could
occur. In areas near extreme hazards, warning sirens shall be
used at construction sites to immediately notify workers and
residents.

14-2. Be Located on a Site
Which Is Included on a List of
Hazardous Materials Sites
Compiled Pursuant to
Government Code, Section
65962.5 and, as a Result,
Would Create a Significant
Hazard to the Public or the
Environment

S S S S S Measures 14-1 and 14-2 (see above) Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

14-3. Create Vector Habitat that
would Pose a Significant Public
Health Hazard

S S LTS LTS S Measure 14-3:

 Freshwater habitat management to include water-control-
structure management, vegetation management, mosquito
predator management, drainage improvements, and coordination
with the DFG and local mosquito and vector control agencies
regarding these strategies and specific techniques to help
minimize mosquito production.

 Maintenance of permanent ponds that increase the diversity of
waterfowl yet decrease the introduction of vectors through
constant circulation of water, vegetation control, and periodic
draining of ponds.

 Tidal management focused on mosquito problems arising from
the residual tidal and floodwaters remaining in depressions and
cracked ground.

 Avoidance of ponding in tidal marsh habitat or in areas within
the waterside of setback levees. Design of ecosystem
restoration areas, waterfowl hunting areas, setback levees,
parks, canals, and surface water storage facilities to minimize
standing water, or use of other methods such as mosquito fish
to reduce mosquito breeding.

Sv
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

14-4. Emit Hazardous
Emissions or Handle
Hazardous or Acutely
Hazardous Materials,
Substances, or Waste Within
0.25 Mile of An Existing or
Proposed School

S S S S S Measures 14-1, and 14-2 (see above)

Measure 14-4:

 Avoid creating hazardous wildlife attractants within a distance of
10,000 feet of an Airport Operations Area.

 Maintain a distance of 5 statute miles between the farthest edge
of the Airport Operations Area and hazardous wildlife
attractants.

Sv/LTS

14-5. Increase Safety Hazards
for People Residing in or
Working in the Project Areas
Within the Vicinity of a Private
Airstrip, Within an Airport Land
Use Plan, or Within 2 Miles of a
Public Airport or Public Use
Airport, or Create Airport Safety
Hazards

S S S S S Measure 14-4:

 Avoid creating hazardous wildlife attractants within a distance of
10,000 feet of an Airport Operations Area.

 Maintain a distance of 5 statute miles between the farthest edge
of the Airport Operations Area and hazardous wildlife
attractants.

SvLTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

14-6. Expose People or
Structures to a Significant Risk
of Loss, Injury or Death
involving Wildland Fires

S LTS LTS LTS LTS Measure 14-6:

 Prepare and implement a fire management plan to minimize
potential for wildland fires

Sv/LTS

15. Noise

15-1. Exposure of Sensitive
Receptors to Excessive
Temporary, Short-term
Construction Noise

S S- S- S- S- Measure 15-1:

 Limit the hours of operation at noise-generation sources located
near or adjacent to noise-sensitive areas, wherever practicable,
to reduce the level of exposure to meet applicable local
standards.

 Locate construction equipment away from sensitive receptors, to
the extent feasible, to reduce noise levels below applicable local
standards.

 Maintain construction equipment to manufacturers’
recommended specifications, and equip all construction vehicles
and equipment with appropriate mufflers and other approved
noise-control devices.

 Limit idling of construction equipment to the extent feasible to
reduce the time that noise is emitted.

 Conduct individual traffic noise analysis of identified haul routes
and provide mitigation at locations where noise standards cannot

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

be maintained for sensitive receptors.

 Incorporate use of temporary noise barriers between
construction activities and sensitive receptors if it is concluded
that they would be effective in reducing noise exposure to
sensitive receptors.

 Near sensitive receptors, avoid or minimize use of construction
equipment known to generate high levels of groundborne
vibration.

15-2. Temporary and Short-
term Exposure of Sensitive
Receptors to Excessive
Groundborne Vibrations

S S- S- S- S- Measure 15-2:

 Conduct a preliminary groundborne vibration analysis report to
determine future construction-related groundborne vibration
levels based on, but not limited to, a detailed equipment list,
hours of operation and distances to sensitive receptors located
within 500 feet of project sites.

 Provided that future groundborne vibration results in significant
impacts at sensitive receptors, the following measures shall be
implemented:

 Designate a complaint coordinator and post this person’s
contact information in a location near construction areas
where it is clearly visible to the nearby receptors most likely
to be affected.

S



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NOVEMBER 2012 ES-55

Table ES-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Revised Project

Impact and EIR Section

Revised Project Before Mitigation
a

Abbreviated Mitigation Measures

(see resource sections for full text)

Significance
after

Mitigation
bR

e
li

a
b

le
W

a
te

r
S

u
p

p
ly

D
e
lt

a
E

c
o

s
y
s
te

m
R

e
s
to

ra
ti

o
n

P
ro

te
c
ti

o
n

a
n

d
E

n
h

a
n

c
e
m

e
n

t
o

f
D

e
lt

a
a
s

a
n

E
v
o

lv
in

g
P

la
c
e

W
a
te

r
Q

u
a
li
ty

Im
p

ro
v
e
m

e
n

t

F
lo

o
d

R
is

k
R

e
d

u
c
ti

o
n

Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

 Vibration monitoring will be conducted before and during
vibration generating operations occurring within 100 feet of
historic structures. Every attempt will be made to limit
construction-generated vibration levels during pile driving
and other groundborne noise and vibration-generating
activities in the vicinity of the historic structures.

 Adjacent historic features will be covered or temporarily
shored, as necessary, for protection from vibrations, in
consultation with the appropriate cultural resources
authority.

 Pile driving required within a 50-foot radius of residences will
use alternative installation methods where possible.

 Pile-driving activities conducted within 285 feet of sensitive
receptors will occur during daytime hours to avoid sleep
disturbance during evening and nighttime hours.

15-3. Long-term Exposure of
Sensitive Receptors to
Excessive Noise from
Operations

S- LTS LTS S- LTS Measure 15-3:

 Identify noise-sensitive receptors in the vicinity of project
activities and design projects to minimize exposure of sensitive
receptors to long-term, operational noise sources.

 Conduct a preliminary noise analysis report to determine future
operation-related noise and distances to sensitive receptors.

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

Provided that future operation-related noise results in significant
at sensitive receptors, incorporate into construction design
measures.

 Locate dog parks no closer than 200 feet from the nearest
residential property line and at least 75 feet from habitat for
noise-sensitive wildlife species.

 Locate parking lots no closer than 65 feet from the nearest
residential property line and at least 25 feet from habitat for
noise-sensitive wildlife species unless a detailed noise study is
conducted that determines that placement of parking lots closer
than the distances specified above will not result in noise levels
that exceed 67 dBA at the nearest residential property line or 60
dBA from noise-sensitive habitat, or appropriate mitigation
measures.

 Locate playing fields no closer than located at least 125 feet from
the nearest residential property line and at least 50 feet from
habitat for noise-sensitive wildlife species unless a detailed noise
study is conducted that determines that placement of playing
fields closer than the distances specified above will not result in
noise levels that exceed 67 dBA at the nearest residential
property line or 60 dBA from noise-sensitive habitat, or
appropriate mitigation measures.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

16. Population and Housing

16-1. Induce Substantial
Population Growth in an Area,
Either Directly or Indirectly

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS  Require compliance with applicable local policies and regulations
regarding the provision of affordable housing.

 Construct replacement housing if existing housing will be
displaced.

16-2. Displace Substantial
Numbers of Existing Housing
and/or People, Necessitating
the Construction of
Replacement Housing
Elsewhere

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
 Require compliance with applicable local policies and regulations

regarding the provision of affordable housing.

 Construct replacement housing if existing housing will be
displaced.

17. Public Services

17-1. Need for New or
Physically Altered
Governmental Facilities to
Maintain Acceptable Service
Ratios, Response Times, or
Other Performance Objectives
for Fire Protection and
Emergency Medical Services,

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS Measure 17-1:

 Establish construction fee schedules by local agencies for the
new or modified facilities to fund additional emergency services
potentially required during construction. If emergency services
are not needed, a portion of the fees could be refunded.

 Develop worker training programs to reduce construction and
operations risks.

 Develop appropriate emergency access routes and equipment
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

Police Protection, Schools, or
Libraries

for both land and water access, if applicable (such as in the
Delta), that provides for adequate response time. If use of an
existing emergency access route becomes limited due to new or
modified facilities, additional routes or placement of duplicate
equipment on each side of the route limitation could be
considered.

 Develop traffic plans and emergency response plans for
construction and operations phases of new facilities.

 Develop all facilities, including parks and ecosystem restoration
areas, in accordance with applicable fire codes and regulations,
and with adequate fire equipment access routes, occupancy
limitations, and fire-protection equipment.

18. Recreation

18-1. Impair, Degrade, or
Eliminate Recreation Facilities
and Activities

S+ S- LTS S+ S Measure 18-1:

 If the substantial impairment, degradation, or elimination of
recreational facilities occurs, replacement facilities of equal
capacity and quality with ongoing funding for maintenance of
these facilities shall be provided.

 New water supply, ecosystem restoration, and water quality
facilities shall be located away from existing recreational sites
and areas with high levels of recreational use. If significant

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

impacts cannot be avoided, existing facilities shall be relocated
within the local area and ongoing funding for maintenance of
these facilities shall be provided.

 If degradation or impairment of recreational facilities, settings,
and activities occur from implementation of water use efficient
practices and water conservation measures at recreational
areas, the park and recreation areas shall be redeveloped with
drought-tolerant plant materials, water efficient irrigation
systems, and synthetic turf substitutes where appropriate, in
such a way as to retain recreational facilities and use areas.

 If the volume of water exported from the Delta declines over
multiple years, the lead agencies that implement local water
supplies probably would not be able to develop a long-term
replacement water supply for the surface water reservoirs.
However, if feasible, reservoir storage operations criteria must
be modified to increase the minimum amount of emergency
stand-by storage water that remains in the reservoir to also
provide water-based recreation. Also, if feasible, water
allocations to water users must be modified to provide more
surface water in the reservoirs for recreation and provide other
water supplies for non-recreation water users. Access facilities
must be modified to accommodate lower water elevations or



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ES-60 NOVEMBER 2012

Table ES-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Revised Project

Impact and EIR Section

Revised Project Before Mitigation
a

Abbreviated Mitigation Measures

(see resource sections for full text)

Significance
after

Mitigation
bR

e
li

a
b

le
W

a
te

r
S

u
p

p
ly

D
e
lt

a
E

c
o

s
y
s
te

m
R

e
s
to

ra
ti

o
n

P
ro

te
c
ti

o
n

a
n

d
E

n
h

a
n

c
e
m

e
n

t
o

f
D

e
lt

a
a
s

a
n

E
v
o

lv
in

g
P

la
c
e

W
a
te

r
Q

u
a
li
ty

Im
p

ro
v
e
m

e
n

t

F
lo

o
d

R
is

k
R

e
d

u
c
ti

o
n

Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

more frequent fluctuations in water elevations that could occur
more frequently than under existing conditions.

 Ecosystem restoration areas shall be located away from high-
use recreational sites, if feasible. Design of the restoration areas
shall consider methods to maintain access to adjacent areas or
recreational areas that would be periodically inundated under
restoration. Design of levee modifications to provide for
inundation of restored areas also shall consider the possibility of
using levee remnants to maintain meander channels that would
facilitate recreational opportunities. If significant impacts to
marinas, hunting clubs, and other recreational facilities cannot be
avoided, the lead agency shall consider relocation of these
facilities, if feasible.
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

18-2. Increase the Use of
Existing Recreational Facilities
Such That Substantial Physical
Deterioration of the Facility
Would Occur or Be Accelerated

S+ S- S S+ S Measure 18-2:

 If substantial temporary or permanent impairment, degradation,
or elimination of recreational facilities causes users to be
directed towards other existing facilities, lead agencies shall
coordinate with impacted public and private recreation providers
to direct displaced users to under-utilized recreational facilities.

 Lead agencies shall provide additional operations and
maintenance of existing facilities in order to prevent deterioration
of these facilities.

 If possible, lead agencies shall provide temporary replacement
facilities.

 If the increase in use is temporary, once use is decreased back
to existing conditions, degraded facilities shall be rehabilitated or
restored.

 Where impacts to existing facilities are unavoidable,
compensate for impacts through mitigation, restoration, or
preservation off-site or creation of additional permanent new
replacement facilities.

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

18-3. Require the Construction
or Expansion of Recreation
Facilities Which Might Have an
Adverse Physical Effect on the
Environment

S S- S S S Measure 18-3:

 Projects shall be sited in areas that would have minimal adverse
physical effect on the environment.

 Where impacts to the environment are unavoidable, compensate
for impacts through mitigation, restoration, or preservation off-
site or creation of additional permanent new replacement
facilities.

S

19. Transportation, Traffic,
and Circulation

19-1. Construction- and
Operations-related Conflict with
an Applicable Plan, Ordinance,
or Policy Establishing
Measures of Effectiveness for
the Performance of the
Circulation System, Taking into
Account All Modes of
Transportation

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 19-1:

 Avoid modifications to federal, State, and county highways, local
roadways, and bridges that may reduce vehicle capacity, to the
extent feasible.

 Develop and implement a traffic control plan to reduce effects of
roadway construction activities, including full and partial lane
closures, bicycle and pedestrian facility closures, and reduced
access to adjacent properties.

 For project operations that increase traffic, prepare a traffic
study. If project traffic causes an intersection or road segment to
perform below the minimum level of service standard, then select
an alternate route for project traffic or schedule project trips for

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

non-peak-hour periods. If alternate routes are not feasible, then
design and construct facility improvements to intersections or
road segments to maintain the acceptable level of service.

 For roads that will be flooded during floodplain operation,
prepare and implement vehicular traffic detour planning as
necessary.

 Traffic impact reports shall be prepared that meet the applicable
agencies’ standards to assess potential impacts on appropriate
street segments and intersections.

 Prepare and implement a waterway traffic control plan to ensure
safe and efficient vessel navigation during construction in
waterways.

 Where temporary partial channel closure is necessary, a
temporary channel closure plan shall be developed.

 To the extent feasible, ensure that safe boat access to public
launch and docking facilities, businesses, and residences is
maintained.

 Coordinate with transit system operators to establish appropriate
alternate transit system routes to be rerouted during construction
activities, as appropriate.

 Boat passage facilities shall be provided as an integral
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

component of operable gate facilities, when feasible.

 Implement a program to provide boater education on procedures
for waiting at and using the boat passage facility.

 Minimize impacts on bicycle and pedestrian circulation where
feasible by avoiding impacts, minimizing closure of paths, and
providing for temporary or permanent relocation of the facility to
the extent feasible.

19-2. Potential Increase in
Hazards Related to a Design
Feature

LTS S- NI NI S- Measure 19-2:

 Develop and implement a program that will include procedures
for routine inspections and emergency facility operation to allow
safe navigation should the facility become damaged or
malfunction.

S

19-3. Potential Reduction in
Adequate Emergency Access

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 19-3:

 Coordinate with responsible local agencies to establish
appropriate emergency routes during construction activities and
before existing emergency routes are reclassified to a
nonemergency route use.

 Phase construction activities, and use multiple routes to and
from offsite locations to minimize the daily amount of traffic on
individual roadways.

S



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NOVEMBER 2012 ES-65

Table ES-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Revised Project

Impact and EIR Section

Revised Project Before Mitigation
a

Abbreviated Mitigation Measures

(see resource sections for full text)

Significance
after

Mitigation
bR

e
li

a
b

le
W

a
te

r
S

u
p

p
ly

D
e
lt

a
E

c
o

s
y
s
te

m
R

e
s
to

ra
ti

o
n

P
ro

te
c
ti

o
n

a
n

d
E

n
h

a
n

c
e
m

e
n

t
o

f
D

e
lt

a
a
s

a
n

E
v
o

lv
in

g
P

la
c
e

W
a
te

r
Q

u
a
li
ty

Im
p

ro
v
e
m

e
n

t

F
lo

o
d

R
is

k
R

e
d

u
c
ti

o
n

Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

 Post warnings about the potential presence of slow-moving
vehicles.

 Use traffic-control personnel when appropriate.

 Place and maintain barriers, and install traffic-control devices
necessary for safety, as specified in Caltrans’ Manual of Traffic
Controls for Construction and Maintenance Work Zones and in
accordance with city and county requirements.

 Notify appropriate emergency service providers of project
construction throughout the construction period to ensure that
emergency access through construction areas is maintained.

19-4. Construction- and
Operations-related Conflict with
Adopted Policies, Plans, or
Programs Regarding Bicycle or
Pedestrian Facilities

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 19-4:

 Implement Measure 19-1(above). The portion that addresses
minimizing impacts on bicycle and pedestrian circulation also
would apply to Impact 19-4.

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

20. Utilities and Service
Systems

20-1. Require or Result in the
Construction of New Water
Treatment Facilities or the
Expansion of Existing Facilities,
the Construction or Operation
of Which Would Have
Significant Environmental
Effects or Require the
Procurement of Additional
Water Supply Entitlements

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS

20-2. Require or Result in the
Construction of New
Wastewater Treatment
Facilities or the Expansion of
Existing Facilities, the
Construction or Operation of
Which Would Have Significant
Environmental Effects

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

20-3. Require or Result in the
Construction of New
Stormwater Drainage Facilities
or the Expansion of Existing
Facilities, the Construction or
Operation of Which Would
Have Significant Environmental
Effects

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

20-4. Generate Solid Waste
That Would Exceed the
Permitted Capacity of Local
Landfills or Cause Conflicts
with Federal, State, and Local
Statutes and Regulations
Related to Solid Waste

S- S- S- S- S- Measure 20-1:

 Establish construction debris disposal fee schedules to promote
recycling and minimize solid waste.

 Limit disposal of construction debris and other solid waste at
local landfills if the landfills have limited capacity.

 Dispose of all construction debris at landfills and disposal
facilities that are licensed for the type of wastes to be disposed.
If the landfills and disposal facilities are not located near future
construction sites, include analysis of transportation of solid
waste in future environmental documentation for specific
projects.

 Require construction contractors to prepare construction debris
management plans and require reuse or recycling of construction
debris

 Develop project-specific solid waste plans to maximize practices
that reduce and recycle solid waste and sludge generated by
water, wastewater, and stormwater treatment facilities; and
collect, recycle, or compost litter and solid waste generated at
new facilities designed for visitor use (such as parks and visitor
centers).

Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

20-5. Require or Result in the
Development of New Electricity
Generating Facilities or the
Expansion of Existing Facilities,
the Construction or Operation
of Which Would Have
Significant Environmental
Effects

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS

20-6. Create a Public Health
Hazard from Utility Disruption

S S S S S Measure 20-2:

 Relocate or modify existing water, wastewater, and stormwater
facilities or electricity transmission systems in a manner that
does not affect current operational reliability to existing and
projected users.

 Coordinate utility relocation and modification with utility providers
and local agencies to integrate potential other construction
projects and minimize disturbance to the communities.

 Verify utility locations through field surveys and services such as
Underground Service Alert.

Sv/LTS
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

21. Climate Change and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

21-1. Construction and
Operations of Projects Could
Result in an Increase in
Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Emissions That May Have a
Significant Impact on the
Environment

S S S- S S Measure 21-1:

 For projects with the potential to result in significant
environmental impacts from GHG emissions, lead agencies
should prepare and include a project-specific technical report on
climate change and GHG emissions as part of the environmental
documentation, prior to approval of the projects. The technical
report should include an analysis of potential environmental
impacts from GHG emissions, including:

 Quantification of GHG emissions;

 An analysis to determine whether construction- and
operation-related GHG emissions would exceed applicable
air district thresholds;

 Evaluation of the effect of climate change on the project;
and

 Recommended emission reduction measures, including but
not limited to potential actions that could sequester or
reduce GHG emissions.

 Implement GHG mitigation measures listed in the most recent air
quality management district guidance documents.

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

 In addition, the California Attorney General’s Office has
developed a list of various measures that may reduce GHG
emissions at the individual project level. As appropriate, the
measures can be included as design features of a project,
required as changes to the project, or imposed as mitigation.

21-2. Construction and
Operations of Projects Could
Conflict with an Applicable
Plan, Policy, or Regulation
Adopted for the Purpose of
Reducing Emissions of GHGs

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS

21-3. Conflict with Operations
of Proposed Facilities due to
Climate Change and Sea Level
Rise

S S S S S Measure 21-2:

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would
assess the need and provide a basis for the design for flood
protection of the facilities constructed along waterways.

 Design intakes/diversions and outfalls to be operated at multiple
surface water elevations between existing conditions and
maximum projected surface water elevations during a high flow
event with sea level rise for the life of the facility.

 Prepare a hydrogeologic study that would assess long-term
groundwater recharge and safe yield of wells and wellfields

S
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Abbreviations: S+ = Majority of projects will have significant impacts; a few projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S = Many projects will have significant impacts; some projects will have less-than-significant impacts.
S – = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts; a few projects will have significant impacts.
LTS= Less than significant. NI = No impact.
S^ = Majority of projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.
S = Majority of projects will have less-than-significant impacts if mitigation implemented; some projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts.
Sv/LTS=Less than significant for covered actions. Less than significant for non-covered actions if implementing agencies implement the mitigation; however,
significant and unavoidable for non-covered actions because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot mandate implementation.

under a sustainable groundwater management plan.

Measure 21-3:

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would
assess the need and provide a basis for the design for
ecosystem habitat restoration, including adjacent areas that
would allow for migration of the habitat to higher elevations as
the surface water elevations increase.

Measure 21-4:

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would
assess the need and provide a basis for the design for projects
that reduce risks of floods in the Delta.

 Based on the results of the drainage or hydrologic and hydraulic
study, arrange the length of flood management facilities in the
direction of the floodplain flow to maximize surface flows under
flood conditions.

 Install setback levees or bypass channels to maintain channel
capacity and to mitigate hydraulic impacts of high flow events
and higher surface water elevations due to climate change and
sea level rise.

 Channel modifications for restoration actions would be required
to maintain or improve flood management functions.
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Section 11

Introduction2

This section provides an overview of the background and purpose of this Recirculated Draft Program3
Environmental Impact Report (Volume 3) – Revised Proposed Project (November 2012 Final Draft Delta4
Plan) and summary of the contents of this document. For shorthand purposes, this document is referred to5
hereinafter as the “Recirculated Draft PEIR1.”6

1.1 Background and Purpose of Recirculated7

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report8

The Recirculated Draft PEIR (Volume 3) analyzes the adverse environmental impacts of the Final Draft9
Delta Plan, published in November 2012. The Delta Stewardship Council (Council) developed the Final10
Draft in response to comments received on the Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan and the original Draft Program11
Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR), which was published in November 2011 and analyzed the12
Fifth Draft Delta Plan. For the purposes of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, the Delta Plan analyzed in the13
original Draft PEIR is known as the “Proposed Project,” and the version considered in this Recirculated14
Draft PEIR is the “Revised Project.”15

The Revised Project makes extensive changes to the text and organization of the Delta Plan, including the16
following:17

 Discussions of the background and of the need for the proposed policies and recommendations18
were expanded.19

 Policies and recommendations were revised and reorganized, including modifying several20
policies to become recommendations and renumbering others.21

 New policies and recommendations were added.22

 Policies were deleted.23

 Performance measures to assist in implementation of the policies and recommendations were24
added.25

 Issues for future evaluation and coordination were identified.26

The Revised Project’s changes to the Delta Plan are discussed in detail in Chapter 2. The Council27
determined that these changes require the revision and recirculation of the EIR. The Revised Project is28
both a new alternative to the Proposed Project and a substantial reorganization of the Delta Plan. Thus,29

1 Also known as “Recirculated Draft PEIR (Volume 3).
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although its environmental consequences would not differ substantially from those of the Proposed1
Project, revision and recirculation of the EIR are appropriate, especially in light of the Council's2
commitment to transparency and stakeholder involvement.3

The Draft PEIR analyzed the Proposed Project and five other alternatives, all at equal levels of detail.4
This Recirculated Draft PEIR analyzes the Revised Project as a seventh alternative, also at the same level5
of detail, focusing on its potentially significant adverse changes to the physical environment as required6
by CEQA. Because the Draft PEIR already considered a wide range of alternatives, this Recirculated7
Draft PEIR does not consider additional alternatives. To provide context, this Recirculated Draft PEIR8
includes a detailed comparison of the Revised Project’s environmental impacts with the Proposed9
Project’s.10

1.2 Review of the Recirculated Draft PEIR11

This Recirculated Draft PEIR is being released for public review and comment for a period of 45 days.12
The comment period begins on November 30, 2012 and ends on (and includes) January 14, 2013. A copy13
of the EIR is available for viewing and download at the Council’s website at14
http://www.deltacouncil.ca.gov.15

Comments on the Recirculated Draft PEIR should be provided to the Council on or before January 14,16
2013. Written comments should be sent to "Recirculated Draft PEIR Comments," Delta Stewardship17
Council, 980 Ninth Street, Suite 1500, Sacramento, CA 95814. Comments may also be submitted18
electronically on the Council’s website at www.deltacouncil.ca.gov or via e-mail with the subject line19
“Recirculated Draft PEIR” to recirculateddpeircomments@deltacouncil.ca.gov.20

The Recirculated Draft PEIR has been sent to all agencies, organizations, and members of the public who21
received notice of the availability or a copy of the Draft PEIR; and additional agencies, organizations, or22
persons who submitted written requests for information about the EIR since publication of the Draft23
PEIR.24

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, when a portion of an EIR is recirculated, the lead agency may25
request that reviewers limit their comments to the recirculated portion, and to refrain from commenting on26
the unrevised portions. This Recirculated Draft PEIR is solely adding the analysis of the Revised Project27
as a new alternative. It does not revise the Draft PEIR’s analyses of the Proposed Project or any of the28
other alternatives. Accordingly, the Council requests that comments be limited to the analysis in this29
Recirculated DPEIR. Following the 45-day public comment period, the Council will respond to30
comments on the analyses in the Recirculated Draft PEIR. The Council will publish these responses,31
along with responses to comments on the Draft PEIR submitted during the circulation period for the32
November 2011 Draft PEIR, in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) in Spring,33
2013.34

The Council will consider certification of the Final PEIR and adoption of the Delta Plan shortly following35
publication of the Final PEIR. If approved by the Council, the adopted Delta Plan will enter the final36
phases of the regulatory approval process through the State Office of Administrative Law. It is anticipated37
that the Delta Plan would become a formal regulation in summer 2013.38

39
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Section 21

Description of Revised Project2

This Section describes a revised version of the proposed Delta Plan, which is referred to as the “Revised3
Project,” and explains the approach to the environmental analysis of the Revised Project.4

2.1 Description of Revised Project5

The Revised Project, which is the subject of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, is the November 2012 Final6
Draft Delta Plan. This Section both describes the Revised Project and explains the differences between7
the Revised Project and August 2011 Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan, which is the “Proposed Project” that8
was analyzed in the November 2011 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).9

2.1.1 Process Leading to Analysis of the Revised Project10

As described in Section 1, a Draft PEIR was published by Delta Stewardship Council (Council) on11
November 4, 2011. The Draft PEIR evaluated the August 2011 Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan (referred to as12
the “Proposed Project”) and four alternatives to the Proposed Project. Written and oral comments were13
received on the Draft PEIR during a 90-day comment period ending February 2, 2012. The comments on14
the Draft PEIR were reviewed by the Council along with comments received on the Fifth Staff Draft15
Delta Plan. Based upon review of the comments, the Council prepared the November 2012 Final Draft16
Delta Plan. The November 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan (referred to in this analysis as the “Revised17
Project”) is the subject of this Recirculated Draft PEIR.18

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires lead agencies to recirculate all or part of an19
EIR if “significant new information” becomes available after public notice is given of the availability of a20
draft EIR for public review and before certification of the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section21
15088.5). Significant new information leading to a decision to recirculate an EIR can include: 1) a new22
alternative or mitigation measure different than other alternatives previously analyzed, 2) changes that23
could result in a new or substantial increase in the severity of a significant environmental impact, or 3) a24
substantial reorganization of the project description. If the revision is limited to portions of the draft EIR,25
only those portions of the draft EIR need to be recirculated and the lead agency may request that26
reviewers limit their comments to the revised portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR.27

This Recirculated Draft PEIR evaluates the Revised Project (September 2011 Final Staff Draft Delta28
Plan) which is a new alternative and requires substantial reorganization of the project description.29

As required by Section 15088 and 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Council will evaluate and30
respond to all comments that were received on the Draft PEIR and new comments received on the31
Recirculated Draft PEIR. All comments and responses will be included in the Final PEIR.32



SECTION 2 RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
DESCRIPTION OF REVISED PROJECT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

2-2 NOVEMBER 2012

2.1.2 Revised Project Description1

The Delta Plan, which is required to be adopted by the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act of2
2009 (the “Delta Reform Act”), Water Code Section 85000 et seq., is a plan for creating a more reliable3
water supply for California and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta ecosystem, all in a manner4
that protects and enhances the unique cultural, recreational, natural resources, and agricultural values of5
the Delta as an evolving place. The Delta Reform Act identifies types of plans, programs and projects that6
are considered to be “covered actions” and must be certified as consistent with the Delta Plan, once it is7
adopted.8

The November 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan contains expanded discussions of the background and the9
need for proposed policies and recommendations. As explained in more detail below, many of the policies10
and recommendations have been revised and reorganized in the Revised Project, and several of the11
policies were changed into recommendations. New policies and recommendations were added, and some12
policies were deleted. Performance measures to assist in implementation of the policies and13
recommendations were added, as were recommended issues for future evaluation and coordination were14
identified.15

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project includes policies and recommendations to achieve the16
coequal goals of a more reliable water supply for California, protecting, restoring, and enhancing the17
Delta ecosystem, and preserving the Delta as a place. The Revised Project addresses the same five18
categories of projects as the Proposed Project (as described in the Draft PEIR), including:19

 Reliable Water Supply (indicated by the abbreviation “WR” in the Delta Plan policies and20
recommendations).21

 Delta Ecosystem Restoration (indicated by the abbreviation “ER” in the Delta Plan policies and22
recommendations).23

 Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place (indicated by the abbreviation “DP” in24
the Delta Plan policies and recommendations).25

 Water Quality Improvement (indicated by the abbreviation “WQ” in the Delta Plan policies and26
recommendations).27

 Flood Risk Reduction (indicated by the abbreviation “FR” in the Delta Plan policies and28
recommendations).29

The environmental analysis in Sections 3 – 25 of this Recirculated Draft PEIR are based on the significant30
environmental effects of each of these five categories of projects that could be “encouraged” by the Delta31
Plan.32

The differences between the description of the Revised Project and the description of the Proposed33
Project, as they relate to the analysis of significant environmental effects that is required by CEQA, are34
set forth (below in Sections 2.1.3 to 2.1.7) in table format for each of the above five categories of projects.35

As stated above, the Revised Project contains policies and recommendations. The full text of all of the36
policies and recommendations in the Revised Project (November 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan) is37
presented in Appendix C. These two main building blocks of the Delta Plan are defined as follows:38

 Policies are mandatory and will have regulatory effect on State and local agencies proposing to39
implement covered actions which are defined in the Delta Protection Act of 2009; in short, they40
are public agency actions that occur in whole or in part in the Delta or Suisun Marsh and that may41
affect the achievement of the co-equal goals. For non-covered actions, the policies would42
function as recommendations.43
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 Recommendations are non-regulatory in nature for both covered and non-covered actions. Most1
of the recommendations are directed at other agencies, which may or may not choose to2
implement all or a part of the recommended actions.3

The Revised Project also includes:4

 Performance measures to assist in implementation of the policies and recommendations, and5

 Issues for future evaluation and coordination (which the Proposed Project did not include) that6
the Delta Plan recommends for the Council or other agencies to consider when additional7
information becomes available.8

As did the Draft PEIR, this Recirculated Draft PEIR analyzes the potentially significant physical changes9
to the environment that Delta Plan implementation could cause and/or encourage. It does not analyze non-10
physical changes or implications of the Delta Plan, such as economic or social changes. The major11
potential differences in physical environmental changes between the Revised Project and the Proposed12
Project are related to water resources, biological resources, land use, visual resources, air quality, soils,13
mineral resources, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, recreation, transportation, utilities, and14
greenhouse gas emissions due to changes in the potential for construction and operations, as summarized15
below.16

 The Revised Project could lead to more potential changes upstream of the Delta, because the17
Revised Project encourages construction and operation of wastewater and stormwater recycling18
facilities to improve water supply reliability.19

 The Revised Project could lead to more potential changes in the Delta, because the Revised20
Project encourages construction and operation of facilities to expand existing State Park facilities21
near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and encourages development of a22
new state park near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.23

 The Revised Project could lead to more potential changes in the Delta, because the Revised24
Project recommends improving water quality criteria for habitat restoration areas, the Stockton25
Deep Water Ship Channel, and the Suisun Marsh that could encourage construction and operation26
of wastewater and stormwater treatment facilities.27

 The Revised Project could lead to more potential changes in the Delta, because the Revised28
Project could result in construction of fewer levee improvement projects by removing the29
emphasis in the Proposed Project on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, and ecosystem30
habitat areas.31

2.1.3 Reliable Water Supply32

Compared to existing conditions, the Revised Project would improve management of California’s water33
resources through increased reliance on local and regional water supplies, reduction of reliance on Delta34
exports, and improved management of Delta water supplies through increased storage and improved Delta35
conveyance to correlate available water supplies and water use. The Revised Project Reliable Water36
Supply project area has two policies (same as the Proposed Project), 19 recommendations (seven more37
recommendations than the Proposed Project including two recommendations that were part of a policy38
under the Proposed Project, one recommendation that was a Delta Ecosystem Restoration39
recommendation under the Proposed Project, and one recommendation that was a Finance Plan40
recommendation under the Proposed Project), 27 performance measures (five more performance41
measures than the Proposed Project), and seven issues for future evaluation and coordination (including42
five new issues, one issue that was included in a policy under the Proposed Project, and one issue that was43
included as a Flood Risk Reduction recommendation under the Proposed Project). Many of the policies,44
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recommendations, performance measures, and issues for future evaluation and coordination are similar to1
policies and recommendations included in the Proposed Project. Many of the policies and2
recommendations have new numbers under the Revised Project as compared to the Proposed Project, as3
summarized in Table 2-1.4

The primary differences between the Revised Project and the Proposed Project with respect to the5
Reliable Water Supply project area are the following:6

 WR P1 (Reduce Reliance on the Delta and Improve Regional Self Reliance) was substantially7
reorganized from the Proposed Project WR P1. The Revised Project would apply WR P1 to8
proposals that export, transfer, or use 1) water from the Delta that are made necessary by the9
proposing water user’s failure to both complete an urban or agricultural water management plan,10
and 2) evaluate and commence implementation of locally cost effective and technically feasible11
projects to reduce reliance on the Delta. When such use would cause a significant adverse12
environmental impact in the Delta, then this policy would make the covered action to be13
inconsistent with the Delta Plan until the urban or agricultural water management plan is14
complete and the water user evaluates and commences implementation of locally cost effective15
and technically feasible projects to reduce reliance on the Delta. Portions of the Proposed Project16
WR P1 that addressed compliance with existing State law to prepare urban or agricultural water17
management plans became part of WR R1 under the Revised Project (see WR R1 below).18
Portions of the Proposed Project WR P1 that addressed preparation of a water supply reliability19
element within urban or agricultural water management plans became WR R4 under the Revised20
Project (see WR R4 below). Portions of the Proposed Project WR P1 that addressed development21
of a conservation-oriented rate structure became an issue for future evaluation and coordination22
under the Revised Project.23

 WR R1 (Implement Water Efficiency and Water Management Planning Laws) is similar to24
the portion of the Proposed Project WR P1 that became Revised Project WR R1, except that25
revised Project WR R1 applies to all water users in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project26
(as compared to the Proposed Project which only applied to users of Delta water). The Revised27
Project WR R1 recommends that all water suppliers, including areas located upstream of the28
Delta, should fully implement applicable water efficiencies and water management laws,29
including completion of urban and agricultural water management plans.30

 WR R4 (Expanded Water Supply Reliability Element) is similar to the portion of the31
Proposed Project WR P1 that became Revised Project WR R4, except that Revised Project WR32
R4 applies to all water users in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project. The Proposed33
Project only applied to users of Delta water. The Revised Project WR R4 recommends that water34
suppliers, including areas located upstream of the Delta, should expand the water supply35
reliability element of the urban and agricultural water management plans to describe methods to36
reduce reliance on the Delta watershed and increase investments in local and regional facilities to37
reduce reliance on the Delta watershed, such as increased water use efficiency and recycled water38
programs.39

Overall, the Revised Project as compared to the Proposed Project would extend application of40
recommendations related to implementation of water efficiencies and water management laws, including41
completion of urban and agricultural water management plans (WR R1) and expanded water supply42
reliability element (WR R4), to all water users in the Delta watershed. The Proposed Project included43
these recommendations as policies and applied only to water users that diverted water from the Delta or44
used water diverted from or transferred through the Delta.45

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project does not direct the construction of specific projects, nor46
would projects be implemented under the direct authority of the Council. However, the Revised Project47
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like the Proposed Project seeks to improve water supply reliability by encouraging various actions which,1
if taken, could lead to construction and/or operation of projects that could provide a more reliable water2
supply. Such projects and their features could include the same projects and features described for the3
Proposed Project in Draft PEIR Section 2.2.1, Reliable Water Supply, such as:4

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,5
hydroelectric facilities)6

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)7

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)8

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)9

 Water transfers10

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation11

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage these types of reliable water supply12
projects in the Delta, and in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. Unlike the Proposed Project, the13
Revised Project also would encourage implementation of water use efficiency and conservation and14
construction and operation of wastewater and stormwater recycling facilities in the Delta watershed15
upstream of the Delta.16

The number and location of all potential projects that would be implemented is not known at this time.17
Four possible projects that are named in the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project are: North of Delta18
Offstream Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project - Phase 2, the Upper San Joaquin River19
Basin Storage Investigation Plan, and the next update of the Department of Water Resources (DWR)20
Bulletin 118 California’s Groundwater (DWR 2003). All of these measures would be encouraged under21
the Revised Project as they were under the Proposed Project.22

Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project specifically would encourage DWR, State Water23
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and other state agencies to use advisory groups to identify methods24
to improve water use efficiency and reduce impediments to water transfers. The Revised Project also25
recommends that SWRCB require water rights users report their net (consumptive) use and methods to26
develop and implement water efficiency practices. The Revised Project also recommends that the Delta27
Watermaster assess potential illegal water diversions and potential for over-allocation of water rights28
throughout the Delta watershed, not just the Delta. These measures would not result in physical changes29
to the environment.30

31

32
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Table 2-1
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Water Reliability Policies and Recommendations as Compared to the
Proposed Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

WR P1 Reduce Reliance on the Delta and
Improve Regional Self-Reliance

Revised Project WR P1 is a revised version of Proposed
Project WR P1. The revisions are as follows:

Specific provisions to prevent water from being exported
from, transferred through, or used in the Delta if a water user
had not completed urban water or agricultural water
management plans that include specific provisions noted for
WR P1 above.

The implementation of local and regional water supply
projects would remain as described in the Proposed Project.

Several Proposed Project policies [compliance with State law
for implementation of Urban Water Management Plans and
Water Supply Reliability Element] have been changed into
the following Revised Project recommendations (WR R1 and
WR R4, respectively), as described below.

WR P2 Transparency in Water Contracting This policy is similar to Proposed Project WR P2, except
Revised Project WR P2 includes specific references to
Department of Water Resources and Bureau of Reclamation
policies related to public notification of water transfer
programs.

WR R1 Implement Water Efficiency and
Water Management Planning
Laws

This recommendation is similar to portions of Proposed
Project WR P1, except Revised Project WR R1 adds specific
references to the Water Code.

WR R2 Require SWP Contractors to
Implement Water Efficiency and
Water Management Laws

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WR
R12, except Revised Project WR R2 adds specific
references to the Water Code.

WR R3 Compliance with Reasonable and
Beneficial Use

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WR R5,
except Revised Project WR R3 adds specific references to
the Water Code.

WR R4 Expanded Water Supply Reliability
Element

This recommendation is similar to portions of Proposed
Project WR P1, except Revised Project WR R4 also
encourages implementation of local and regional water
supplies not only in areas as described for the Proposed
Project, but also throughout the Delta watershed.

WR R5 Develop Water Supply Reliability
Element Guidelines

This recommendation is similar to portions of Proposed
Project WR R1, except Revised Project WR R5 extends the
time for completion of water supply reliability element
guidelines by Department of Water Resources from
December 31, 2012 to December 31, 2014.

WR R6 Update Water Efficiency Goals Revised Project WR R6 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project, and recommends
establishment of an advisory group to facilitate
implementation of local and regional water supply projects,
such as those encouraged under the Proposed Project.
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Table 2-1
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Water Reliability Policies and Recommendations as Compared to the
Proposed Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

WR R7 Revise State Grant and Loan
Priorities

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WR R3,
except Revised Project WR R7 extends the time for
completion of State grant and loan ranking criteria by state
agencies from December 31, 2012 to December 31, 2013.

WR R8 Demonstrate State Leadership This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WR R4,
except Revised Project WR R8 eliminates references to
specific recommendations for regulations.

WR R9 Update Bulletin 118, California’s
Groundwater Plan

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WR R8,
except Revised Project WR R9 adds specific references to
inclusion of information in the next California Water Plan
Update.

WR R10 Implement Groundwater
Management Plans in Areas that
Receive Water from the Delta
Watershed

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WR R9,
except Revised Project WR R10 includes two words to
facilitate understanding of the recommendation.

WR R11 Recover and Manage Critically
Overdrafted Groundwater Basins

Revised Project WR R11 is identical to Proposed Project WR
R10.

WR R12 Complete Bay Delta Conservation
Plan

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project ER R8,
except Revised Project WR R12 eliminates references to the
Delta Stewardship Council efforts to consider how to proceed
if the Bay Delta Conservation Plan is not completed by
December 31, 2014.

WR R13 Complete Surface Water Storage
Studies

Revised Project WR R13 is identical to Proposed Project WR
R6

WR R14 Identify Near-term Opportunities
for Storage, Use, and Water
Transfers

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WR R7,
except Revised Project WR R14 eliminates references to use
of the recommendations developed by the California Water
Commission being used to support water suppliers requests
for State grants, loans, and other funding.

WR R15 Improve Water Transfer
Procedures

Revised Project WR R15 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project, and recommends that the
Department of Water Resources and State Water Resources
Control Board work with stakeholders reduce procedural and
administrative impediments to water transfers, such as those
encouraged under the Proposed Project.

WR R16 Supplemental Water Use
Reporting

Revised Project WR R16 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project , and recommends that
water rights holders include reports (currently required by the
State Water Resources Control Board) on the development
of local and regional water supplies, such as those
encouraged under the Proposed Project.

WR R17 Integrated Statewide Water Use
Reporting

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WR
R11, except Revised Project WR R17 eliminates the date for
completion of a statewide reporting system and coordination
of the reporting system by Department of Water Resources.
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Table 2-1
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Water Reliability Policies and Recommendations as Compared to the
Proposed Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

WR R18 California Water Plan This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WR R2,
except Revised Project WR R18 adds specific
recommendations for assessments to be included in future
California Water Plan Updates.

WR R19 Financial Needs Assessment This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project FP R5,
except Revised Project WR R19 eliminates
recommendations for information to be required for future
urban and agricultural water management plans to be
considered for future State bond funding decisions.

Issues for
Future
Evaluation
and
Consideration

Delta Water Delivery Predictability This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project, and encourages development of a Delta Delivery
Predictability Index related to hydrologic year types,
estimated Delta inflows, Delta exports, and in-Delta and
ecosystem protections.

Performance Measures for
Reduced Reliance on the Delta

This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project, and encourages the Delta Stewardship Council to
collaborate with the Department of Water Resources, State
Water Resources Control Board, and stakeholders to
develop standardized methods to evaluate progress to
reduce reliance on the Delta and improve self-reliance.

Evaluation of Urban and
Agricultural Water Management
Plans

This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages the Delta Stewardship Council to
work with the Department of Water Resources and the State
legislature to identify resources and secure authority, if
necessary, to conduct further evaluation of water
management information contained in urban and agricultural
water management plans.

Integrated Water Resource
Management

This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages sharing of information about the
successful integration of water management infrastructure
and consideration to how to effectively promote
implementation of these integrated strategies.

Agricultural and Urban Water
Efficiency

This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages identification and promotion of best
management practices related to agricultural and urban
water efficiency.

Delta Watermaster This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages the Delta Watermaster to identify
illegal water diversions not only in the Delta, as required by
State legislation, but also throughout the watershed.

Reoperation of Upstream
Reservoirs

This issue is similar to Proposed Project RR R12, except this
issue identified in the Revised Project and encourages
improved watershed management actions to coordinate
reservoir operations related to climate change, flood flow
management, and improved ecosystem function.

1



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 2
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DESCRIPTION OF REVISED PROJECT

NOVEMBER 2012 2-9

2.1.4 Delta Ecosystem Restoration1

The Revised Project addresses the coequal goal of protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta2
ecosystem by addressing multiple ecosystem stressors, similar to the Proposed Project. The Revised3
Project Delta Ecosystem Restoration project area has five policies (same as the Proposed Project), eight4
recommendations (including four new recommendations and transfer of two recommendations to other5
areas of the Delta Plan as compared to the Proposed Project), twelve performance measures (four more6
performance measures than the Proposed Project), and three issues for future evaluation and coordination7
(one new issue and two issues that were recommendations under the Proposed Project). Many of the8
policies, recommendations, performance measures, and issues for future evaluation and coordination are9
similar to policies and recommendations included in the Proposed Project; however, the numbering has10
been modified, as summarized in Table 2-2.11

The primary differences between the Revised Project and the Proposed Project with respect to the Delta12
Ecosystem Restoration project area are the following:13

 ER P3 (Protect Opportunities to Restore Habitat) was revised to reduce the extent of the area14
in the Delta in which covered actions would be required to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts to15
future ecosystem restoration opportunities. Under the Proposed Project, ER P3 required that16
covered actions (other than habitat restoration actions), avoid or mitigate adverse impacts to17
future ecosystem restoration opportunities throughout the Delta. Under the Revised Project, ER18
P3 would focus these limitations on covered activities within “priority habitat restoration areas.”19
The priority habitat areas include areas also identified in the Proposed Project recommendation20
ER R1 (i.e., Yolo Bypass, Cache Slough Complex, Cosumnes-Mokelumne River Confluence,21
Lower San Joaquin River Floodplain, and Suisun Marsh), but the Revised Project also names the22
tidal marsh/channel margin habitat at Dutch Slough and western Delta islands which were23
considered in the Proposed Project, but not specifically identified for prioritized habitat24
development.25

 ER R1 (Prioritize and Implement Projects that Restore Delta Habitat) was modified to add26
tidal marsh/channel margin habitat at Dutch Slough and western Delta islands to other areas27
included in the Proposed Project ER R1 for prioritization and implementation of habitat28
restoration projects, as described above for ER P3. The performance measure for ER R129
specifically recommends, unlike the Proposed Project, a target of 8,000 acres of tidal marsh30
restoration (in accordance with the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative in the 2008 U.S. Fish and31
Wildlife Service biological opinion for Delta smelt related to long-term operations of the Central32
Valley Project and State Water Project) and 10,000 to 20,000 acres of floodplain habitat33
restoration to occur in the priority habitat restoration areas.34

 ER R4 (Update the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan) was not included in the Proposed Project,35
and encourages the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission and Solano36
County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and the Suisun Marsh Local Protection37
Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea level rise and consistency38
with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and Delta Plan.39

 ER R5 (Regulate Angling for Nonnative Sport Fish to Protect Native Fish), ER R740
(Manage Hatcheries to Reduce Genetic Risk), and ER R8 (Implement Marking and41
Tagging Program) were not included in the Proposed Project, and encourages several state42
agencies to revise or adopt policies and recommendations to reduce nonnative invasive species43
and stressors. The Revised Project encourages: 1) Department of Fish and Game (DFG) to44
develop proposals for new or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of45
listed fish species through reduced predation by introduced sport fish (ER R5); 2) hatcheries to46
develop and implement scientifically sound Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce47
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risks to those threatened and endangered fish species as required by the National Marine Fisheries1
Service (ER R7); and 3) DFG, in cooperation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and2
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), to revise and begin implementation of a program for3
mark and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and wild4
fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group (ER R8).5

Overall, the Revised Project as compared to the Proposed Project would extend the area recommended for6
prioritization of habitat restoration to the western Delta islands and Dutch Slough, encourage State and7
local agencies to modify existing plans to be consistent with existing regulations, and encourage State8
agencies to revise e fishing regulations to reduce predation of listed fish species and modify hatchery9
programs to improve management of hatchery and wild fish.10

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project does not direct the construction of specific projects, nor11
would projects be implemented under the direct authority of the Council. However, the Revised Project,12
like the Proposed Project, seeks to improve the Delta ecosystem by encouraging various actions and13
projects, which if taken, could lead to construction and/or operation of projects that could improve the14
Delta ecosystem. Such projects and their features could include the same projects and features described15
for the Proposed Project in Draft PEIR in Section 2.2.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, such as:16

 Floodplain restoration17

 Riparian restoration18

 Tidal marsh restoration19

 Stressor management20

 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)21

 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB22

Development of flow criteria and objectives by the SWRCB to improve the Delta ecosystem could lead to23
the same types of projects to develop reliable local and regional water supplies and reduce reliance on the24
Delta water supplies described for the Revised Project as described in Section 2.1.3, Reliable Water25
Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR. All of these measures would be similarly encouraged under the26
Revised Project as under the Proposed Project.27

The number and location of all potential projects that would be implemented is not known at this time.28
Nine possible projects that are named in the Proposed Project and have some degree of definition, also are29
named in the Revised Project: Cache Slough Complex Habitat Restoration Project; Cosumnes-30
Mokelumne Rivers Confluence Habitat Restoration Project; Lower San Joaquin River Bypass Proposal31
Habitat Restoration Project; Suisun Marsh Habitat Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan; Yolo32
Bypass Habitat Restoration Project; Variance for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation33
Policy; Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Conservancy (Delta Conservancy) Strategic Plan; Department of34
Fish and Game (DFG) Stage Two Actions for Non-native Invasive Species; and Water Quality Control35
Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary. In addition the Revised36
Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration to the western Delta islands and Dutch Slough.37
Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an environmental impact38
report (DWR and CSCC 2008). All of these measures would be similarly encouraged under the Revised39
Project as under the Proposed Project.40

41

42
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Table 2-2
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Ecosystem Restoration Policies and Recommendations as Compared to the
Proposed Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

ER P1 Update Delta Flow Objectives This policy is similar to Proposed Project ER P1 except
Revised Project ER P1 deletes provisions for development
of flow objective criteria by the Council if State Water
Resources Control Board does not adopt flow objectives by
specified dates in this policy.

ER P2 Restore Habitats at Appropriate
Elevations

This policy is similar to Proposed Project ER P2 except
Revised Project ER P2 adds clarification that the
accompanying figures and references (that also were
included in the Proposed Project ER P2) should be
considered as guidance.

ER P3 Protect Opportunities to Restore
Habitat

This policy is similar to Proposed Project ER P3 except
Revised Project ER P3 limits the application of this policy to
priority habitat restoration areas (as identified in Proposed
Project ER R1), and Revised Project ER P3 would not apply
to other rural areas of the Delta that were included in the
Proposed Project ER P3. However, development of these
other rural areas under Revised Project is addressed in DP
P1 and DP P2 and, therefore, the Revised Project would
like the Proposed Project for these areas (see Table 2-3).

ER P4 Expand Floodplains and Riparian
Habitats in Levee Projects

This policy is similar to Proposed Project ER P4 except
Revised Project ER P4 adds minor text changes to apply
the policy to projects and not necessarily to specific
agencies. Available criteria to be developed under RR R6
must be used to determine appropriate locations for setback
levees.

ER P5 Avoid Introduction and Habitat
Improvements that Enhance
Survival and Abundance of
Nonnative Invasive Species

This policy is similar to Proposed Project ER P5 except
Revised Project ER P5 modifies the approach that would be
required to demonstrate protection of the ecosystem.

ER R1 Prioritize and Implement Projects
that Restore Delta Habitat

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project ER R1
except Revised Project ER R1 includes a habitat area in the
Western Delta, including Dutch Slough area. A performance
measure for this recommendation was added to specify
habitat restoration targets of 8,000 acres of tidal marsh (per
the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative in the 2008
USFWS Delta smelt biological opinion for long-term
operations of the Central Valley Project and State Water
Project) and 10,000 to 20,000 acres of floodplain habitat.

ER R2 Complete and Implement Delta
Conservancy Strategic Plan

This recommendation is similar to text included in Proposed
Project ER R2 ER R3, and ER R5 except Revised Project
ER R2 makes text changes to delete references to
negotiations related to habitat credit agreements because
these negotiations have been completed and to modify
references to work with the Delta Science Program to
become an issue for future evaluation and coordination
when additional information becomes available.
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Table 2-2
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Ecosystem Restoration Policies and Recommendations as Compared to the
Proposed Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

ER R3 Exempt Delta Levees from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers’
Vegetation Policy

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project ER R4
except Revised Project ER R3 adds recommendation for
USACE to agree with Department of Fish and Game and
Department of Water Resources on a variance for the
vegetation policy and not necessarily to develop and
execute a variance process.

ER R4 Update the Suisun Marsh
Protection Plan

Revised Project ER R4 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that the Bay Conservation and
Development Commission’s Suisun Marsh Protection Plan
be updated to address adaptation for sea level rise and to
become consistent with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act,
Delta Reform Act, and Delta Plan.

ER R5 Regulate Angling for Nonnative
Sport Fish to Protect Native Fish

Revised Project ER R5 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation for revised fishing regulations to reduce
populations of introduced sport fish that are predators of
listed fish species.

ER R6 Prioritize and Implement Actions to
Control Nonnative Invasive Species

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project ER R6
except Revised Project ER R6 adds recommendations to
develop performance measures and monitoring plans.

ER R7 Manage Hatcheries to Reduce
Genetic Risk

Revised Project ER R7 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that all hatcheries that provide listed fish
species for release comply with existing National Marine
Fisheries Service requirements to develop and implement
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans.

ER R8 Implement Marking and Tagging
Program

Revised Project is a new recommendation that was not part
of the Proposed Project and adds a recommendation that
Department of Fish and Game implement a mark and
tagging program based on recommendations from the
California Hatchery Scientific Review Group to allow people
who catch unmarked fish, or “wild fish,” to return those fish
to the waters.

Issue for
Future
Evaluation
and
Consideration

Landscape-scale Conceptual
Models

This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages Delta Science Program to
collaborate with other agencies, academic institutions, and
stakeholders to develop landscape-scale conceptual
models for the priority restoration areas identified in ER R1.

Workshops to Address Stressor
Impacts

This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and modifies Proposed Project ER R7 to be an
issue for future evaluation and coordination to encourage
establishment of a workshop to address stressor impacts.

Above the Delta Migration Corridor This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages Delta Stewardship Council to
consult with fish and wildlife agencies and others as they
complete or update plans to restore habitats for migratory
species.
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2.1.5 Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place1

Similar to the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage protection and enhancement of2
unique values that distinguish the Delta as a place to live, work, and recreate. The Revised Project3
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place project area has two policies (two more than4
the Proposed Project), 19 recommendations (12 more than the Proposed Project), 28 performance5
measures (14 more than the Proposed Project), and one new issue for future evaluation and coordination.6
Most of the policies, recommendations, performance measures, and issues for future evaluation and7
coordination are similar to policies and recommendations included in the Proposed Project; however, the8
numbering has been modified, as summarized in Table 2-3.9

The Proposed Project recommended that the Delta Protection Commission complete the Economic10
Sustainability Plan (Proposed Project DP R1). The Economic Sustainability Plan was completed in early11
2012 following completion of the Draft PEIR. Therefore, the recommendation related to completion of12
the Economic Sustainability Plan was not included the Revised Project.13

The primary differences between the Revised Project and the Proposed Project with respect to the14
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place are the following:15

 DP P1 (Locate New Development Wisely) was not included in the Proposed Project and limits16
urban development (other than commercial recreational visitor serving uses, facilities for17
processing local crops, and facilities that provide essential services to local farms if these new18
development would otherwise be consistent with the Delta Plan) to areas currently designated by19
the general plans for urban development. Limitation of development in these areas was addressed20
in the Proposed Project under ER P3.21

 DP P2 (Respect Local Land Use When Siting Water or Flood Facilities or Restoring22
Habitat) and DP R4 (Buy Rights of Way from Willing Sellers When Feasible) were not23
included in the Proposed Project. Revised Project DP P2 requires new water management24
facilities, habitat restoration areas, and flood management infrastructure to be located in areas to25
avoid or reduce conflicts with existing or planned land uses, and to be located on existing public26
lands when feasible before considering purchase of private property for the projects. Revised27
Project DP R4 recommends that when private property is purchased for these facilities, lands28
owned by willing sellers should be considered, when feasible.29

 DP R2 (Designate State Route 160 as a National Scenic Byway) was not included in the30
Proposed Project and recommends that State Route 160, currently a State Scenic Highway, also31
be designated as a National Scenic Byway.32

 DP R8 (Promote Value-Added Crop Processing), DP R9 (Encourage Agritourism), and DP33
R10 (Encourage Wildlife Friendly Farming) were not included in the Proposed Project and34
encourages: 1) local agencies and organizations to promote value-added crop processing of Delta35
crops (e.g., wineries, canneries, and dairy products as defined by the Delta Protection36
Commission’s Economic Sustainability Plan) (DP R8), 2) growth in agritourism (DP R9), and 3)37
wildlife friendly farming (DP R10).38

 DP R11 (Provide New and Protect Existing Recreation Opportunities), DP R12 (Encourage39
Partnerships to Support Recreation and Tourism), DP R16 (Encourage Recreation on40
Public Lands), and DP R17 (Enhance Opportunities for Visitor Serving Businesses) expands41
the recommendation of the Proposed Project to State agencies to expand recreation opportunities42
in the Delta to encourage State and local agencies to provide new recreation opportunities and43
protect existing recreation opportunities throughout the Delta.44
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 DP R13 (Expand State Recreation Areas) is a substantially revised version of the Proposed1
Project DP R4. Both the Proposed Project and the Revised Project encourage new State Park2
facilities at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project also3
would encourage State Parks to reopen Brannan Island State Recreation Area when funds become4
available, the expansion of facilities at existing State park lands near Walnut Grove (Delta5
Meadows-Locke Boarding House), and implementation of a new state park on Wright-Elmwood6
Tract near Stockton.7

Overall, the Revised Project as compared to the Proposed Project would encourage protection of existing8
and planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration9
areas, and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses;10
2) prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands11
for ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase12
from willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational13
resources.14

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage implementation of future State Parks at15
Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and other locations in the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed16
Project, encourages State Parks to reopen Brannan Island State Recreation Area when funds become17
available, expand existing State park lands near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House),18
and implementation of a new state park on the Wright-Elmwood Tract near Stockton.19

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project does not direct the construction of specific projects, nor20
would projects be implemented under the direct authority of the Council. However, the Revised Project,21
like the Proposed Project, seeks to improve the Delta as a unique and evolving place by encouraging22
various actions and projects, which if taken, could lead to construction and/or operation of projects that23
could improve the Delta. Such projects and their features could include the same projects and features24
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR Section 2.2.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta25
as an Evolving Place, such as:26

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,27
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)28

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)29

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage these types of Delta enhancement30
projects in the Delta.31

The number and location of all potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.32
However, like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage implementation of new State33
parks at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and other areas of the Delta. Unlike the Proposed Project, the34
Revised Project would encourage expansion of the State parks lands near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-35
Locke Boarding House) and implementation of a new state park near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood36
Tract.37

38

39
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Table 2-3
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Delta as an Evolving Place Policies and Recommendations as Compared to
the Proposed Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

DP P1 Locate New Development Wisely Revised Project DP P1 is a new policy that was not part of
the Proposed Project and adds a policy to limit future urban
development to areas currently designated for that
development which is similar to limitations provided for in
Proposed Project ER P3.

DP P2 Respect Local Land Use when
Siting Water or Flood Facilities or
Restoring Habitat

Revised Project DP P2 is a new policy that was not part of
the Proposed Project and adds a policy to minimize conflicts
with existing land uses and future water, ecosystem, and
flood projects.

DP R1 Designate Delta as a National
Heritage Area

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project DP R2
except Revised Project DP R1 makes text changes that
acknowledge the completion of the initial evaluation referred
to in the Proposed Project DP R2.

DP R2 Designate State Route 160 as a
National Scenic Byway

Revised Project DP R2 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation for State Route 160, an existing State
Scenic Highway, also to be designated as a National Scenic
Byway.

DP R3 Plans for the Vitality and
Preservation of Legacy
Communities

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project DP R1
except Revised Project DP R3 adds a recommendation to
develop community plans.

DP R4 Buy Rights of Way from Willing
Sellers When Feasible

Revised Project DP R4 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that land acquired for future development
of water, ecosystem, and flood projects should be
purchased from willing sellers.

DP R5 Provide for Adequate Infrastructure This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project DP R3
except Revised Project DP R5 adds a recommendation that
local agencies and utilities plan for infrastructure to be
consistent with sustainable community strategies and local
plans.

DP R6 Plan for State Highways Revised Project DP R6 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation for the Delta Stewardship Council to
consult with the Department of Transportation to consider
the effects of flood hazards and sea level rise on State
highways in the Delta.

DP R7 Subsidence Reduction and
Reversal

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project RR
R11 and FP R9 except Revised Project adds a
recommendation that the Council, California Air Resources
Board, and Delta Conservancy to investigate development
of a carbon markets.

DP R8 Promote Value-Added Crop
Processing

Revised Project DP R8 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that local governments and entities
cooperate with Delta Protection Commission and Delta
Conservancy to encourage value-added processing of Delta
crops.
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Table 2-3
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Delta as an Evolving Place Policies and Recommendations as Compared to
the Proposed Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

DP R9 Encourage Agritourism Revised Project DP R9 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that local governments and entities
cooperate with Delta Protection Commission and Delta
Conservancy to support growth in agritourism.

DP R10 Encourage Wildlife-Friendly
Farming

Revised Project DP R10 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that Department of Fish and Game, Delta
Conservancy, and other agencies encourage habitat
enhancement and wildlife-friendly farming.

DP R11 Provide New and Protect Existing
Recreation Opportunities

Revised Project DP R11 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that water management and ecosystem
restoration agencies provide recreation opportunities at new
facilities and protect existing recreational facilities.

DP R12 Encourage Partnerships to Support
Recreation and Tourism

Revised Project DP R12 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that Delta Protection Commission and
Delta Conservancy encourage partnerships between state
and local agencies, local landowners, and local businesses
to expand recreational opportunities and to minimize
adverse impacts to non-recreational landowners.

DP R13 Expand State Recreation Area This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project DP R4
such as specific provisions for new parks at Barker Slough,
Elkhorn Basin, and south Delta; except Revised Project DP
R13 adds recommendations to support funding for Brannan
Island State Recreation Area, expansion parks at Delta
Meadows-Locke Boarding House, and consideration of a
new park at Wright-Elmwood Tract.

DP R14 Enhanced Nature-Based
Recreation

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project DP R5
except Revised Project DP R14 adds specific
recommendations for Department of Fish and Game to
cooperate with public agencies in the collaboration with
landowners and businesses in expanding recreation
opportunities.

DP R15 Promote Boating Safety Revised Project DP R15 is identical to Proposed Project DP
R6.

DP R16 Encourage Recreation on Public
Lands

Revised Project DP R16 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that public agencies increase recreational
opportunities on public lands.

DP R17 Enhance Opportunities for Visitor-
Serving Businesses

Revised Project DP R17 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that state and local agencies protect and
enhance conditions for visitor serving businesses.
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Table 2-3
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Delta as an Evolving Place Policies and Recommendations as Compared to
the Proposed Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

DP R18 Support the Ports of Stockton and
West Sacramento

Revised Project DP R18 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that the ports of Stockton and West
Sacramento encourage maintenance and carefully
designed developments at port facilities.

DP R19 Plan for Delta Energy Facilities Revised Project DP R19 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that the Energy Commission and Public
Utilities Commission cooperate with the Council to identify
actions to be incorporated into the Delta Plan to address
needs of Delta energy resources.

Issue for
Future
Evaluation
and
Consideration

Delta Economic Development This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages creation of a new regional agency
to implement and facilitate economic development if
significant adverse impacts to the Delta economy result
from farmland losses or other impacts due to habitat
restoration, water conveyance, or revised levee investment
priorities.

1

2.1.6 Water Quality Improvement2

Similar to Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage improved (as compared to existing3
conditions) water quality in the Delta and Central Valley to protect human health and environmental4
beneficial uses. The Water Quality Improvement project area has no policies (same as the Proposed5
Project), twelve recommendations (two more recommendations than the Proposed Project including three6
new recommendations and deletion of one recommendation under the Proposed Project), sixteen7
performance measures (four more performance measures than the Proposed Project), and four issues for8
future evaluation and coordination (including three new issues and one issue that was a recommendation9
under the Proposed Project). Many of the recommendations, performance measures, and issues for future10
evaluation and coordination are similar to recommendations included in the Proposed Project as described11
in Section 2.2.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR; however, the numbering has been12
modified, as summarized in Table 2-4.13

The primary differences between the Revised Project and the Proposed Project with respect to Water14
Quality Improvement are the following:15

 WQ R1 (Protect Beneficial Uses) was not included in the Proposed Project. Revised Project WQ16
R1 and recommends that Delta water quality be maintained to support, enhance, and protect17
beneficial uses identified by the SWRCB and regional water quality control boards.18

 WQ R2 (Identify Covered Action Impacts) was not included in the Proposed Project. Revised19
Project WQ R2 and recommends that covered actions identify any significant impacts to water20
quality.21

 WQ R3 (Special Water Quality Protections for the Delta) was not included in the Proposed22
Project. Revised Project WQ R3 and recommends that the SWRCB and regional water quality23
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control boards consider water quality protections for priority habitat restoration areas or other1
areas in the Delta where new or increased discharge of pollutants could adversely impact2
beneficial uses.3

 WQ R11 (Manage Dissolved Oxygen in Stockton Ship Channel) and WQ R12 (Manage4
Dissolved Oxygen in Suisun Marsh) were not included in the Proposed Project. WQ R11 and5
WQ R12 and encourage the SWRCB and regional water quality control boards to complete Total6
Maximum Daily Load criteria and related Basin Plan amendments for dissolved oxygen in the7
Stockton Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh wetlands, respectively.8

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project does not direct the construction of specific projects, nor9
would projects be implemented under the direct authority of the Council. However, the Revised Project,10
like the Proposed Project, seeks to improve water quality by encouraging various actions which, if taken,11
could lead to construction and/or operation of projects that could provide improved water quality. Such12
projects and their features could include the same projects and features described for the Proposed Project13
in Draft PEIR Section 2.2.3, Water Quality Improvement, such as:14

 Water treatment plants15

 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)16

 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities17

 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities18

 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)19

 Wellhead treatment facilities20

 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)21

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage implementation of water quality22
improvement projects throughout the Delta and in areas immediately upstream of the Delta.23

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage establishment of water quality24
improvements for habitat restoration areas throughout the Delta and increased dissolved oxygen25
conditions in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh wetlands. These additional26
recommendations could encourage additional wastewater and stormwater treatment facilities in the Delta.27

The number and location of all potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not28
known. However, like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage completion of the29
Central Valley Drinking Water Policy; CV-SALTS; Water Quality Control Plan Update for the San30
Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary; SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality31
Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan; completion of the regulatory processes, research, and32
monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan33
Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment34
for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments for selenium and methylmercury; and the North35
Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project.36

37
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Table 2-4
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Water Quality Policies and Recommendations as Compared to the Proposed
Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

WQ R1 Protect Beneficial Uses Revised Project WQ R1 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation that Delta water quality be maintained to
support, enhance, and protect beneficial uses identified by
the SWRCB or regional water quality control boards.

WQ R2 Identify Covered Action Impacts Revised Project WQ R2 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation for identification of significant water quality
impacts caused by covered actions.

WQ R3 Special Water Quality Protections
for the Delta

Revised Project WQ R3 is a new recommendation that was
not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation for the SWRCB or regional water quality
control boards to develop water quality protections for
habitat restoration areas where new or increased pollutant
discharges could adversely impact the beneficial uses.

WQ R4 Complete Central Valley Drinking
Water Policy

Revised Project WQ R4 is the same as Proposed Project
WQ R1

WQ R5 Complete North Bay Aqueduct
Alternative Intake Project

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WQ R2
except Revised Project WQ R5 changes the date for
completion of the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake
EIR from July 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012.

WQ R6 Protect Groundwater Beneficial
Uses

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WQ R6
except Revised Project WQ R6 deletes a specific reference
to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
(CVRWQCB) for completion of the SWRCB’s plan.

WQ R7 Participate in CV-SALTS This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WQ R5
except Revised Project WQ R7 focuses the
recommendation for participation in Central Valley Salinity
Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability Program (CV-
SALTS) to all “relevant water users.”

WQ R8 Completion of Regulatory
Processes, Research, and
Monitoring for Water Quality
Improvements

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project WQ R6
and Proposed Project WQ R9 except Revised Project WQ
R8 adds specific recommendations to the SWRCB and
regional water quality control boards to complete water
quality objectives for nutrients and methylmercury; and
modifies the recommendation to the same agencies to
consider water quality objectives for selenium to become an
issue for further evaluation and coordination (see below).

WQ R9 Implement Delta Regional
Monitoring Program

Revised Project WQ R9 is identical to Proposed Project WQ
R7

WQ R10 Evaluate Wastewater Recycling,
Reuse, or Treatment

Revised Project WQ R10 is identical to Proposed Project
WQ R8

WQ R11 Manage Dissolved Oxygen in
Stockton Ship Channel

Revised Project WQ R11 is a new recommendation that
was not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation for the SWRCB and CVRWQCB to
complete a TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for dissolved
oxygen in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel.
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Table 2-4
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Water Quality Policies and Recommendations as Compared to the Proposed
Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including
performance measures and

related issues for future
evaluation and consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed Project

WQ R12 Manage Dissolved Oxygen in
Suisun Marsh

This Revised Project WQ R12 is a new recommendation
that was not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation for the SWRCB and San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board to complete a TMDL
and Basin Plan Amendment for dissolved oxygen in Suisun
Marsh wetlands.

Issue for
Future
Evaluation
and
Consideration

Small and Disadvantaged
Communities

This issue is similar to Proposed Project WQ R4, except this
issued identified in the Revised Project encourages
participation by Department of Public Health, SWRCB,
DWR, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and local agencies to
provide safe drinking water for small, disadvantaged
communities.

Coordinated and Prioritized Water
Quality Monitoring and Modeling

This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages SWRCB, regional water quality
control boards, Department of Water Resources, the
Interagency Ecological Program, Department of Fish and
Game, and the Council to coordinate water quality
monitoring and modeling efforts.

Contaminants of Emerging Concern This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages for the SWRCB and regional water
quality control boards to continue to address contaminants
of emerging concern.

Water Quality Objectives for
Selenium

This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages for the SWRCB and regional water
quality control boards to continue to revise water quality
objectives for selenium.

1

2.1.7 Flood Risk Reduction2

Similar to Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage reduction (as compared to existing3
conditions) of Delta flood risks by prioritizing State investments in Delta levees to address critical needs,4
establish interim State investment standards, protect critical floodways and floodplains from5
encroachment, and improve flood protection standards for new residential development. The Revised6
Project Flood Risk Reduction area includes four policies (same as the Proposed Project), nine7
recommendations (three less than the Proposed Project with one new recommendation, one8
recommendation included a Flood Risk Reduction policy, one recommendation that was a Finance Plan9
recommendation under the Proposed Project, one recommendation included as an issue for future10
evaluation and coordination, and two recommendations deleted as compared to the Proposed Project),11
nineteen performance measures (thirteen more than the Proposed Project), and three issues for future12
evaluation and coordination (including two new issues and one issue that was a recommendation under13
the Proposed Project). Many of the policies, recommendations, performance measures, and issues for14
future evaluation and coordination are similar to policies and recommendations included in the Proposed15
Project; however, the numbering has been modified, as summarized in Table 2-5.16
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The primary differences between the Revised Project and the Proposed Project with respect to the Flood1
Risk Reduction project area are the following:2

 RR P1 (Prioritization of State Investments in Delta Levees and Risk Reduction) is based3
upon a reorganization of the Proposed Project RR P4 and RR R5. The Proposed Project included4
levee program funding concept based on the Department of Water Resources’ guidelines for5
Delta Levee Special Flood Control Projects and Subventions programs to determine consistency6
of using state funds for levee programs which prioritized levee funding based upon protection of7
life, water supplies, water quality, ecosystem, critical infrastructure in the Delta, and property.8

The Revised Project would establish interim goals, which are similar to interim goals in Proposed9
Project RR R5, to guide State investments in Delta levees until the final list of priorities is10
completed in consultation with the Department of Water Resources, Central Valley Flood11
Protection Board, and California Water Commission. The interim goals for funding levees also12
would be based upon protection of life, critical infrastructure, water quality, conveyance of water13
supplies, and ecosystems as described in the following goals:14

 Goal 1: 1) Localized flood protection for existing urban and adjacent urbanizing areas with15
200 year flood protection, 2) Levee network protection to maintain Delta water quality and16
conveyance, and 3) Ecosystem conservation, protection, and enhancement by protecting or17
increasing in-channel margin habitat.18

 Goal 2: 1) Localized flood protection for small communities and critical infrastructure19
outside of urban areas, 2) Levee network protection to maintain Delta flood water20
conveyance consistent with State Plan of Flood Control for project levees, and 3) Ecosystem21
conservation protection and enhancement by protecting or enhancing floodplain habitat.22

 Goal 3: 1) Localized flood protection for agricultural and local working landscapes; 2) Levee23
network protection to protect cultural, historic, aesthetic, and recreational resources to the24
existing Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) standards, and 3) Ecosystem conservation protection25
and enhancement protecting or enhancing wetlands habitat.26

 RR P2 (Require Flood Protection for Residential Development in Rural Areas) was revised27
(as compared to Proposed Project RR P3). The Revised Project RR P2, like Proposed Project RR28
P3, includes 200-year flood protection for new residential development of five or more parcels29
located outside of areas designated for development in existing general plans as under the30
Proposed Project. The Revised Project RR P2, unlike Proposed Project RR P3, maintains existing31
levee criteria for agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, or32
ecosystem land uses. Therefore, the levee criteria for these land uses would be less protective and33
could encourage fewer levee improvement projects than the Proposed Project.34

 RR R6 (Designate Additional Floodways) was not included in the Proposed Project. The35
Revised Project RR R6 encourages designation of lands within floodways in the Delta and36
upstream of the Delta to prevent development from occurring within these areas and maintaining37
existing land uses.38

Overall, the Revised Project as compared to the Proposed Project would encourage fewer levee39
improvements in areas with agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, or40
ecosystem land uses.41

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project does not direct the construction of specific projects, nor42
would projects be implemented under the direct authority of the Council. However, the Revised Project,43
like the Proposed Project, seeks to improve the Delta flood management by encouraging various actions44
and projects which, if taken, could lead to construction and/or operation of projects that could reduce45
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flood risk potential. Such projects and their features could include the same projects and features1
described for the Proposed Project in Draft PEIR Section 2.2.4, Flood Risk Reduction, such as:2

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)3

 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)4

 Levee maintenance5

 Levee modification6

 Dredging7

 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies8

 Subsidence reversal9

 Reservoir reoperation10

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage implementation of flood management11
projects throughout the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would maintain existing12
levee design criteria for agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, and13
ecosystem land uses. This would encourage fewer levee improvement projects in the portions of the Delta14
with these land uses.15

The number and location of all potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.16
However, like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage continuation of the Sacramento17
Deep Water Ship Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging.18

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the19
Proposed Project: DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta20
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the21
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in Revised22
Project RR P1. The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State23
investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land24
uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,25
transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this26
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in less levee improvements within27
the Delta than the Proposed Project.28

29

30
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Table 2-5
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Reduced Risk Policies and Recommendations as Compared to the Proposed
Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including

performance measures and related
issues for future evaluation and

consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed

Project

RR P1 Prioritization of State Investments in
Delta Levees and Risk Reduction

This policy is similar to Proposed Project RR P4 and RR
R5 except that Revised Project modifies specific levee
funding criteria to not necessarily prioritize general
property protection.

RR P2 Require Flood Protection for
Residential Development in Rural
Areas

This policy is similar to Proposed Project RR P3 except
Revised Project RR P2 modifies specific levee design
criteria to maintain existing levee design criteria for
agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,
transportation, and ecosystem land uses.

RR P3 Protect Floodways This policy is similar to Proposed Project RR P1 except
Revised Project RR P3 allows for floodway
encroachment if it would not impede the free flow of
water or jeopardize public safety.

RR P4 Protect Floodplains This policy is similar to Proposed Project RR P2 except
Revised Project RR P4 allows for floodplain
encroachment if it would not have a significant impact on
floodplain values and functions.

RR R1 Implement Emergency Preparedness
and Response

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project RR
R6 except Revised Project RR R1 adds a
recommendation for local agency emergency action
plans and deletes a recommendation related to
emergency preparedness activities developed by
California Emergency Management Agency, DWR, and
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers..

RR R2 Finance Local Flood Management
Activities

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project RR
R10 except Revised Project RR R2 adds a
recommendation for local agency levee inspection plans
and an assessment of beneficiaries protected by the
levees and deletes a recommendation for these plans to
be established by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

RR R3 Fund Actions to Protect
Infrastructure from Flooding and
Natural Disasters

This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project FP
R1 except Revised Project RR R3 recommends that the
Public Utilities Commission (not the Council) lead the
development of a funding plan for allocation of funds from
privately owned utilities for emergency response and
flood protection because the Public Utilities Commission
collects these funds.

RR R4 Fund and Implement San Joaquin
River Flood Bypass

Revised Project RR R4 is identical to Proposed Project
RR R1

RR R5 Continue Delta Dredging Studies This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project RR
R2 except Revised Project RR R5 adds a
recommendation to coordinate use of dredged materials
in levee improvement, subsidence reversal, or wetland
restoration projects.
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Table 2-5
Summary Comparison of Revised Project Reduced Risk Policies and Recommendations as Compared to the Proposed
Project

Revised
Project

Focus of Policy or
Recommendation (including

performance measures and related
issues for future evaluation and

consideration)

Description of the Revised Project and Potentially
Encouraged Actions Compared to the Proposed

Project

RR R6 Designate Additional Floodways Revised Project RR R6 is a new recommendation that
was not part of the Proposed Project and adds a
recommendation for the Central Valley Flood Protection
Board to evaluate floodways within and upstream of the
Delta and to protect these areas from further
development through designation as floodways.

RR R7 Develop Setback Levee Criteria This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project RR
R4 except Revised Project RR R7 adds specific
reference to the Central Valley Flood Protection Board to
consult on criteria for future setback levees.

RR R8 Require Flood Insurance Revised Project RR R8 is identical to Proposed Project
RR R9.

RR R9 Limit State Liability This recommendation is similar to Proposed Project RR
R8 except Revised Project RR R9 recommends that the
Legislature consider immunity for State agencies related
to flood management projects similar to federal law, and
does not address existing laws that provide immunity to
police and fire services.

Issue for
Future
Evaluation
and
Consideration

Reoperation of Upstream Reservoirs
and Peak Flow Attenuation

This issue is similar to Proposed Project RR R12, except
this issued identified in the Revised Project concerns
improved watershed management actions to coordinate
reservoir operations related to climate change, flood flow
management, and improved ecosystem function.

Utility Corridor Consolidation This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages investigation of future utility
corridors to consolidate infrastructure as facilities are
added or upgraded to improve management of flood risk.

State Highways and Sea Level Rise This Revised Project issue was not identified in Proposed
Project and encourages the Council consult with Caltrans
regarding the potential effects of climate change and sea
level rise on the three State highways that cross the
Delta.

1

2.1.8 Funding Principles to Support the Coequal Goals2

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project includes guiding principles for funding implementation of3
the Delta Plan. The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage use of: 1) available4
funds, 2) new funding sources with new statutory authority such as State and federal funds for public5
benefits not otherwise required for project mitigation or required by law for other purposes, and 3) user6
fees based upon the principles of beneficiaries pay and fees assigned to agencies, entities, and individuals7
that contribute to stress on aquatic resources.8

The Revised Project Funding Principles do not contain any policies (which is the same as Proposed9
Project), but consists of three recommendations (which is nine less than the Proposed Project, due to10
consolidation of funding recommendations with other Revised Project recommendations), and three11
performance measures (which is three more than the Proposed Project). The Revised Project also suggests12
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six near-term and annual funding recommendations including creation of a Delta Flood Risk Management1
Assessment District (similar to Proposed Project recommendation FP R2) and funding for the Delta2
Science Program, Delta Conservancy, and Delta Protection Commission (similar to Proposed Project3
recommendation FR R6).4

The primary differences between the Revised Project and the Proposed Project with respect to funding5
principles are the following:6

 FP R1 (Conduct Current Spending Inventory) was not included in the Proposed Project. The7
Revised Project encourages an inventory to be prepared of State and federal spending on8
programs and projects that do or may achieve the coequal goals.9

 FP R2 (Develop Delta Plan Cost Assessment) was not included in the Proposed Project. The10
Revised Project encourages identification of costs and sources of funding to implement the Delta11
Plan.12

 FP R3 (Identify Funding Gaps) was not included in the Proposed Project. The Revised Project13
encourages identification of current State and federal funding gaps that might hinder progress14
towards furthering the coequal goals.15

Overall, the Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, encourages an initial compilation of funding16
sources, funding needs, and funding gaps to specifically develop a financing plan.17

The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, includes funding principles which rely upon other18
agencies to authorize or to establish mechanisms for the development of funding and/or collection of19
funds, steps which would not result in changes in physical conditions in the environment in addition to20
those that are already discussed and analyzed in this EIR. That is because the funding mechanisms would21
be established to fund projects that could be encouraged by the Delta Plan. These recommendations to22
other agencies to establish funding mechanisms would not commit the Council to any particular physical23
projects or activities and would not result in physical impacts. For these reasons, the funding principle24
recommendations are not considered separately in this EIR.25

2.1.9 Project Objectives26

The project objectives for the Revised Project are the same as for the Proposed Project, which are stated27
in Section 1.1 of the Draft PEIR, except that a technical correction has been made to conform the wording28
of the project objectives to the text of the Delta Reform Act in Water Code section 85300(a). The change29
is shown in strikeout and underlining, below.30

Further achievement of the coequal goals and the eight “inherent” objectives, in a manner that:31
(1) furthers the statewide policy to reduce reliance on the Delta in meeting the State’s future32
water supply needs through regional self-reliance, (2) is consistent with specific statutory content33
requirements for the Delta Plan (Water Code sections 85302(c) through (e), and 85303-85308),34
(3) is implementable in a comprehensive, concurrent and interrelated fashion, and (4) is35
accomplished as rapidly as realistically possible without jeopardizing ultimate success.36

2.2 Approach to Analysis of Revised Project37

The impact analyses presented in Sections 3 – 25, below, analyze the changes from the existing physical38
conditions that may occur due to implementation of the Revised Project. This Recirculated Draft PEIR39
(Volume 3) cross-references and incorporates by reference the Draft PEIR (Volumes 1 and 2). The40
Recirculated Draft PEIR impact analysis uses the same assessment methods and thresholds of41
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significance1 as the Draft PEIR to evaluate the potential significant impacts of the Revised Project for all1
resource areas.2

2.3 Analysis of Impacts of Revised Project3

In a manner similar to that described for the Proposed Project in Section 2B, Introduction to the Resource4
Sections, of the Draft PEIR, the Revised Project would not directly result in construction or operation of5
projects or facilities, and therefore would result in no direct impacts on many resources. The Revised6
Project could, however, result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects,7
including construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The severity and extent of project-8
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project being9
evaluated, its specific location, its size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are10
undefined at the time of preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be11
addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects12
are proposed for implementation.13

This Recirculated Draft PEIR identifies mitigation measures for the potentially significant impacts of the14
Revised Project. The ability of these measures to reduce impacts to less than significant levels also15
depends upon project-specific environmental studies; and the enforceability of these measures by the16
Council depends upon whether the project being proposed is a “covered action” that must be consistent17
with the Delta Plan.18

2.4 References19

The Section 2.4, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged from the references included in20
Sections 2A and 2B of the Draft PEIR.21

22

1 The thresholds to determine whether the potential impacts are significant rely on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.
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Section 31

Water Resources2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses surface water, groundwater, water quality, and water supplies. The discussion, below,4
cross-references Section 3 of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

3.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 3.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

3.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 3.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

3.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 3.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

3.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same project five project categories as16
described for the Proposed Project in Section 3.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the17
Draft PEIR.18

3.4.1 Assessment Methods19

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft20
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in the Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not21
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of22
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project23
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including24
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure.25

The precise magnitude and extent of project-specific impacts on the physical environment would depend26
on the type of action or project, its specific location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-27
specific factors that are undefined at the time of preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific28
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impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the1
time the projects are proposed for implementation.2

The assessment methods for water resources impacts are the same as described in Section 3.4.1,3
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not4
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific5
basis.6

3.4.2 Thresholds of Significance7

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 3.4.2, Thresholds of8
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.9

3.4.3 Revised Project10

3.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply11

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the12
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction, and/or operation13
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as14
described in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):15

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,16
hydroelectric facilities)17

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)18

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)19

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)20

 Water transfers21

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation22

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.23
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the DWR Surface Water24
Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream Storage Investigation, Los25
Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin Storage Investigation Plan26
as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the Proposed Project also27
encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in groundwater management.28

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the29
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the30
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is31
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater32
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under33
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered34
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater35
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed36
Project.37
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3.4.3.1.1 Impact 3-1a: Violate Any Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or1

Substantially Degrade Water Quality2

Effects of Project Construction3

The same type of water quality impacts from construction and operations would occur for surface water4
and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water5
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described under the6
Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction-related7
activities at construction sites for surface water and groundwater storage facilities could require8
movement of earth and the use of heavy equipment. These types of construction activities could cause9
temporary sediment disturbance and re-suspension, which may cause siltation, as well as enhanced10
bioavailability of sediment-associated pollutants (e.g., trace metals, heavy metals, pesticides) in affected11
waterways. Ground disturbance at these construction sites could increase the potential for runoff of12
construction-related chemicals (such as equipment oils) and materials to waterways.13

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts14
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed15
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project.16

Effects of Project Operation17

Operations of new water supply facilities whether in-stream, such as storage reservoirs, or located near a18
waterway, such as pipelines, tunnels, canals, pumping plants, water intakes or diversions, may create19
long-term changes in local mixtures of source waters within water bodies. Operations of intakes or20
diversions may create long-term changes in the balance of sedimentation and scour within channels,21
which may cause siltation and increased bioavailability of certain pollutants (e.g., mercury, selenium).22
Enhanced scour may re-suspend fine sediments and contaminants associated with sediments, both of23
which could cause violations of water quality standards. Areas of enhanced deposition may require24
dredging to allow navigation and/or to remove potentially contaminated sediments. Areas of enhanced25
deposition of soft sediments may also create areas of increased bioavailability of mercury, selenium, or26
other contaminants to fish and wildlife. However, the potential for these facilities to generate water27
quality impacts is generally lower during operation than it is during construction.28

Water transfers to facilitate water supply reliability could influence water quality by producing temporary29
changes in flow that could affect the concentrations of regulated water quality constituents, including30
water temperature within the Delta watershed tributaries. However, as described in Section 3.4.3.1,31
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, those impacts would be less than significant following32
implementation of mitigation measures by the water purchasers to purchase additional transfer water that33
would be released from upstream reservoirs during drier periods to mitigate water quality impacts.34

Conclusion35

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the36
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because reliable water supply projects37
encouraged by the Revised Project could result in the potential violation of water quality standards due to38
construction activities and operation of facilities that would disturb the water chemistry and liberate39
certain pollutants in waterways, the potential impacts are considered significant.40

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions under the Revised Project the overall41
adverse impacts on water resources resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the42
Proposed Project.43
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3.4.3.1.2 Impact 3-2a: Substantially Deplete Groundwater Supplies or Interfere Substantially with1

Groundwater Recharge2

Effects of Project Construction3

The same type of groundwater impacts from construction of surface water and groundwater projects4
would occur under the Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.1,5
Reliable Water Supply of the Draft PEIR. Construction-related activities at construction sites for surface6
water and groundwater facilities could include temporary de-watering to facilitate construction of7
necessary infrastructure. These activities could result in a temporary reduction in groundwater levels,8
which would be expected to return to pre-construction levels quickly after termination of de-watering9
activities.10

However, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed11
Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of12
the Delta unlike the Proposed Project.13

Effects of Project Operation14

Operations of new surface water storage facilities could increase in local groundwater levels in the15
vicinity of the facility if the groundwater under the surface water storage facilities is in hydraulic16
connection with the underlying groundwater aquifer system. If the additional surface water supply17
provided by the storage facility is used as an alternative to groundwater production, or to supply artificial18
aquifer recharge programs, such as might be the case in areas outside the Delta, then groundwater levels19
in the source aquifer also could be expected to rise due to associated decreases in groundwater production20
or increases in groundwater recharge. This would provide a benefit to groundwater levels under the21
Revised Project in the same manner as described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable22
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.23

Long-term operation of a groundwater storage or withdrawal facilities encouraged by the Revised Project24
would be the same as for the Proposed Project (as described in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of25
the Draft PEIR). Rising groundwater levels would occur as artificial recharge is induced into the aquifer26
system, followed by groundwater level declines during subsequent removal of groundwater from storage.27
There is currently no statewide groundwater management legislation that would regulate this type of28
facility. However, any operating groundwater storage facility would be subject to local groundwater29
management regulations (basin adjudications, county ordinances, or local groundwater management30
plans), as described in Appendix D of the Draft PEIR.31

Local surface water and groundwater projects, including recycled wastewater and stormwater projects,32
could include canals to convey water to local surface water storage, groundwater storage, or water33
treatment plants. The long-term operation of canal segments used for conveyance as part of a local or34
regional water management project may result in leakage of conveyance water into the underlying aquifer35
in areas where groundwater levels lie below the stage of the canal. The operation of unlined canals would36
result in greater leakage quantities, but even lined canals lose some water to the subsurface. This37
increased quantity of recharge to the aquifer system would result in an increase in groundwater levels in38
the vicinity of the canal, which constitutes a benefit to local groundwater resources. This would provide a39
benefit to groundwater levels under the Revised Project in the same manner as described under the40
Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.41

The influence of water transfers on groundwater levels would depend on the type of water transfer being42
conducted. For a groundwater substitution water transfer, the groundwater pumping quantities would be43
increased in the vicinity of the seller to provide additional water supply to replace the transferred water.44
This increased groundwater production would result in decreased groundwater levels. The duration of the45
reduction in groundwater levels would be dependent on the frequency of transfer operations (such as46
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multiple 1-year transfers or infrequent transfers) and the volume of groundwater extracted. These types of1
activities and related impacts are most likely to occur in the Sacramento Valley, where water supplies are2
more abundant and water can be transferred to other regions south of the Delta. Other types of water3
transfers that do not rely on groundwater to replace the transferred water would not affect groundwater4
levels in the vicinity of the seller, but the increased recharge due to application of the transferred water5
may result in an increase in groundwater levels at the point of application, again providing a benefit. This6
would provide a benefit to groundwater levels under the Revised Project in the same manner as described7
under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.8

The implementation of a water use efficiency program could act to reduce the quantity of groundwater9
recharge that occurs due to deep percolation of applied water for landscape irrigation or other uses. This10
effect would likely have a very minor influence on groundwater levels as the quantity of reduction in deep11
percolation is expected to be limited. This would provide changes to groundwater levels under the12
Revised Project in the same manner as described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable13
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.14

The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, also encourages the update of DWR Bulletin 118. This15
document update would help generate a better understanding of groundwater resources in California, but16
would not be expected to affect the groundwater resources. This would provide a benefit to groundwater17
levels under the Revised Project in the same manner as described under the Proposed Project in Section18
3.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.19

Conclusion20

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the21
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because any construction-related reduction in22
groundwater levels would be temporary and there would be no such reductions related to project23
operations because of local groundwater management requirements, as described in Appendix D of the24
Draft PEIR, there is substantial evidence that this impact would not be significant. It is therefore25
concluded that this impact would likely be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may26
develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for the purposes of this27
program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or28
supported by substantial evidence.29

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions under the Revised Project within the30
Delta watershed as compared to the Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts on31
groundwater resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project,32
but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s impacts on groundwater under the Revised Project are33
thus effectively the same as under Proposed Project.34

3.4.3.1.3 Impact 3-3a: Substantially Change Water Supply Availability to Water Users That Use35

Delta Water36

The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage a variety of actions to improve local and37
regional water reliability while reducing the use of Delta water, including actions to increase the use of38
recycled wastewater and stormwater, groundwater and surface water facilities, surface water and wellhead39
treatment facilities, water use efficiency and conservation actions, water transfers, and ocean desalination40
plants. Such reliable water supply projects would provide a benefit to water supply availability to water41
users that use Delta water. The Revised Project also would encourage actions within areas of the Delta42
watershed located upstream of the Delta as compared to the Proposed Project.43

Overall impacts on water supply availability under the Revised Project would be the same or less than as44
compared to the Proposed Project.45
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3.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration1

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the2
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem which could lead to completion, construction, and/or3
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as4
described in Section 3.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):5

 Floodplain restoration6
 Riparian restoration7
 Tidal marsh restoration8
 Stressor management9
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)10
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB11

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.12
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,13
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat14
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and potential15
locations for implementation.16

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands17
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an18
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of19
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the20
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.21

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including22
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance23
from the USACE Vegetation Policy. These programs would not be expected to affect water resources.24

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including25
DFG’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could influence water quality), and26
encouraging the SWRCB’s update of the WQCP for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin27
Delta Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-28
priority tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives,29
of the Draft PEIR, these actions likely could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta30
tributaries and changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use31
Delta water would respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability32
and improve water quality.33

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation34
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and35
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea36
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted37
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect water resources because these modifications38
would be implemented in accordance with existing regulations that prevent such impacts.39

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new40
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced41
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound42
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species43
as required by the NMFS; and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation with USFWS and NMFS, to revise and44
begin implementation of a program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve45
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management of hatchery and wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific1
Review Group. These programs would not be expected to affect water resources.2

3.4.3.2.1 Impact 3-1b: Violate Any Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or3

Substantially Degrade Water Quality4

Effects of Project Construction5

Construction-related activities at ecosystem restoration sites could require movement of soil and the use6
of heavy equipment. All of these activities could result in temporary sediment disturbance, erosion,7
siltation, and re-suspension. However, as described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.2, Delta8
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, the impacts were determined to be less than significant9
because all such the construction projects would be conducted in accordance with State law and include a10
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and Erosion Control Plan.11

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to12
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration13
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could reduce14
the potential for significant water quality degradation during construction to less than significant with15
implementation of mitigation measures.16

Effects of Project Operation17

Operations of new floodplains, channels, or restoration areas could create long-term changes in the18
balance of sedimentation and scour within channels or newly-created restoration areas and may create19
new areas of relatively long hydraulic retention times, as described under the Proposed Project in Section20
3.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.21

The use of biocides applied for invasive species control could have temporary or lasting impacts as22
chemical impacts on non-target species, although these materials would be applied in compliance with23
label restrictions. In addition, the control of invasive aquatic plants could influence sediment dynamics in24
areas where dense stands of aquatic plants influence sediment transport, as described under the Proposed25
Project in Section 3.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.26

The development of future flow and water quality objectives under the Revised Project would be the same27
as described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration of the Draft28
PEIR, and would likely result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries. These29
objectives would likely emphasize Delta ecosystem habitat beneficial uses by providing increased Delta30
outflows in the winter, spring, and fall months, and increased Delta inflows from the Sacramento and San31
Joaquin rivers in the winter and spring months (SWRCB 2010c). These types of flow changes could32
increase the presence of freshwater in the Delta in the winter, spring, and fall months. They could also33
reduce Delta outflows in the summer months, which could lead to increased salinity in the western Delta34
at those times.35

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to36
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration37
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could reduce38
the potential for significant water quality degradation during operations to less than significant with39
implementation of mitigation measures.40

Overall, these water quality changes would benefit native species that evolved with the natural flow41
regime that the objectives would seek to emulate. However, they could be detrimental to nonnative42
species that have recently inhabited the western Delta and are adapted to the salinity patterns of existing43
conditions.44
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Increased freshwater flows in the winter, spring, and fall months would improve water quality for Delta1
water users. Increased salinity in the western Delta in the summer months, however, could cause adverse2
impacts to water users of Delta water, especially agricultural users that rely upon irrigation primarily3
during the summer months.4

Conclusion5

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the6
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because many individual projects have the7
potential to cause short or long-term exceedances of water quality standards or to otherwise cause water8
quality degradation; and because projects that create new shallow, sediment-accumulating marshy areas9
with increased hydraulic retention time, including ecosystem restoration sites, could contribute to10
enhanced bioavailability and risk from bioaccumulative contaminants such as selenium, mercury, or11
organochlorine compounds, the potential impacts are considered significant.12

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse water resources impacts resulting from the Revised Project13
would be the same as under the Proposed Project.14

3.4.3.2.2 Impact 3-2b: Substantially Deplete Groundwater Supplies or Interfere Substantially with15

Groundwater Recharge16

Effects of Project Construction17

Levee modification and the construction of associated infrastructure for habitat restoration projects under18
the Revised Project may require de-watering activities during the construction phase of the project in the19
same manner as described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of20
the Draft PEIR. This de-watering would result in a temporary reduction in groundwater levels that would21
be expected to return to pre-construction levels quickly after termination of de-watering activities.22

Effects of Project Operation23

The implementation of ecosystem restoration projects such as floodplain or riparian restoration under the24
Revised Project have the potential to locally raise shallow groundwater levels in the same manner as25
described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.26

The modification of Delta flow objectives by the SWRCB, as encouraged by the Revised Project in the27
same manner as under the Proposed Project, would potentially affect water resource reliability in areas28
outside the Delta that use Delta water. As a result, alternative water supplies such as groundwater29
pumping will need to be considered by water users. However, the Proposed Project encourages the30
sustainable use of groundwater supplies, to avoid adverse effects on groundwater supplies.31

Conclusion32

The increase in groundwater levels due to implementation of ecosystem restoration projects could result33
in higher yields in nearby shallow wells and therefore be a benefit to shallow wells in some areas. Under34
the Revised Project, the potential increase in groundwater extraction in areas outside the Delta that use35
Delta water would occur in accordance with sustainable groundwater management plans and thus would36
not result in overdraft of local groundwater supplies, including in areas located upstream of the Delta in37
the Delta watershed. Therefore, no adverse impacts from ecosystem restoration projects are expected on38
groundwater levels and yields of domestic and municipal wells. This impact under the Revised Project39
would be less than significant.40

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse water resources impacts resulting from the Revised Project41
would be the same as under the Proposed Project.42
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3.4.3.2.3 Impact 3-3b: Substantially Change Water Supply Availability to Water Users That Use1

Delta Water2

Under the Revised Project, the SWRCB would be encouraged to modify Delta flow objectives in order to3
place more emphasis on creating a natural flow regime in the Delta in the similar manner as described4
under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. Because5
the SWRCB would consider all beneficial uses during the development of Delta flow objectives, it is6
anticipated that Delta water would continue to be available for municipal, agricultural, and industrial7
water uses, but in a reduced amount. This change has the potential to affect water supply reliability. To8
make up for this reduction, water users would undertake the projects and actions encouraged by the9
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability, as discussed in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water10
Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Under the Water Supply Reliability portions of the Revised11
Project, implementation of locally cost effective and technically feasible local and regional projects are12
encouraged to reduce reliance on the Delta, in a similar manner as under the Proposed Project. It is13
anticipated that with implementation of these projects and actions, the total water supply available would14
remain the same or increase as compared to existing conditions depending upon the capacities of the15
facilities and extent of water transfers through a combination of continued use of Delta water, water use16
efficiency and conservation programs, and implementation of new local and regional water supplies.17

Through the development of these facilities and actions, in combination with continued reliance upon18
Delta water supplies for a portion of the total water demands, it is anticipated that water users would19
continue to meet anticipated water demands even as the new flow objectives reduce the Delta’s20
contribution to the total water supply. In many areas modifications to surface water or groundwater21
facilities could be implemented. In other areas where additional surface water or groundwater supplies are22
not feasible, implementation of conservation programs and/or recycled wastewater and stormwater23
facilities could be implemented.24

Because of the availability of alternative water supplies and continued availability of Delta water25
supplies, there is substantial evidence that this impact would not be significant. This conclusion is based26
on the inability to identify a reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would27
occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would likely be less than significant. Future project-28
specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for29
purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding30
is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.31

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse water resources impacts resulting from the Revised Project32
would be the same as those impacts under the Proposed Project.33

3.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place34

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the35
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place which could lead to completion,36
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as37
described in 3.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):38

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,39
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)40

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)41

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.42
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State parks43
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the44
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State45
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parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park1
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.2

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and3
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,4
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)5
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for6
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from7
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational8
resources. These programs could affect the location of water resources facilities but would not be9
expected to affect overall implementation of water resources projects.10

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 3.4.3.4,11
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.12

3.4.3.3.1 Impact 3-1c: Violate Any Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or13

Substantially Degrade Water Quality14

Effects of Project Construction15

The same type of water quality impacts from construction and operations would occur under the Revised16
Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft17
PEIR. Construction-related activities at construction sites for gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, marinas,18
fishing or wildlife viewing facilities, retail, and restaurants could result in a small amount of ground19
disturbance or in-channel activity, which could cause temporary sediment disturbance, erosion, and re-20
suspension during construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions.21

Effects of Project Operation22

Operation of new marinas in the Delta would potentially increase in the amount of boating on the Delta23
waterways as described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an24
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Increased boating would cause the increase in exhaust and fuel spills,25
which could affect water quality. Spill prevention can be implemented through standard marina and boat26
owner guidelines available at the Office of Spill Prevention and Response at the California Department of27
Fish and Game (available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/ospr/), but compliance with these guidelines is not28
guaranteed.29

The operation of other types of recreational facilities, such as gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, fishing or30
wildlife viewing facilities, retail, and restaurants, are not expected to have any significant long-term31
effects on water quality, as no direct discharges of pollutants to the waterways are anticipated.32

Conclusion33

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the34
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for sediment35
disturbance notably during construction activities and for fuel spills during operation, the potential36
impacts on water quality are considered significant.37

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the38
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on water quality resulting from the Revised Project would39
be greater than those under the Proposed Project.40
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3.4.3.3.2 Impact 3-2c: Substantially Deplete Groundwater Supplies or Interfere Substantially with1

Groundwater Recharge2

Effects of Project Construction3

The construction of the various facilities and associated infrastructure, such as gateways, marinas, retail,4
and restaurants facilities, would not likely require de-watering activities during the construction phase of5
the project because most of these facilities would be constructed above the ground; and therefore would6
not impact groundwater levels in the same manner as described under the Proposed Project in Section7
3.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.8

Effects of Project Operation9

The development of new parks, such as those encouraged by the Revised Project, may result in an10
increase in paved areas and/or the modification of current vegetation. However, the scale of these11
modifications likely would be small. Therefore, effects on groundwater recharge would not be significant.12
Therefore, groundwater levels and groundwater supplies would not be depleted in the same manner as13
described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place,14
of the Draft PEIR.15

Subsidence reversal methods in the Delta, such as planting tules and flooding the area, might result in16
greater groundwater levels in the vicinity. This is a benefit to groundwater levels in the vicinity of the17
subsidence-reversal project.18

Conclusion19

There is substantial evidence that this impact would not be significant. It is therefore concluded that this20
impact on groundwater would likely be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may21
develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-22
level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported23
by substantial evidence.24

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the25
Proposed Project, the overall potential for change on groundwater resulting from the Revised Project26
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.27

3.4.3.3.3 Impact 3-3c: Substantially Change Water Supply Availability to Water Users That Use28

Delta Water29

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would not30
change water supply availability to water users that use Delta water, so there would be no impact which31
is the same as under the Proposed Project.32

Given the potential for an increased number of State parks under the Revised Project as compared to the33
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts on water supply availability resulting from the34
Revised Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project, but still no impact. The Revised35
Project’s impacts on water supply availability under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as36
under Proposed Project.37

3.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement38

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the39
Proposed Project to improve water quality which could improve water quality including the following40
types of projects that lead to reduced constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment41
plants (as described in Section 3.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):42

 Water treatment plants43
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)44
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 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities1
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities2
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)3
 Wellhead treatment facilities4
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)5

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not6
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking7
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water8
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary; State9
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board10
(RWQCB) Strategic Workplan; completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the11
Central Valley Pesticide Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon12
and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and13
TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct14
Alternative Intake Project.15

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water16
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in17
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised18
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for19
other water quality criteria and objectives.20

3.4.3.4.1 Impact 3-1d: Violate Any Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or21

Substantially Degrade Water Quality22

Effects of Project Construction23

The same type of water quality impacts from construction and operations would occur under the Revised24
Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the25
Draft PEIR. The facilities that could be encouraged under the Revised Project would include water26
treatment facilities for agricultural and municipal discharges and runoff, and, unlike the Proposed Project,27
would include facilities to improve water quality in habitat restoration areas, Suisun Marsh, and Stockton28
Deep Water Ship Channel.29

Construction of the facilities that could be encouraged under the Revised Project would have the potential30
to cause temporary sediment disturbance, siltation, and re-suspension of sediment-associated31
contaminants such as selenium, mercury, other metals, or organic contaminants, as well as enhanced32
bioavailability of sediment-associated pollutants (e.g., pesticides) in affected waterways. Ground33
disturbance at these construction sites could increase the potential for runoff of construction-related34
chemicals (such as equipment oils) and materials to waterways. Discharges from facilities such as35
wastewater treatment plants would be regulated by the SWRCB and RWQCBs, thus avoiding significant36
impacts from the regulated pollutants.37

As described in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, the Revised38
Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the SWRCB to accelerate the completion of the39
Water Quality Control Plan Update for San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary. This40
process would develop future flow and water quality standards that would likely improve water quality41
and potentially avoid violation of water quality standards. However, the new flow objectives could result42
in reduced export of water from the Delta, which would potentially affect water supplies for water users43
in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. The water quality impacts of reliable water supply44
projects constructed and operated to respond to possible changes in the amount of water exported from45
the Delta would be the same as those described in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this46
Recirculated Draft PEIR.47
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Effects of Project Operation1

Operations of surface water treatment facilities associated with projects to improve water quality could2
include new intakes associated with water treatment facilities as described under the Proposed Project in3
Section 3.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Operation of facilities within the rivers4
and streams upstream of the Delta or in the Delta could result in changes in salinity in the Delta by5
reducing Delta freshwater inflows during some periods of the year. The North Bay Aqueduct Intake6
Alternative, the Central Valley Drinking Water Policy, the implementation of the various TMDLs7
associated with the Delta watershed (see Appendix D of the Draft PEIR for a list of TMDLs), and the8
CV-SALTS program all are intended to provide improvements in water quality.9

Conclusion10

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the11
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because named water quality improvement12
projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in the potential for sediment disturbance, notably13
during construction activities, the potential impacts to water quality are considered significant.14

Given the potential for an increased number of actions under the Revised Project as compared to the15
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts to water quality, notably during construction activities,16
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.17

3.4.3.4.2 Impact 3-2d: Substantially Deplete Groundwater Supplies or Interfere Substantially with18

Groundwater Recharge19

Effects of Project Construction20

The construction of the various treatment plants, intakes, and pipelines encouraged by the Revised Project21
would likely require de-watering activities during the construction phase of the project in the same22
manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft23
PEIR. This de-watering would result in a temporary reduction in groundwater levels that would be24
expected to return to pre-construction levels quickly after termination of de-watering activities.25

Effects of Project Operation26

Operations of new water quality projects encouraged by the Revised Project would have no effect on27
groundwater levels. Since the operation of these projects would not result in a reduction in groundwater28
levels or depletion in groundwater supplies, no impacts would be anticipated.29

Conclusion30

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the31
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because any construction-related reduction in32
groundwater levels would be temporary and there would be no foreseeable groundwater reductions33
related to project operations, there is substantial evidence that this impact would not be significant. It is34
therefore concluded that this impact would likely be less than significant. Future project-specific35
analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for the purposes36
of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is37
warranted or supported by substantial evidence.38

Given the potential for an increased number of actions under the Revised Project to protect water quality39
for habitat restoration areas, Suisun Marsh, and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel as compared to the40
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts on groundwater resulting from the Revised41
Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project, but still less than significant. The42
Revised Project’s impacts on groundwater under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as43
under the Proposed Project.44



SECTION 3 RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
WATER RESOURCES PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

3-14 NOVEMBER 2012

3.4.3.4.3 Impact 3-3d: Substantially Change Water Supply Availability to Water Users That Use1

Delta Water2

The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage construction of treatment and3
conveyance facilities associated with projects to improve water quality. This would increase the overall4
availability of water supplies to water users that use Delta water, thus providing a benefit. The new Delta5
flow objectives discussed in Section 3.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of this Recirculated Draft6
PEIR, are also a part of the Revised Project’s efforts to improve water quality, and would have the7
impacts analyzed there.8

Because of the availability of alternative water supplies and continued availability of Delta water9
supplies, as discussed in Section 3.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR,10
there is substantial evidence that this impact would not be significant. This conclusion is based on the11
inability to identify a reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It12
is therefore concluded that this impact would likely be less than significant. Future project-specific13
analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of14
this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted15
or supported by substantial evidence.16

Although there is the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement actions under the17
Revised Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts on water18
supplies resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.19

3.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction20

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the21
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described22
in Section 3.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):23

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)24
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)25
 Levee maintenance26
 Levee modification27
 Dredging28
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies29
 Reservoir reoperation30

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.31
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship32
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-33
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).34

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the35
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta36
Integrated Flood Management. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the37
provisions in the Revised Project. The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for38
prioritization of State investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban39
and municipal land uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services40
and utilities, transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction,41
of this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in less levee improvements42
within the Delta than the Proposed Project.43



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 3
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT WATER RESOURCES

NOVEMBER 2012 3-15

3.4.3.5.1 Impact 3-1e: Violate Any Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or1

Substantially Degrade Water Quality2

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation3

Construction of levees and ground-disturbing activities conducted in floodplains would cause temporary4
sediment disturbance siltation and re-suspension related to construction similar to that described above for5
water supply and water quality facility construction.6

Operations of new floodplains or levees may create long-term changes in the balance of sedimentation7
and scour within channels or newly created restoration areas that may affect the bioavailability of certain8
pollutants (e.g. mercury, selenium). These changes would be similar to the impacts described under the9
Proposed Project in Section 3.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR; however, the impacts10
would occur over less area because the number of levee improvements under the Revised Project would11
be less than under the Proposed Project.12

Dredging associated with flood risk reduction under the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project would13
result in the re-suspension of sediment-associated contaminants and could temporarily cause water14
column enhanced bioavailability to certain contaminants (e.g. mercury, selenium).15

Conclusion16

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the17
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged to decrease flood risk18
have the ability to cause both short-term construction impacts and long-term impacts associated with19
operations and changes in Delta watershed hydrology, which could affect water quality. Therefore, the20
potential impacts are considered significant.21

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the22
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on water quality resulting from the Revised Project would23
be less than those under the Proposed Project.24

3.4.3.5.2 Impact 3-2e: Substantially Deplete Groundwater Supplies or Interfere Substantially with25

Groundwater Recharge26

Effects of Project Construction27

The construction of the various flood risk control measures (levee modification, floodplain expansion,28
subsidence reversal etc.) associated with the Revised Project would likely require de-watering activities29
during the construction phase of the project in the same manner as under the Proposed Project. This de-30
watering would result in a temporary reduction in groundwater levels, as described under the Proposed31
Project in Section 3.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, but to a lesser extent. Groundwater32
would be expected to return to pre-construction levels quickly.33

Effects of Project Operation34

In general, the operation of the project features included in the Revised Project would not likely affect35
groundwater levels in the vicinity; therefore, impacts would not be anticipated.36

Conclusion37

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the38
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because any construction-related reduction in39
groundwater levels would be temporary and there would be no foreseeable groundwater reductions40
related to project operations, there is substantial evidence that impacts to groundwater would not be41
significant. It is therefore concluded that this impact would likely be less than significant. Future project-42
specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for43
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purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding1
is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.2

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the3
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on groundwater resulting from the Revised Project would4
be less than those under the Proposed Project.5

3.4.3.5.3 Impact 3-3e: Substantially Change Water Supply Availability to Water Users That Use6

Delta Water7

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project could include the construction of levees8
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,9
and sediment removal from channels in the same manner as under the Proposed Project. These actions10
would not change the availability of water supplies to water users that use Delta water; therefore, there11
would be no impact which is the same as under the Proposed Project.12

The impacts on water supply availability under the Revised Project would the same as under Proposed13
Project.14

3.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures15

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 3-1 through 3-3 of16
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 3.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and17
summarized below.18

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for19
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts20
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the21
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would22
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.23

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,24
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be25
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.26
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the27
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, significant28
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.29

3.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 3-130

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 3-1a though 3-1e, Violate any31
Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or Substantially Degrade Water Quality:32

 For construction of new facilities, all typical construction mitigation measures shall be required.33
Typical mitigation measures include the following construction-related Best Management34
Practices (BMPs):35

 Gravel bags, silt fences, etc., shall be placed along the edge of all work areas in order to36
contain particulates prior to contact with receiving waters.37

 All concrete washing and spoils dumping shall occur in a designated location.38

 Construction stockpiles shall be covered in order to prevent blowoff or runoff during weather39
events.40

 Severe weather event erosion control materials and devices shall be stored onsite for use as41
needed.42
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 Other BMPs as determined necessary by the regulating entity (city, county).1

 Any new facility with introduced impervious surfaces shall include stormwater control measures2
that are consistent with the RWQCB National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)3
municipal stormwater runoff requirements. The stormwater control measures shall be designed4
and implemented to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollutants to the maximum extent5
practical. Stormwater controls such as bioretention facilities, flow-through planters, detention6
basins, vegetative swales, covering pollutant sources, oil/water separators, and retention ponds7
shall be designed to control stormwater quality to the maximum extent practical.8

 Mitigate sediment contaminant bioavailability impacts through the exclusion of bird use or9
nesting areas from areas that may have excessive selenium or mercury.10

For any construction activities with the potential to cause in-river sediment disturbance associated with11
construction:12

 Apply BMPs to avoid or reduce temporary increases in suspended sediment. These BMPs for13
in-channel construction and levee disturbance may include, but are not limited to, silt curtains,14
cofferdams, the use of environmental dredges, erosion control on all inward levee slopes, and15
various levee-stabilization techniques, including revegetation. All construction sites will include16
preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and BMPs designed to capture17
spills and prevent erosion to the waterbody. Turbidity shall be monitored up- and downstream of18
construction sites as a measure of impact.19

 Apply bank stabilization BMPs, as needed, for any in-channel disturbance, such as:20

 A 100-foot vegetative or engineered buffer shall be maintained between the construction zone21
and surface water body.22

 Native and annual grasses or other vegetative cover shall be established on construction sites23
immediately upon completion of work causing disturbance, to reduce the potential for erosion24
close to a waterway or water body.25

Dredging would be particularly prone to the production of re-suspended sediment and contaminants, but26
potential impacts could be reduced, but not necessarily fully mitigated, through the use of submerged27
dredge cutter heads, silt curtains, and cofferdams, depending upon the site-specific soil conditions within28
the channel.29

This mitigation measure will likely reduce the water quality impact to a less than significant level.30
However, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Delta Plan31
recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of32
these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the33
Council. For these reasons, sediment- and erosion-related water quality impacts would remain significant.34

3.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 3-235

Although in many cases Impacts 3-2a through 3-2e, Substantially Deplete Groundwater Supplies or36
Interfere Substantially with Groundwater Recharge, are likely to be less than significant, the following37
mitigation measures are recommended to ensure that impacts do not exceed that level:38

 Prior to construction, a survey should be made of all wells located adjacent to the construction39
site to determine location and depths of the wells and the groundwater surface. During40
construction of any project that requires dewatering of groundwater, monitoring wells should be41
installed adjacent to the groundwater dewatering wells or pumps. If the adjacent groundwater42
declines in a manner that would adversely affect adjacent wells following implementation of43
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dewatering, the dewatering operations should be halted until the following measures are be1
implemented:,2

 Install sheet piles to reduce the area influenced by shallow groundwater level declines.3

 In case sheet piles are not an option and domestic well yields are affected, water supplies4
shall be trucked in to satisfy the well user’s water supply needs.5

 If sheet piles are not effective and the impact on the well yield is important, such that the6
trucking in of water is not economically feasible, the affected well shall be deepened.7
Another option for a well that is deep enough would be to lower the pump bowl such that8
deepened water can be pumped out of the well. If these two options are not feasible, a new,9
deeper, replacement well shall be installed for groundwater production.10

This mitigation measure will likely reduce the construction-related groundwater level impact to a less11
than significant level. However, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the12
basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the13
implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of14
public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For these reasons, construction-related15
groundwater level impacts would remain significant.16

3.5 References17

The Section 3.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.18
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Section 41

Biological Resources2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses terrestrial and aquatic biological resources. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 4 of4
the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

4.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 4.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

4.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 4.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

4.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 4.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

4.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 4.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

4.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise magnitude and extent of project-24
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific25
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of26
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific27
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for28
implementation.29
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The assessment methods for biological resources impacts are the same as described in Section 4.4.1,1
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not2
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific3
basis.4

4.4.2 Thresholds of Significance5

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 4.4.2, Thresholds of6
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.7

4.4.3 Revised Project8

4.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply9

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the10
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction and/or operation of11
projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as12
described in Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):13

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,14
hydroelectric facilities)15

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)16

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)17

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)18

 Water transfers19

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation20

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.21
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water22
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream23
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin24
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects and potential locations for implementation. Both the25
Revised Project and the Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to26
improvements in groundwater management.27

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the28
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the29
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is30
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater31
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under32
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered33
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater34
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed35
Project.36
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4.4.3.1.1 Impact 4-1a: Substantial Adverse Effects on Sensitive Natural Communities, Including1

Wetlands and Riparian Habitat2

Effects of Project Construction3

The same types of biological resource impacts would occur from construction of surface water and4
groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers,5
and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in6
Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction-related ground and surface water7
disturbance could result in temporary damage to or the permanent removal of sensitive natural8
communities located in and adjacent to the construction site. The actual effects on sensitive natural9
communities would depend on the size of the facility footprint and its location relative to sensitive10
communities. Affected sensitive natural communities could include non-tidal emergent wetlands, vernal11
pools, alkali seasonal wetlands, riparian forest and scrub, oak woodlands, and other sensitive12
communities.13

In addition to the types of potential impacts described above for reliable water supply projects, the large14
surface storage reservoirs encouraged by the Revised Project could result in the inundation of thousands15
of acres of habitat used by wildlife and the loss of sensitive natural communities. The impacts of these16
types of projects would depend on the ultimate location of the reservoirs and their proximity to sensitive17
natural communities. These projects would occur mostly outside of the Delta.18

Construction activities associated with water supply reliability facilities could lead to the introduction or19
spread of invasive species or noxious weeds in sensitive communities, including wetlands. Construction20
equipment could transport these species, and construction–related ground surface disturbance could21
provide opportunities for establishment of these species. Invasive species or noxious weeds could degrade22
the habitat quality of sensitive communities, including wetlands, by competition with and suppression of23
native species.24

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts25
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed26
located upstream of the Delta.27

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less28
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects29
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that30
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water31
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological32
resource impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply,33
of the Draft PEIR.34

Effects of Project Operation35

Operations of new water storage facilities, ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and36
intake structures would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances following construction.37
Therefore, impacts to biological resources due to implementation of reliable water supply projects under38
the Revised Project are anticipated to be less during operations than during the construction period.39

Actions to enhance water supply reliability also could include water transfers and modified reservoir40
operations. Water transferred from north of the Delta could result in a temporary increase in water in the41
rivers flowing into the Delta, which could provide benefits to adjacent wetlands and riparian42
communities. Changes in flow in rivers that are tributary to the Delta might also influence the43
hydrodynamics, scour, and salinity gradients in the Delta. These changes could reduce the extent of44
brackish or freshwater marsh in the Delta. Changes in water operations in the CVP and SWP and other45
water systems also could alter the timing and magnitude of water fluctuations in the upstream reservoirs46
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and adversely influence wetlands and riparian communities along the edges of the reservoirs. Other1
programs intended to improve water supply reliability, such as water conservation, could result in more2
water remaining in the rivers tributary to the Delta and less water removed from the Delta. This could3
potentially benefit wetlands and riparian communities along the rivers and Delta channels.4

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less5
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of6
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that7
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water8
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological9
resource impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable10
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.11

Conclusion12

The details of reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project, including the location,13
number, capacity, operational criteria, methods and duration of activities, are not available at this time.14
The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource impacts for the projects encouraged by15
the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they16
are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most17
cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would18
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. In some cases, projects could result in a significant,19
unavoidable impact. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in20
nature.21

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the22
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project23
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.24

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water25
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project26
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed27
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under28
the Revised Project, the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project29
would be greater than the Proposed Project.30

4.4.3.1.2 Impact 4-2a: Substantial Adverse Effects on Special-status Species31

Effects of Project Construction32

The same types of biological resource impacts would occur from construction of surface water and33
groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers,34
and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in35
Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction-related activities associated with36
these project types could harm or kill special-status species. Noise and night-time lighting from37
construction equipment could disturb special-status birds and mammals, and construction dust could38
affect species such as valley elderberry longhorn beetle. Special-status amphibians, reptiles, small39
mammals, and plants could be killed by construction and earthmoving equipment. This disturbance and40
direct mortality, should it occur, would constitute “take” under the federal Endangered Species Act41
(ESA), California Endangered Species Act (CESA), and/or the Natural Community Conservation Plan42
Act (NCCPA) if it affects animal or plant species that are listed as threatened or endangered, candidates43
for listing, or plant species that are listed as rare. Operation of these facilities, with the possible exception44
of water intakes, would be less likely to adversely affect special-status species.45
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Special-status fish species, including delta smelt, Chinook salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon, Sacramento1
splittail, longfin smelt, and others in the Delta and the Delta tributaries also might be adversely affected2
by construction of facilities in or near the water, such as water intakes and pumping plants, by the release3
of sediment into the water column, dewatering of construction areas, or through acoustic effects4
associated with pile-driving or placement of sheet pile barriers. Construction or modification of these5
types of facilities also could result in the loss of habitat for special-status aquatic species at the locations6
where the facilities are constructed. These localized impacts at the facilities could include the physical7
removal or covering of channel bottom substrates, removal of aquatic and riparian vegetation, and8
removal of access to aquatic habitats.9

Small storage reservoirs, regulating reservoirs, and groundwater percolation basins that might be10
constructed to improve water supply reliability could affect special-status species within the footprints of11
those facilities through disturbance, habitat loss, or direct injury. The extent of impact would be12
influenced by the size of the facility footprint and its location relative to populations of special-status13
species.14

Construction of large surface water storage reservoirs would largely occur outside the Delta. Disturbance15
and habitat loss associated with facilities construction might adversely affect terrestrial and aquatic16
special-status species if those species inhabit the affected areas. Inundation of new large storage17
reservoirs would have the potential to result in the loss of thousands of acres of habitat for terrestrial18
wildlife and plants and impact special-status species. Aquatic species also could be adversely impacted by19
inundation of existing aquatic habitats and disruption of the surface hydrology of the area. These surface20
water storage projects might also have associated conveyance networks and hydroelectric facilities that21
could result in habitat loss or direct impacts on special-status species.22

All facilities constructed and operated in or upstream of the Delta have the potential to introduce invasive23
species through various means such as transport on construction equipment or vegetation plantings or24
support habitat for invasive species. Invasive species could prey upon, compete with, or displace25
special-status species or reduce the suitability of their habitats. Under the Revised Project, the impacts26
associated with construction would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the27
Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the28
Proposed Project.29

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less30
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects31
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that32
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water33
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological34
resource impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project, as described in Section35
4.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.36

Effects of Project Operation37

Operations of new water storage facilities, ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and38
intake structures would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances following construction.39
Therefore, impacts to biological resources due to implementation of reliable water supply projects under40
the Revised Project would be less during operations than during the construction period. However, certain41
activities, such as water transfers that result in fallowing of agricultural land, produce ongoing impacts on42
special-status species that use agricultural land as habitat over the long term. Similarly, operation of water43
intakes on water bodies that support special-status aquatic species could have long-term effects.44

Operation of intake facilities might result in the entrainment of special status fish species, create45
conditions that promote predation, and increase the possibility of the release of toxic materials into the46
adjacent water body. Operation of large storage facilities, or water supply reliability actions that modify47
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operations of the Central Valley Project (CVP), State Water Project (SWP), or other water systems, might1
affect special-status species depending on the extent to which the operation influences the flows in2
connecting rivers or streams. Changes in surface water storage operations could influence the timing and3
magnitude of flows and water temperature in downstream water bodies used by special-status species, and4
changes in flow in rivers that are tributary to the Delta might also influence the flow, currents, and5
temperature and salinity gradients in the Delta. These changes could reduce the quality and suitability of6
aquatic habitats for special-status fish species such as delta smelt.7

Actions to enhance water supply reliability also could include water transfers. Water transferred from8
north of the Delta could result in a temporary increase in water in the rivers flowing into the Delta, which9
might provide benefits to aquatic species. However, temporary or permanent fallowing of agricultural10
land to facilitate the transfers might lead to a reduction in habitat for special-status species that use11
agricultural lands, such as giant garter snake.12

Other programs intended to improve water supply reliability, such as water conservation, could result in13
more water remaining in the rivers tributary to the Delta and less water removed from the Delta. This14
could potentially benefit special-status species inhabiting the Delta and its tributaries. It is possible that15
biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than significant, or16
could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of projects17
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant18
and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water supply19
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological resource20
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable Water21
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.22

Conclusion23

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and24
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,25
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource26
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and27
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures28
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals29
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than30
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,31
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in32
nature.33

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the34
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project35
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.36

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of groundwater37
projects, and wastewater and stormwater recycling projects would be greater than impacts under the38
Proposed Project because, unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project also would apply to the areas39
of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta. It is anticipated that there could be more wastewater40
and stormwater recycling projects than groundwater projects in portions of the Delta watershed where41
groundwater storage is not substantial, such as in the foothills and mountains surrounding the Sacramento42
and San Joaquin valleys. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta43
watershed under the Revised Project, the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the44
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.45
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4.4.3.1.3 Impact 4-3a: Substantial Adverse Effects on Fish or Wildlife Species Habitat1

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation2

Construction and operation of facilities and other actions to improve water supply reliability have the3
potential to adversely affect habitat for fish and wildlife. The types of impacts and their mechanisms4
would be similar to those described for Impact 4-1a. However, the impacts could be greater than impacts5
under Proposed Project because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed6
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project.7

Conclusion8

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and9
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,10
methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource11
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and12
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures13
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals14
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than15
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in a significant,16
unavoidable impact. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in17
nature.18

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the19
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project20
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.21

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of groundwater22
projects, and recycled wastewater and stormwater projects would be greater than impacts under the23
Proposed Project because, unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project also would apply to the areas24
of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta. It is anticipated that there could be more recycled25
wastewater and stormwater projects than groundwater projects in portions of the Delta watershed where26
groundwater storage is not substantial, such as in the foothills and mountains surrounding the Sacramento27
and San Joaquin valleys. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta28
watershed under the Revised Project the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the29
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.30

4.4.3.1.4 Impact 4-4a: Interfere Substantially with the Movement of Any Native Resident or31

Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species or with Established Native Resident or Migratory32

Wildlife Corridors33

Effects of Project Construction34

The same types of biological resource impacts would occur from construction of surface water and35
groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers,36
and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in37
Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of facilities, such as water38
intakes and pumping plants, located along waterways could substantially interrupt migratory wildlife39
habitat corridors, particularly in riparian zones, and wetland features crossed by migratory bird and40
mammal species.41

Construction of large surface water storage reservoirs have the potential to interfere with the movement of42
native resident and migratory fish and wildlife species. Depending on the ultimate location of these43
reservoirs, the inundated areas, conveyance networks, and potential hydropower transmission systems44
could interfere with established migration corridors for wildlife such as deer.45
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Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts1
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed2
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project.3

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less4
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects5
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that6
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water7
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological8
resource impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable9
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.10

Effects of Project Operation11

Operations of new water storage facilities, ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and12
intake structures could continue to interfere with the movement of fish and wildlife during operations,13
particularly those that could influence large areas or alter flows such as new surface water storage14
projects. Depending on the types of facilities constructed and their operational criteria, operations of large15
storage reservoirs could cause flow and water quality changes that block or delay migration or movement16
of migratory fish species that move to and from the Delta and its tributaries or undertake seasonal17
migrations within the Delta. Alteration of flow patterns and water quality in the Delta or its tributaries18
could also disrupt migratory cues for these species. These types of activities also could impact fish and19
wildlife migration in areas outside the Delta. Operations could also result in changes in flows or water20
temperatures that could impede or delay the migration or movement of special-status fish species in the21
waterways influenced by reservoir operations. Projects that include above ground conveyance facilities22
(e.g., canals) could block or disrupt the local and migratory movement of wildlife.23

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less24
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects25
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that26
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water27
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological28
resource impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable29
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.30

Conclusion31

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and32
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,33
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource34
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and35
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures36
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals37
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than38
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,39
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in40
nature.41

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the42
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project43
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.44

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with reliable water supply projects would be greater45
than impacts under the Proposed Project because, unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would46
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apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta. Given the potential for an1
increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall2
adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the3
Proposed Project.4

4.4.3.1.5 Impact 4-5a: Conflict with Any Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological5

Resources or the Provisions of an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural6

Community Conservation Plan, or Other Approved Local, Regional, or State Habitat7

Protection Plan8

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation9

Many water supply reliability actions encouraged by the Revised Project would be implemented in areas10
covered by local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources or the provisions of an adopted11
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP). This applies to all12
areas of the state where these projects might be implemented. In areas within the Delta and Suisun Marsh,13
there are many local policies and ordinances that protect biological resources. Several cities and counties14
have general plan policies, zoning ordinances, and other requirements that address the management of15
specific biological resources. The general plan policies that address biological resources in the Delta are16
presented in Appendix F-2, Relevant Goals and Policies from Applicable Planning Documents Affecting17
the Delta and Suisun Marsh, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR. Actions18
encouraged by the Revised Project have the potential to conflict with these general plan policies. For19
example, construction of a water supply treatment plant that requires the removal of trees could violate a20
local tree ordinance.21

Actions encouraged by the Revised Project within the plan area boundaries of existing conservation plans22
(i.e., HCPs and NCCPs) in the Delta could occur within the boundaries of San Joaquin County Multi-23
Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan and the East Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP, both24
of which extend into the Delta. Most water reliability actions and projects encouraged by the Revised25
Project, such as water supply projects carried out by local agencies, would likely be considered “covered26
activities” of those adopted HCP or NCCP plans, and therefore consistent. Actions carried out in areas27
outside the plan areas of those plans would not likely result in a conflict unless the influence of the action28
extended within the conservation plan boundaries. In all cases, the Revised Project would not affect the29
provisions of those adopted plans contained in the implementing agreements for those plans or the long-30
term assurances received by the permitted entities regarding incidental take from the regulating agencies.31
The same types of biological resource impacts would occur under the Revised Project as described for the32
Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.33

The Revised Project also would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta34
where HCPs or NCCPs are under development or completed and local policies and ordinances are in35
place. Because the details of water supply projects that could occur in these areas are not known, the36
potential remains for the Revised Project to conflict with HCPs and NCCPs in other areas of the Study37
Area as well as with local policies or ordinances.38

Conclusion39

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and40
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,41
methods, and duration of activities. Although projects encouraged by the Revised Project would not likely42
conflict with adopted HCPs and NCCPs in the Delta, they could conflict with HCPs and NCCPs in other43
areas of the Study Area as well as with local policies or ordinances. The nature and severity of the44
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and45
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures46
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, implementation of mitigation measures would47
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reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for1
impacts could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. Project-level impacts would be addressed in2
future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead3
agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project could conflict with adopted plans outside4
of the Delta; therefore, this potential impact is considered significant.5

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of groundwater6
projects, and wastewater and stormwater recycling projects would be greater than impacts under the7
Proposed Project because, unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would apply to the areas of8
the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta. It is anticipated that there could be more wastewater9
and stormwater recycling projects than groundwater projects in portions of the Delta watershed where10
groundwater storage is not substantial, such as in the foothills and mountains surrounding the Sacramento11
and San Joaquin valleys. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta12
watershed under the Revised Project the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the13
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.14

4.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration15

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the16
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or17
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as18
described in Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):19

 Floodplain restoration20

 Riparian restoration21

 Tidal marsh restoration22

 Stressor management23

 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)24

 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the State Water Resources Control Board25
(SWRCB)26

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.27
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,28
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat29
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and potential30
locations for implementation.31

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands32
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an33
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of34
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the35
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.36

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including37
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance38
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy.39

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including40
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could41
influence water quality) and encouraging the SWRCB’s update of the WQCP for the San Francisco Bay/42
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements43
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for the Delta and high-priority tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed1
Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR, these actions would result in a more natural flow regime in2
the Delta and Delta tributaries and changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside3
the Delta that use Delta water would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve4
water supply reliability and improve water quality.5

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation6
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and7
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea8
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted9
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect the potential for biological resources impacts10
because these modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs and regulations11
that prevent such impacts.12

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for13
new or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced14
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound15
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species16
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation17
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a18
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and19
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs20
would be expected to affect biological resources.21

4.4.3.2.1 Impact 4-1b: Substantial Adverse Effects on Sensitive Natural Communities, Including22

Wetlands and Riparian Habitat23

Effects of Project Construction24

The same types of biological resource impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal25
marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive26
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure facilities under the Revised Project as27
described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.28

The Revised Project encourages implementation of ecosystem restoration in the following areas of the29
Delta: the Yolo Bypass, Cache Slough Complex, Suisun Marsh, Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River30
Confluence, lower San Joaquin River, and western Delta/Dutch Slough. However, it is not clear what31
specific restoration projects would be constructed in these areas, or at what specific locations. Sensitive32
natural communities could be removed as a result of construction activities associated with ecosystem33
restoration, including the construction of levees and berms, as well as temporary removal of riparian34
vegetation and scrub, and wetlands.35

These restoration projects generally would restore many more acres of riparian habitat and wetlands than36
would be temporarily removed. In the case of riparian forest in particular, it may take up to a decade37
before planted habitat values replace the value of temporarily removed riparian forest habitat. Wetlands38
could also be adversely affected during construction, but generally increased as a result of the restoration39
actions.40

Ecosystem restoration actions that connect and reactivate floodplains in areas such as the Yolo Bypass,41
Cosumnes-Mokelumne River confluence, and lower reaches of the San Joaquin River also could result in42
temporary adverse effects on sensitive natural communities. Some sensitive natural communities, for43
example vernal pools and alkali seasonal wetlands, could be lost as a result of construction activities, such44
as earth moving.45
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The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to1
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration2
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result3
in biological resource impacts during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than4
significant following implementation of mitigation measures except for impacts to burrowing owls. The5
impacts to burrowing owls were considered to be significant and not mitigable.6

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less7
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects8
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that9
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem10
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable11
biological resource impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project, as described in12
Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.13

Effects of Project Operation14

Operations of floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of15
ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure would16
not result in further excavation or similar disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to17
biological resources would be less during operations as than during the construction period. Like the18
Proposed Project, the long-term outcome of these actions under the Revised Project would likely be19
beneficial, as described Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.20

In addition to the encouragement of habitat restoration actions, the Revised Project encourages the21
SWRCB to update the Water Quality Control Plan, including development of flow criteria for priority22
tributaries and new flow objectives for the Delta. The updated flow objectives would result in less than23
significant or beneficial effects on riparian and wetland communities along priority tributaries and in the24
Delta, if the new flow requirements reflect a more natural flow regime. The implementation of these25
flows, however, could result in a reduction in the availability of water for export from the Delta. This26
could lead to a significant impact on sensitive communities if this reduction were to lead to dewatering of27
agricultural conveyance channels that support riparian vegetation.28

Ecosystem restoration also has the potential to introduce or create conditions that support nonnative29
invasive species through introduction on construction equipment and by inadvertently creating site30
conditions that allow invasive species to become established. Invasive species established in restoration31
areas have the potential to adversely affect sensitive natural communities as indicated above in Impact 4-32
1a.33

Conclusion34

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and35
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational36
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological37
resource impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location38
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures39
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals40
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than41
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in a significant,42
unavoidable impact. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in43
nature.44

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the45
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, like the Proposed Project, projects46
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encouraged by the Revised Project could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is1
considered significant.2

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised3
Project would be the same as those impacts under the Proposed Project.4

4.4.3.2.2 Impact 4-2b: Substantial Adverse Effects on Special-status Species5

Effects of Project Construction6

The same types of biological resource impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal7
marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive8
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure facilities under the Revised Project as9
described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.10
Special-status species could be affected by the construction of berms and levees as well as temporary11
changes in local water circulation and turbidity. The conversion of pasture and agricultural land to12
accommodate restoration could result in temporary impacts on special-status species exposed to the13
construction. The resulting increase in tidal and subtidal habitats would benefit special-status species14
associated with these types of habitats. While impacts to special status species resulting from Delta15
restoration actions would likely be minimal, the conversion of land (e.g., agricultural land) might16
adversely affect special-status species associated with those land types. For example, habitat could be17
reduced for Swainson’s hawks that are associated with agricultural lands in the Delta.18

Ecosystem restoration actions that connect and reactivate floodplains in areas such as the Yolo Bypass,19
western Delta, Cosumnes-Mokelumne River confluence, and reaches of the San Joaquin River located20
upstream and downstream of the lower San Joaquin River floodplain also could adversely affect special-21
status species, particularly where construction occurs in areas near the land-water interface. Construction22
activities in these areas, such as earth moving, have the potential to remove habitat and directly disturb23
terrestrial and aquatic special-status species inhabiting the area. Following construction, these actions24
could result in an increase in habitat for a variety aquatic special-status species, including Sacramento25
splittail and rearing juvenile Chinook salmon. Certain terrestrial species also could benefit. In areas that26
are farmed, restoration of the floodplain could change the timing and duration of inundation such that27
fewer acres of agricultural land could be farmed or cropping patterns could be changed. This could lead to28
a reduction of habitat for certain special-status species associated with agriculture.29

Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh30
Restoration Project in addition to habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch31
Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration32
projects at Dutch Slough could result in biological resource impacts during construction. The potential33
impacts were found to be less than significant following implementation of mitigation measures except34
for impacts to burrowing owls. The impacts to burrowing owls were considered to be significant and not35
mitigable.36

Habitat restoration and other actions to create additional habitat have the potential to adversely affect37
special-status species primarily during construction activities. These impacts could be significant, but38
temporary, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem39
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.40

Effects of Project Operation41

Operations of floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of42
ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure would43
not result in further excavation or similar disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to44
biological resources due to implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised45
Project could be less during operations than during the construction period. Operation of restored areas46
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would likely benefit special-status species over the long term, as would changes in flow and water quality1
requirements encouraged by the Proposed Project. However, similar to the Proposed Project, actions to2
restore wetland and other habitats could result in the permanent conversion of agricultural land that3
provides habitat for special-status species, as described in Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,4
of the Draft PEIR.5

The Revised Project encourages the SWRCB to develop, implement, and enforce updated flow6
requirements for the Delta and high-priority tributaries in the Delta watershed that are necessary to7
achieve coequal goals. These flow requirements would take into consideration the flow needs of8
special-status fish species as well as riparian vegetation. These flow modifications would represent a9
beneficial change for special-status fish, and special-status wildlife and plants associated riparian10
communities. However, a change in flows in the Delta that reflect a more natural flow regime could result11
in a reduction in the availability of water for export from the Delta. If this reduction were to result in an12
increase in fallowing of farmland or land retirement in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water, habitat13
for special-status species that inhabit agricultural lands could be reduced similar to the Proposed Project,14
as described in Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.15

The Revised Project also would encourage DFG to develop proposals for new or revised fishing16
regulations designed to increase populations of sensitive fish species (e.g., delta smelt and Chinook17
salmon) through reduced predation by introduced sport fish. It is not certain whether these programs18
would decrease populations of non-native sport fish (such as striped bass); and if the decrease in the19
population of non-native sport fish would increase populations of salmon and steelhead. In addition,20
actions to reduce predation could result in ecological changes that ultimately could be detrimental to21
special status species. For example, a reduction in predator numbers could have the unintended22
consequence of increasing certain non-native species that compete with special-status species.23

The Revised Project also would encourage proposals to develop and implement scientifically sound24
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species25
and to implement a marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead program that could increase26
salmon and steelhead populations if the unmarked/untagged salmon and steelhead were released by those27
fishing.28

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less29
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects30
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that31
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem32
restoration encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological33
resource impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project, as described in Section34
4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.35

Conclusion36

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and37
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational38
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological39
resource impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location40
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures41
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals42
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than43
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,44
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in45
nature.46
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project2
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.3

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised4
Project would be the same as those impacts under the Proposed Project.5

4.4.3.2.3 Impact 4-3b: Substantial Adverse Effects on Fish or Wildlife Species Habitat6

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation7

Encouraging the construction and creation of large Delta ecosystem restoration projects has the potential8
to substantially reduce habitat for common (i.e., not special-status) fish or wildlife species. The large9
scale (thousands of acres) of these types of projects has the potential to convert substantial acreages of10
wildlife habitat (e.g., grasslands or agricultural lands that provide habitat to terrestrial species), to tidal11
and subtidal habitats. The types of impacts and their mechanisms would be similar to those described for12
Impact 4-1b and Impact 4-2b.13

Conclusion14

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and15
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational16
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological17
resource impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location18
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures19
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals20
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than21
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,22
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in23
nature.24

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the25
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project26
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.27

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised28
Project would be the same as those impacts under the Proposed Project.29

4.4.3.2.4 Impact 4-4b: Interfere Substantially with the Movement of Any Native Resident or30

Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species or with Established Native Resident or Migratory31

Wildlife Corridors32

Effects of Project Construction33

In general, ecosystem restoration in and adjacent to the Delta encouraged by the Revised Project would34
not interfere substantially with the movement of fish and wildlife. The creation or restoration of wetland35
(including tidal marsh) and active floodplain should provide greater opportunity for local movement by36
fish and wildlife species by increasing the size and connectivity of habitat in the Delta. These benefits37
would also accrue to migratory species, such as waterbirds, that depend on the availability of wetlands38
for wintering.39

Construction or reconnection of tidal marsh and floodplains could produce temporary changes in local40
flow patterns, increases in turbidity, and an increased potential for the release of toxic materials. These41
changes could temporarily disrupt movement or migration of aquatic species. With mitigation, it is42
unlikely that these changes would substantially interfere with the movement of any native resident or43
migratory fish or wildlife species, or established wildlife corridors.44
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It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less1
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects2
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that3
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. Similar to the Proposed Project, one4
or more of the Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in5
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts, as described in Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem6
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.7

Effects of Project Operation8

Operations of floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of9
ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure could10
continue to interfere with the movement of fish and wildlife during operations. Similar to the Proposed11
Project, with mitigation, it is unlikely that these changes under the Revised Project would substantially12
interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or established13
wildlife corridors, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,14
of the Draft PEIR.15

The impacts of updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority tributaries in the Delta16
watershed would be the same as described for changes in flows and temperatures due to changes in17
reservoir operations described for Impact 4-1b and Impact 4-2b18

Conclusion19

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and20
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational21
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological22
resource impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location23
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures24
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals25
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than26
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,27
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in28
nature.29

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the30
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project31
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.32

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised33
Project would be the same as those impacts under the Proposed Project.34

4.4.3.2.5 Impact 4-5b: Conflict with Any Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological35

Resources or the Provisions of an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural36

Community Conservation Plan, or Other Approved Local, Regional, or State Habitat37

Protection Plan38

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation39

The Revised Project encourages ecosystem restoration in identified priority areas: Yolo Bypass, Cache40
Slough, Suisun Marsh, Cosumnes-Mokelumne rivers confluence, lower San Joaquin River, and the41
western Delta and Dutch Slough. In addition, the Revised Project would require that ecosystem42
restoration covered actions be consistent with the habitat types of the Conservation Strategy for43
Restoration of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone and the Sacramento and44
San Joaquin Valley Regions (DFG 2011a). The priority areas identified for habitat restoration do not45
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occur within the incorporated cities and their spheres of influence; therefore, conflicts with local policies1
and ordinances would not occur in these areas. Habitat restoration actions outside these areas, however,2
could conflict with county policies and ordinances. These impacts could be significant.3

Ecosystem restoration actions guided by this conservation strategy could occur within areas covered by4
the adopted San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan and the East5
Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP. Ecosystem restoration consistent with the Conservation Strategy for6
Restoration of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone and the Sacramento and7
San Joaquin Valley Regions (DFG 2011a), would not conflict with these conservation plans because the8
Delta Plan is generally consistent with the goals and objectives of these plans.9

Conclusion10

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and11
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational12
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Projects encouraged by the Revised Project would not13
conflict with adopted HCPs and NCCPs in the Delta; however, they could conflict with local policies or14
ordinances. The nature and severity of the impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will15
depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and16
the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, implementation of17
mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In18
some cases, the potential for impacts could result in a significant, unavoidable impact. Project-level19
impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such20
projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project could21
conflict with adopted plans outside of the Delta; therefore, this potential impact is considered significant.22

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised23
Project would be the same as those impacts under the Proposed Project.24

4.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place25

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the26
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place which could lead to completion,27
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as28
described in 4.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):29

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,30
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)31

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)32

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.33
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects : new State parks34
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of Delta. Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised35
Project also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State parks near36
Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park near37
Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.38

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and39
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,40
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)41
prioritization of the use of current public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public42
lands for ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land43
purchase from willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of44
recreational resources.45
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The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 4.4.3.4,1
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.2

4.4.3.3.1 Impact 4-1c: Substantial Adverse Effects on Sensitive Natural Communities, Including3

Wetlands and Riparian Habitat4

Effects of Project Construction5

The Revised Project could cause the same types of impacts from construction of recreational trails,6
community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities described7
for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of8
the Draft PEIR.9

The construction and use of these recreational facilities encouraged by the Revised Project could result in10
adverse effects on sensitive natural communities, including wetlands, if these communities occur in the11
area of construction disturbance. The encouragement of parks under the Revised Project in areas such as12
Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, the southern Delta, Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House, and Wright-13
Elmwood Tract, which are not included in the Proposed Project, could result in the removal of small14
amounts of wetlands and riparian habitat to accommodate park facilities. All of these activities could have15
localized construction-related impacts. Actions such as the development and operation of new marinas16
and fishing access points in the Delta could have temporary, construction-related impacts on tidal marsh17
and riparian communities. Construction-related impacts associated with recreational facilities and parks18
would be temporary.19

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less20
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects21
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that22
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta23
enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable24
biological resource impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.5,25
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.26

Effects of Project Operation27

Increased boating and fishing activity encouraged by recreational improvements encouraged by the Delta28
Plan could result in damage to tidal wetlands and riparian habitat from boat wakes, adverse water quality29
impacts from boating and other discharges, and in disturbance from trampling from fishing and other30
human activities along the shoreline. The effects of recreational use of these facilities would result in the31
potential for ongoing, long-term disturbance.32

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less33
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects34
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that35
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta36
enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable37
biological resource impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.5,38
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.39

Conclusion40

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and41
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,42
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource43
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and44
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures45
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adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals1
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than2
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,3
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in4
nature.5

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the6
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project7
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.8

Given the potential for a greater number of parks under the Revised Project the overall adverse biological9
resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.10

4.4.3.3.2 Impact 4-2c: Substantial Adverse Effects on Special-status Species11

Effects of Project Construction12

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts from construction of13
recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting14
opportunities as described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of15
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.16

Use of these facilities could result in disturbance of and a reduction in the quantity, quality, and suitability17
of habitat for special-status species in and adjacent to the construction footprint. Unlike the Proposed18
Project, the Revised Project also would encourage establishment of parks in areas such as Barker Slough,19
Elkhorn Basin, the southern Delta, Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House, and Wright-Elmwood Tract,20
which could result in the removal of small amounts of habitat (as described for sensitive communities)21
and increase the potential for disturbance of special-status species by park users.22

Actions such as the development of new marinas and fishing access points in the Delta could have23
temporary, construction-related impacts on local special-status fish, wildlife, and plants.24

All of the above activities implemented to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place could have25
localized construction-related impacts especially in rural areas of the Delta. Activities carried out to26
improve tourism in developed areas would not likely impact special-status species.27

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less28
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects29
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that30
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta31
enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable32
biological resource impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.5,33
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.34

Effects of Project Operation35

Operation of facilities and other actions to enhance the Delta as a place have the potential to adversely36
affect special-status species. The increased boating and fishing activity encouraged by these recreational37
improvements could increase disturbance of special-status species associated with shoreline and riparian38
habitats. For example, Mason's lilaeopsis, a special-status riparian plant, is susceptible to erosion from39
boat wakes and trampling from fishing and other human activities along the shoreline.40

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less41
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects42
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that43
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta44
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enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable1
biological resource impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.5,2
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.3

Conclusion4

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and5
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,6
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource7
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and8
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures9
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals10
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than11
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,12
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in13
nature.14

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the15
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project16
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.17

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project the overall adverse18
biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed19
Project.20

4.4.3.3.3 Impact 4-3c: Substantial Adverse Effects on Fish or Wildlife Species Habitat21

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation22

Construction and operation of facilities and other actions to enhance the Delta as a place have the23
potential to adversely affect habitat for fish and wildlife. The types of impacts and their mechanisms24
would be similar to those described for Impact 4-1c and Impact 4-2c25

Conclusion26

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and27
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,28
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource29
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and30
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures31
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals32
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than33
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,34
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in35
nature.36

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the37
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project38
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.39

Given the potential for a greater number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall adverse biological40
resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.41
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4.4.3.3.4 Impact 4-4c: Interfere Substantially with the Movement of Any Native Resident or1

Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species or with Established Native Resident or Migratory2

Wildlife Corridors3

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation4

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts from construction of5
recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting6
opportunities as described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of7
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Actions that increase recreational use of natural areas and8
waterways in the Delta have the potential to disturb fish and wildlife. Depending on the specific locations9
and habitats affected, this increase in disturbance could interfere with local and migratory movements of10
native fish and wildlife.11

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less12
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects13
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that14
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta15
enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable16
biological resource impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.5,17
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.18

Conclusion19

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and20
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,21
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource22
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and23
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures24
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals25
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than26
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,27
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in28
nature.29

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the30
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project31
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.32

Given the potential for a greater number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall adverse biological33
resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.34

4.4.3.3.5 Impact 4-5c: Conflict with Any Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological35

Resources or the Provisions of an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural36
Community Conservation Plan, or Other Approved Local, Regional, or State Habitat37

Protection Plan38

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation39

Many Delta enhancement actions encouraged by the Revised Project would be implemented in areas40
covered by local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources or the provisions of an adopted41
HCP or NCCP.42

In areas within the Delta and Suisun Marsh, there are many local policies and ordinances that protect43
biological resources. Several city and county jurisdictions have general plan policies, zoning ordinances,44
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and other requirements that address the management of specific biological resources. The general plan1
policies that address biological resources in the Delta are presented in Appendix F-2, Relevant Goals and2
Policies from Applicable Planning Documents Affecting the Delta and Suisun Marsh, and Appendix D,3
Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR.4

Actions encouraged by the Revised Project, such as development of gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails,5
and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling, and hunting opportunities could conflict6
with local policies and ordinances or the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and7
Open Space Plan and the East Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP, depending on the location and type of8
activity. The encouragement of additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism under9
the Proposed Project would not likely result in conflicts with these policies and plans.10

The same types of biological resource impacts would occur under the Revised Project as described for the11
Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the12
Draft PEIR.13

Conclusion14

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and15
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,16
methods and duration of activities. While it is unlikely that Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the17
Revised Project would conflict with adopted HCPs and NCCPs in the Delta, these actions could affect18
local policies or ordinances. Because projects to enhance the Delta as a place would not occur outside the19
Delta, the Revised Project would not conflict with HCPs and NCCPs or local policies or ordinances in20
other portions of the Study Area. The nature and severity of the impacts for the projects encouraged by21
the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they22
are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most23
cases, implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less24
than significant level. In some cases, the potential for impacts could result in significant, unavoidable25
impacts. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis26
conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the27
Revised Project could conflict with adopted plans and local policies and ordinances within the Delta;28
therefore, this potential impact is considered significant.29

Given the potential for a greater number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall adverse biological30
resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.31

4.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement32

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the33
Proposed Project to improve water quality, including the following types of projects that lead to reduced34
constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment plants (as described in Section 4.4.3.3,35
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):36

 Water treatment plants37
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)38
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities39
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities40
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)41
 Wellhead treatment facilities42
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)43

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not44
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking45
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Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water1
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;2
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;3
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total4
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley5
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments6
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project.7

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water8
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in9
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised10
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same types of projects listed above.11

4.4.3.4.1 Impact 4-1d: Substantial Adverse Effects on Sensitive Natural Communities, Including12

Wetlands and Riparian Habitat13

Effects of Project Construction14

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts from construction of15
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) as described for the Proposed16
Project in Section 4.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. The types of impacts and their17
mechanisms would be similar to those described for Impact 4-1a. Like the Proposed Project, actions18
encouraged by the Revised Project to improve water quality also could include management and19
treatment of agricultural runoff. These types of actions could adversely affect wetlands or riparian20
vegetation if the footprints of those facilities occur within or in proximity to these sensitive natural21
communities or if the operation of the facilities altered the flow or quality of water that support those22
communities.23

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less24
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects25
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that26
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality27
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable28
biological resource impact similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.3,29
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.30

Effects of Project Operation31

Discharges resulting from the operation of wastewater treatment plants could adversely influence32
wetlands and water quality if the discharges contained compounds or materials that produce direct33
toxicity or influence the growth of wetland plants or wetland-associated micro-organisms. However, the34
discharges associated with any new facilities would be regulated by the SWRCB and RWQCBs to ensure35
compliance with existing water quality standards and to prevent a substantial adverse effect on wetlands.36
Because the Revised Project would encourage additional water quality actions, the operation of water37
quality facilities under the Revised Project has the potential for more impact on sensitive natural38
communities than the Proposed Project.39

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less40
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects41
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that42
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality43
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable44
biological resource impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.3, Water45
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.46
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Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational3
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological4
resource impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location5
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures6
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals7
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than8
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,9
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in10
nature.11

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the12
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project13
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.14

Given the potential for a greater number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised15
Project, the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be16
greater than the Proposed Project.17

4.4.3.4.2 Impact 4-2d: Substantial Adverse Effects on Special-status Species18

Effects of Project Construction19

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts from construction of20
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities as described for the21
Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. The types of impacts22
and their mechanisms would be similar to those described for Impact 4-1d, in this Recirculated Draft23
PEIR.24

Construction of these facilities could result in disturbance of and a reduction in the quantity, quality, and25
suitability of habitat for special-status species in and adjacent to the construction footprint. Disturbance-26
related impacts caused by construction would be temporary.27

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less28
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects29
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that30
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. Like the Proposed Project, one or31
more of the water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in32
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts similar to those described for the Proposed33
Project in Section 4.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.34

Effects of Project Operation35

The operation of facilities intended to improve water quality, such as discharges from wastewater36
treatment plants or the discharge of brine waste could adversely influence special-status aquatic species if37
the discharges contained compounds or materials that produce direct toxicity or influence the aquatic food38
web. However, the discharges associated with any new facilities would be regulated by the SWRCB and39
RWQCBs to ensure compliance with existing water quality standards. Therefore, operation of these40
facilities encouraged by the Revised Project, including in areas upstream of the Delta within the Delta41
watershed, would not be expected to produce significant impacts.42

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less43
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Like the Proposed Project, the44
details of many of the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, and45
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it is possible that significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the1
water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and2
unavoidable biological resource impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section3
4.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.4

Conclusion5

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and6
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational7
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological8
resource impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location9
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures10
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals11
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than12
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,13
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in14
nature.15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project17
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.18

Given the potential for a greater number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised19
Project, the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be20
greater than the Proposed Project.21

4.4.3.4.3 Impact 4-3d: Substantial Adverse Effects on Fish or Wildlife Species Habitat22

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation23

Construction and operation of facilities and other actions to improve water quality have the potential to24
adversely affect habitat for fish and wildlife. The types of impacts and their mechanisms would be similar25
to those described for Impact 4-1d.26

Conclusion27

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and28
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational29
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological30
resource impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location31
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures32
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals33
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than34
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,35
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in36
nature.37

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the38
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project39
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.40

Given the potential for a greater number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised41
Project, the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be42
greater than the Proposed Project.43
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4.4.3.4.4 Impact 4-4d: Interfere Substantially with the Movement of Any Native Resident or1

Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species or with Established Native Resident or Migratory2

Wildlife Corridors3

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation4

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts from construction of5
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities as described for the6
Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. The types of impacts7
and their mechanisms would be similar to those described for Impact 4-1a.8

Operation of these facilities could result in new or increased discharges into water bodies that support9
migratory fish (e.g., Chinook salmon) and might produce localized interference with their movement.10
This potential impact is unlikely to be substantial because of the permitting requirements associated with11
these types of facilities. Similarly, programs to improve stormwater and agricultural runoff would be12
unlikely to produce significant adverse effects.13

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less14
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects15
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that16
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality17
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable18
biological resource impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.3, Water19
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.20

Conclusion21

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and22
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational23
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological24
resource impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location25
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures26
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals27
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than28
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,29
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in30
nature.31

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the32
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project33
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.34

Given the potential for a greater number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised35
Project, the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be36
greater than the Proposed Project.37
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4.4.3.4.5 Impact 4-5d: Conflict with Any Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological1

Resources or the Provisions of an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural2
Community Conservation Plan, or Other Approved Local, Regional, or State Habitat3

Protection Plan4

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation5

Many water quality improvement actions encouraged by the Revised Project would be implemented in6
areas covered by local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources or the provisions of an7
adopted HCP or NCCP.8

In areas within the Delta and Suisun Marsh, there are many local policies and ordinances that protect9
biological resources. Several city and county jurisdictions have general plan policies, zoning ordinances,10
and other requirements that address the management of specific biological resources. The general plan11
policies that address biological resources in the Delta are presented in Appendix F-2, Relevant Goals and12
Policies from Applicable Planning Documents Affecting the Delta and Suisun Marsh, and Appendix D,13
Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR. Actions encouraged by the Revised Project have the potential14
to conflict with these general plan policies.15

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.17

Conclusion18

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and19
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational20
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Although projects encouraged by the Revised Project would21
not likely conflict with adopted HCPs and NCCPs in the Delta, they could conflict with HCPs and22
NCCPs in other areas of the Study Area as well as with local policies or ordinances. The nature and23
severity of the impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific24
location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation25
measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, implementation of mitigation measures26
would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential27
for impacts could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. Project-level impacts would be addressed in28
future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead29
agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project could conflict with adopted plans outside30
of the Delta; therefore, this potential impact is considered significant.31

Given the potential for a greater number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised32
Project, the overall adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be33
greater than the Proposed Project.34

4.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction35

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the36
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described37
in Section 4.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):38

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)39
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)40
 Levee maintenance41
 Levee modification42
 Dredging43
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies44
 Reservoir reoperation45
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The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.1
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship2
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-3
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).4

Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project does not include one of the named projects in the5
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta6
Integrated Flood Management. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the7
provisions in the Revised Project. This report was to be used to facilitate prioritization of State8
investments in Delta levees. The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of9
State investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal10
land uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,11
transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this12
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within13
the Delta than the Proposed Project.14

4.4.3.5.1 Impact 4-1e: Substantial Adverse Effects on Sensitive Natural Communities, Including15

Wetlands and Riparian Habitat16

Effects of Project Construction17

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts from construction of18
levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of19
floodplains, and sediment removal from channels as described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.4,20
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.21

Impacts of levee modification and floodplain enhancement actions would result primarily in temporary,22
construction-related impacts. Reservoir reoperation, however, could result in long-term impacts if the23
changes in operation to facilitate flood control adversely affect sensitive wetland and riparian habitats by24
altering the magnitude, duration, and timing of flows.25

The construction and modification of levees could directly impact adjacent riparian vegetation and26
wetlands within the construction footprint. The impacts on riparian vegetation could be more pronounced27
if the USACE does not accept the Delta Plan’s recommendation that it agree to a variance from its Levee28
Vegetation Policy for Delta levees. Under this policy, all vegetation on or immediately adjacent to the29
levee would be removed and maintained in that condition. This would have an adverse impact on existing30
established riparian vegetation that supports wildlife. The establishment of setback levees could result in a31
long-term increase in wetland and riparian habitat in floodplains that would be reconnected to stream and32
slough channels.33

The Revised Project could encourage levee projects that improve flood protection and the reliability of34
Delta waterways as conveyance channels. These projects could adversely affect near-shore sensitive35
natural communities such as tidal wetlands and riparian scrub and forest if they result in river bank36
armoring that removes natural substrates. Ongoing maintenance of the levees and vegetation management37
could result in removal of riparian trees and shrubs. These activities could result in long-term effects on38
riparian vegetation.39

Flood risk reduction actions that increase the size of floodplains would have impacts similar to those40
described for Impact 4-1b. Most of the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would likely be41
designed to simultaneously achieve flood risk reduction and ecosystem restoration objectives, including42
any actions resulting from the Delta Plan recommendation to implement a bypass and floodway on the43
San Joaquin River near Paradise Cut that would reduce the flood stage on the mainstem San Joaquin44
River adjacent to the urban and urbanizing communities of Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca.45
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The Revised Project also would encourage the development of sites to stockpile rock for use in flood1
emergencies. These activities could adversely affect sensitive natural communities (riparian) located on or2
near these sites if riparian habitat is removed to establish the stockpile sites. However, it is likely that3
these sites would not be located in areas supporting riparian habitat.4

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less5
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects6
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that7
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk8
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological9
resource impacts similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.4, Flood10
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.11

Effects of Project Operation12

Once constructed, levees and reconnected floodplains would not be expected to result in significant13
impacts. Dredging and the placement of dredged materials could result in impacts as channels are14
periodically dredged to maintain channel capacity if the placement of dredged materials occurs in areas15
supporting sensitive natural communities.16

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less17
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects18
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that19
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk20
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological21
resource impacts similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.4, Flood22
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.23

Conclusion24

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and25
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,26
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource27
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and28
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures29
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals30
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than31
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,32
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in33
nature.34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project36
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.37

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the38
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on biological resources resulting from the Revised Project39
would be less than the Proposed Project.40

4.4.3.5.2 Impact 4-2e: Substantial Adverse Effects on Special-status Species41

Effects of Project Construction42

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts from construction of43
levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of44
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floodplains, and sediment removal from channels as described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.4,1
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.2

Actions encouraged by the Revised Project to reduce flood risk could affect special-status species3
inhabiting areas near or adjacent to levee construction or modification, including the construction of4
setback levees. The construction of setback levees could result in temporary construction disturbance in5
the footprint of the project, but ultimately increase habitat for species that use floodplain and riparian6
woodlands as habitat. However, levee construction, might remove agricultural land and reduce habitat for7
species associated with agriculture.8

The Revised Project also could encourage levee projects that improve flood protection and the reliability9
of Delta waterways as conveyance channels. The construction of projects could adversely affect near-10
shore terrestrial and aquatic habitat of special-status species if they result in river bank armoring that11
removes natural substrates. The permanent removal of riparian vegetation near the water’s edge could12
reduce the shading and recruitment of woody material into the channel that improves the quality of habitat13
for juvenile special-status salmonids and other species.14

The development of rock stockpiles within the Delta could adversely affect special status fish, wildlife,15
and plants if these sites are established in areas currently supporting habitat.16

Construction impacts associated with levees and floodplains would be temporary in nature, although17
armoring of levee banks or permanently removing riparian vegetation would have long-term effects.18

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less19
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects20
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that21
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk22
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable23
biological resource impacts similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.4, Flood24
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.25

Effects of Project Operation26

The operation of facilities intended to reduce flood risk could affect biological resources. The27
maintenance of these levees and routine vegetation control to USACE standards also could result in28
localized disturbance to special-status species inhabiting areas adjacent to the levee. For example, levee29
maintenance activities could disturb nesting Swainson’s hawks and other nesting raptors.30

Reoperation of reservoirs to support flood risk reduction could adversely affect special-status fish species,31
such as Chinook salmon, if the flow changes scour or dewater spawning areas or lead to stranding of32
juvenile fish. Reoperation also could impact special-status fish if the flow changes adversely influence33
water temperatures.34

Dredging activities associated with flood risk reduction encouraged by the Revised Project could35
adversely impact special-status species directly or indirectly through destruction and modification of36
habitat or reduction in prey availability. The effects of dredging would be temporary, as described above,37
but would continue periodically into the future.38

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less39
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects40
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that41
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk42
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological43
resource impacts similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.4, Flood44
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.45
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Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,3
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource4
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and5
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures6
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals7
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than8
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in significant,9
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in10
nature.11

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the12
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project13
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.14

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the15
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on biological resources resulting from the Revised Project16
would be less than the Proposed Project.17

4.4.3.5.3 Impact 4-3e: Substantial Adverse Effects on Fish or Wildlife Species Habitat18

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation19

Construction and operation of facilities and other flood risk reduction actions have the potential to20
adversely affect habitat for fish and wildlife. The types of impacts and their mechanisms would be similar21
to those described for Impact 4-1e and Impact 4-2e, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. These impacts22
include potential loss of wildlife habitat caused by actions such as levee construction, reservoir23
reoperation, and dredging.24

Conclusion25

The details of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Projects, including the location,26
number, capacity, operational criteria, and methods and duration of activities, are not available at this27
time. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource impacts for the projects28
encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects29
at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing30
agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and implementation of31
mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In32
some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.33
This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in nature.34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project36
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.37

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the38
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on biological resources resulting from the Revised Project39
would be less than the Proposed Project.40
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4.4.3.5.4 Impact 4-4e: Interfere Substantially with the Movement of Any Native Resident or1

Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species or with Established Native Resident or Migratory2

Wildlife Corridors3

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation4

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts from construction of5
levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of6
floodplains, and sediment removal from channels as described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.4,7
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.8

Levee construction could temporarily interfere with the movement of native wildlife species that use9
riparian corridors or shoreline adjacent to the levees. This could result in a longer term impact on local10
and migratory movement if existing vegetation is removed during construction or the levee creates a11
barrier to migration and movement. The potential loss of riparian vegetation also could adversely affect12
colonial nesting birds. Dredging could temporarily disrupt the local and migratory movement of fish by13
creating in-river disturbance, including vibration and increased turbidity.14

It is possible that biological resource impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less15
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects16
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that17
significant and unavoidable biological resource impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk18
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable biological19
resource impacts similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.4, Flood20
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.21

Conclusion22

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and23
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,24
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related biological resource25
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and26
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures27
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals28
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than29
significant level. In some cases, the potential for biological resource impacts could result in a significant,30
unavoidable impact. This situation is most likely to occur during construction and may be temporary in31
nature.32

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the33
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project34
could impair or degrade biological resources; this potential impact is considered significant.35

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the36
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on biological resources resulting from the Revised Project37
would be less than the Proposed Project.38
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4.4.3.5.5 Impact 4-5e: Conflict with Any Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological1

Resources or the Provisions of an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural2
Community Conservation Plan, or Other Approved Local, Regional, or State Habitat3

Protection Plan4

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation5

Many flood risk reduction actions encouraged by the Revised Project would be implemented in areas6
covered by local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources or the provisions of an adopted7
HCP or NCCP. The construction and modification of levees could result in impacts on biological8
resources that are protected under local policies and ordinances (e.g., heritage trees) if these resources9
occur in the footprint of construction activities. Dredging also could conflict with these policies,10
particularly in areas where dredged material is deposited. Levee construction/maintenance and dredging11
also could occur within the boundaries of the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation12
and Open Space Plan. Levee maintenance is an activity that is covered by that plan; dredging is not. Once13
constructed, facilities to reduce flood risk would not likely conflict with local policies and ordinances.14

This applies to all areas of the state where these projects might be implemented. In areas within the Delta15
and Suisun Marsh, there are many local policies and ordinances that protect biological resources. Several16
city and county jurisdictions have general plan policies, zoning ordinances, and other requirements that17
address the management of specific biological resources. The general plan policies that address biological18
resources in the Delta are presented in Appendix F-2, Relevant Goals and Policies from Applicable19
Planning Documents Affecting the Delta and Suisun Marsh, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in20
the Draft PEIR. Actions encouraged by the Revised Project have the potential to conflict with these21
general plan policies.22

The Revised Project could cause the same types of biological resource impacts as those described for the23
Proposed Project in Section 4.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.24

Conclusion25

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and26
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,27
methods, and duration of activities. Although projects encouraged by the Revised Project would not likely28
conflict with adopted HCPs and NCCPs in the Delta, they could conflict with with local policies or29
ordinances. The nature and severity of the impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will30
depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and31
the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, implementation of32
mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In33
some cases, the potential for impacts could result in a significant, unavoidable impact. Project-level34
impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such35
projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project could36
conflict with adopted plans and local policies and ordinances in the Delta; therefore, this potential impact37
is considered significant.38

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the39
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on biological resources resulting from the Revised Project40
would be less than the Proposed Project.41

4.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures42

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 4-1 through 4-5 of43
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 4.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and44
summarized below.45
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Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for1
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts as2
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the3
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would4
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.5

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,6
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be7
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.8
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the9
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, significant10
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.11

4.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 4-112

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 4-1a through e, Substantial13
Adverse Effects on Sensitive Natural Communities, Including Wetlands and Riparian Habitat:14

 Avoid, minimize, and compensate for reduction in area and/or habitat quality of sensitive natural15
communities, including wetlands, by doing the following:16

 Selecting project site(s) that would avoid sensitive natural communities, including17
jurisdictional wetlands and other waters, vernal pools, alkali seasonal wetlands, riparian18
habitats, and inland dune scrub.19

 Designing, to the maximum extent practicable, project elements to avoid effects on sensitive20
natural communities.21

 Replacing, restoring, or enhancing on a “no net loss” basis (in accordance with USACE and22
SWRCB requirements), wetlands and other waters of the United States and waters of the23
State that would be removed, lost, and/or degraded.24

 Where impacts to sensitive natural communities other than waters of the United States or25
State are unavoidable, compensating for impacts by restoring and/or preserving in-kind26
sensitive natural communities on-site, or off-site at a nearby site, or by purchasing in-kind27
restoration or preservation credits from a mitigation bank that services the project site and28
that is approved by the appropriate agencies, in consultation with applicable regulatory29
agencies (at ratios that offset temporal loss of habitat value).30

 Implement construction best management practices, including:31

 Developing and implementing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).32

 Minimizing soil disturbance, erosion, and sediment runoff from project site.33

 Avoiding and minimizing contaminant spills.34

 Minimizing visual and noise disturbance from construction activities.35

 Conducting biological construction monitoring to ensure that implemented BMPs36
are effective.37

 Restore areas temporarily affected by construction activities, including:38

 Preparing restoration plan for temporary impacts sites for review by resource agencies.39

 Minimizing soil disturbance and stockpiling topsoil for later use in any areas to be graded.40



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 4
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

NOVEMBER 2012 4-35

 Decompacting or amending soil if necessary before planting and use native species1
for revegetation.2

 Restoring natural communities with similar or improved function from communities that3
were affected.4

 If a project may result in conversion of oak woodlands, as identified in section 21083.4 of the5
Public Resources Code, one or more of the following mitigation measures shall be implemented:6

 Conserve oak woodlands, through the use of conservation easements.7

 Plant an appropriate number of trees, including maintaining plantings and replacing dead or8
diseased trees.9

 Contribute funds to the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund, as established under10
subdivision (a) of section 1363 of the Fish and Game Code.11

 An invasive species management plan shall be developed and implemented for any project to12
ensure that invasive plant species and populations are kept below preconstruction abundance and13
distribution levels. The plan shall be based on the best available science and developed in14
consultation with DFG and local experts, such as the University of California Extension, county15
agricultural commissioners, representatives of County Weed Management Areas (WMA),16
California Invasive Plant Council, and California Department of Food and Agriculture. The17
invasive species management plan will include the following elements:18

 Nonnative species eradication methods (if eradication is feasible)19

 Nonnative species management methods20

 Early detection methods21

 Notification requirements22

 Best management practices for preconstruction, construction, and post construction periods23

 Monitoring, remedial actions and reporting requirements24

 Provisions for updating the target species list over the lifetime of the project as new invasive25
species become potential threats to the integrity of the local ecosystems26

4.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 4-227

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 4-2a through e, Substantial28
Adverse Effects on Special-status Species:29

 Select project site(s) that would avoid habitats of special-status species (which may include30
foraging, sheltering, migration and rearing habitat in addition to breeding or spawning habitat),31
and to the maximum extent practicable, (re)design project elements to avoid effects on32
such species.33

 Schedule construction to avoid special-status species’ breeding, spawning, or migration locations34
during the seasons or active periods that these activities occur.35

 Conduct preconstruction surveys (by a qualified biologist) for special-status species in36
accordance with USFWS, NMFS and DFG survey methodologies and appropriate timing to37
determine presence and locations of any special-status species and their habitat, and avoid,38
minimize, or compensate for impacts to special-status species in coordination with DFG and39
USFWS or NMFS.40
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 Establish buffers around special-status species habitats to exclude effects of construction1
activities. The size of the buffer shall be in accordance with USFWS and DFG protocols for the2
applicable special-status species. If nest tree removal is necessary, remove the tree only after the3
nest is no longer active, as determined by a qualified biologist.4

 Conduct construction monitoring (by qualified biologist) to ensure effectiveness of avoidance and5
minimization measures and implement remedial measures if necessary.6

 When appropriate, relocate special-status plant and animal species or their habitats from project7
sites following USFWS, NMFS, and DFG protocols (e.g., for special-status plant species or8
elderberry shrubs).9

 Where impacts to special-status species are unavoidable, compensate for impacts by restoring or10
preserving in-kind suitable habitat on-site, or off-site, or by purchasing restoration or preservation11
credits (in compliance with CESA and ESA) for affected State- or federally-listed species from12
a mitigation bank that serves the project site and that is approved by the appropriate agencies, in13
consultation with the appropriate regulatory agencies (at ratios that offset the temporary loss of14
habitat value).15

4.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 4-316

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 4-3a through e, Substantial17
Adverse Effects on Fish or Wildlife Species Habitat:18

 Select project site(s) that would avoid a substantial reduction in fish and wildlife species habitat.19

 To the maximum extent practicable, design project elements to avoid effects that would lead to20
a substantial loss of fish and wildlife habitat.21

 Replace, restore, or enhance habitats for fish and wildlife species that would be lost.22

 Where substantial loss of habitat for fish and wildlife species is unavoidable, compensate for23
impacts by preserving in-kind habitat.24

4.4.3.6.4 Mitigation Measure 4-425

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 4-4a through e, Interfere26
Substantially with the Movement of Any Native Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species or with27
Established Native Resident or Migratory Wildlife Corridors:28

 Protect habitat for migratory waterfowl and shorebirds by expanding existing wildlife refuges and29
management areas, and establishing new ones in or near wetland areas used by migratory30
waterfowl and shorebirds. Manage these areas by establishing suitable vegetation, hydrology and31
other habitat components to optimize the use by migratory waterfowl and shorebirds.32

 Protect, restore and enhance connectivity of habitats, including but not limited to wetland and33
riparian habitats that function as migration corridors for wildlife species. Acquire areas with34
potential to increase connectivity between existing habitats, protect these areas in perpetuity35
through the acquisition of conservation easements, deed restrictions, or similar tools, and restore36
the habitat for wildlife species in these areas. Habitat restoration might be accomplished by37
establishing suitable hydrology or other physical conditions for desirable vegetation, planting38
desirable vegetation, fencing and managing grazing, and other means.39
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 Protect migratory pathways for migratory aquatic species such as salmon, steelhead, and sturgeon1
including those that use Delta tributaries and floodplain habitats by screening diversions, and2
removing migration barriers.3

 Avoid or minimize alteration of flow patterns and water quality effects that could disrupt4
migratory cues for migratory aquatic species by implementing water management measures and5
establishing programs to reduce water pollution.6

4.4.3.6.5 Mitigation Measure 4-57

The following mitigation measure would reduce the effects of Impact 4-5a through e, Conflict with Any8
Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources or the Provisions of an Adopted Habitat9

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or Other Approved Local, Regional, or State10
Habitat Protection Plan:11

 Prior to construction, evaluate impacts to trees or other biological resources protected by local12
policies and ordinances, and abide by any permit requirements associated with these policies13
and ordinances.14

4.5 References15

The Section 4.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.16

17





RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Section 5
Delta Flood Risk





NOVEMBER 2012 5-1

Section 51

Delta Flood Risk2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses Delta flood risk. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 5 of the Draft Program4
Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

5.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 5.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

5.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 5.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

5.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 5.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

5.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 5.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

5.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in the Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure.24

The precise magnitude and extent of project-specific impacts on the physical environment would depend25
on the type of action or project, its specific location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-26
specific factors that are undefined at the time of preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific27
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impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the1
time the projects are proposed for implementation.2

The assessment methods for Delta flood risk impacts are the same as described in Section 5.4.1,3
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not4
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific5
basis.6

5.4.2 Thresholds of Significance7

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 5.4.2, Thresholds of8
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.9

5.4.3 Revised Project10

5.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply11

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the12
Proposed Project to improve Delta flood risk through completion, construction, and/or operation of13
projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as14
described in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):15

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,16
hydroelectric facilities)17

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)18

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)19

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)20

 Water transfers21

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation22

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.23
However, the Revised Project like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water24
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream25
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin26
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the27
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in28
groundwater management.29

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the30
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the31
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is32
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater33
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under34
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered35
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater36
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed37
Project.38
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5.4.3.1.1 Impact 5-1a: Substantially Alter the Existing Drainage Pattern of the Site or Area,1

Including Through the Alteration of the Course of a Stream or River, or Substantially2
Increase the Rate or Amount of Surface Runoff in a Manner Which Would Result in3

Flooding On- or Offsite4

Effects of Project Construction5

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of surface water and6
groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers,7
and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in8
Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of facilities associated with9
surface water and groundwater projects (including those that could be encouraged through the update of10
Bulletin 118) and recycled wastewater and stormwater projects, and modification of water supply flows11
through the Delta could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or increase offsite flooding. Actual12
alterations of drainage patterns would depend on the type of construction activity and hydrologic and13
hydraulic factors. Land grading, temporary placement of dredged material, temporary placement of14
structures and earthen embankments, and stockpiling construction materials could create physical barriers15
to flowing stormwater runoff during construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction16
conditions. . These barriers could increase flood flow water surface elevations on- and offsite and could17
redirect flood flows to sites adjacent to the construction site. In addition, these activities could change the18
onsite land slopes across which drainage flows, which could increase the flow rates, directions,19
elevations, or velocities of drainage that enters and/or originates on the construction site. These impacts20
could be temporary and limited to the construction phase.21

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of reliable water supply projects22
would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to23
the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project.24

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less25
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of26
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that27
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water28
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood29
risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water30
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.31

Effects of Project Operation32

Activities such as paving, vegetation removal, or soil compacting would increase land surface33
imperviousness and decrease precipitation losses to soil infiltration, which would result in increases in34
onsite drainage flow rates, water surface elevations, and velocities.35

Modification of water supply flows through the Delta could result in upstream reservoir operation36
changes. These changes could change the timing and duration of downstream flows during flood and37
non-flood periods. Because there is a legal obligation that these reservoirs maintain a certain amount of38
flood control space and do not exceed established peak flows, it is not likely that the peak flood flow39
releases would increase. However, it is possible, although not probable, that flood releases, with changed40
timing or duration, from the water storage projects could combine with flood flows from downstream41
tributary rivers in such a way that the overall downstream flood flow increases relative to the existing42
environment. This potential impact would most likely occur in rivers downstream of confluences of major43
rivers that have upstream reservoirs, such as downstream of the confluence of the Sacramento and44
American rivers, which could impact the cities of West Sacramento and Sacramento, among others.45
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Other programs intended to improve water supply reliability, such as water conservation or water1
transfers, could result in more water remaining in the rivers and reservoirs tributary to the Delta and less2
water being removed from the Delta. This could have a similar effect on overall downstream flood flows.3

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less4
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of5
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that6
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water7
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood8
risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water9
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.10

Conclusion11

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and12
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,13
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk14
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and15
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures16
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals17
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than18
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,19
unavoidable impact.20

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the21
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project22
could increase Delta flood risk due to changes in drainage patterns; this potential impact is considered23
significant.24

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water25
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project26
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed27
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of actions in the Delta watershed28
under the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project29
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.30

5.4.3.1.2 Impact 5-2a: Create or Contribute Runoff Water Which Would Exceed the Capacity of31

Existing or Planned Stormwater Drainage Systems or Provide Substantial Additional32

Sources of Polluted Runoff33

Effects of Project Construction34

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of surface water and35
groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers,36
and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in37
Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of facilities associated with38
surface water and groundwater projects could substantially create or contribute stormwater runoff water39
to existing or planned stormwater drainage systems and could exceed the capacities of those systems.40
Activities such as paving, vegetation removal, or soil compacting would increase land surface41
imperviousness (inability to be penetrated by water) and decrease precipitation losses to soil infiltration,42
which would result in increases in onsite drainage flow rates, water surface elevations, and velocities.43
Actual alterations of drainage patterns would depend on the type of construction activity and hydrologic44
and hydraulic factors. These changes could occur at any construction site, but would likely only have45
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relatively localized effects onsite and immediately downstream, or downslope of the construction prior to1
restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions.2

Impacts could be greater than impacts under Proposed Project because the Revised Project would apply to3
the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project.4

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less5
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of6
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that7
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water8
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood9
risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water10
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.11

Effects of Project Operation12

Facilities associated with surface water and groundwater projects, wastewater and stormwater recycling13
projects, and reservoirs could change drainage patterns following construction. Actual alterations of14
drainage patterns would depend on the facilities and hydrologic and hydraulic factors. These changes15
could occur at any facility, but would likely only have relatively localized effects on site and immediately16
downstream, or downslope of the site.17

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less18
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of19
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that20
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water21
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood22
risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water23
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.24

Conclusion25

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and26
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,27
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk28
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and29
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures30
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals31
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than32
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,33
unavoidable impact.34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project36
could increase Delta flood risk by increasing flows that would exceed the capacity of stormwater drainage37
systems or increase polluted runoff; this potential impact is considered significant.38

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water39
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project40
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed41
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of actions in the Delta watershed42
under the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project43
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.44
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5.4.3.1.3 Impact 5-3a: Place Housing Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area as Mapped on a1

Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or Other Flood Hazard2

Delineation Map3

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation4

The Revised Project has been developed to encourage water storage and conveyance alternatives, among5
other water-related use improvement activities, and does not encourage projects promoting placement of6
additional housing within the Delta. Therefore, the Revised Project will have no impact related to housing7
placement within the 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood8
Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation map in a similar manner as those impacts described9
for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.10

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operations of reliable water11
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised12
Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed13
Project.14

Conclusion15

The Revised Project will have no impact related to housing placement within the 100-year flood hazard16
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard17
delineation map in a similar manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section18
5.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.19

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water20
supply projects would be greater than impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project21
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed22
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of actions in the Delta watershed23
under the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project24
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project, but still less than significant. The Revised25
Project’s potential for increasing Delta flood risk impacts are thus effectively the same as under Proposed26
Project.27

5.4.3.1.4 Impact 5-4a: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death28

Involving Flooding, Including Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam29

Effects of Project Construction30

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of surface water and31
groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers,32
and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in33
Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of facilities associated with34
surface water and groundwater projects could involve land grading, excavating, constructing large35
embankments, placing of dredged materials, installing coffer dams, constructing structures, dewatering,36
and stockpiling. These construction activities could temporarily modify the flood channel geometry,37
extract or add water to the flood channel, and/or impede flows during construction prior to restoration of38
the sites to pre-construction conditions. These changes, as a result of a construction project, could39
increase flood flow rates, water surface elevations, and velocities such that these changes could result in40
increased risk of levee overtopping, levee crown erosion, increases in seepage, decreases in waterside41
levee slope stability, increases in settlement and/or subsidence of, or adjacent to, levees, or a reduction in42
seismic resistance of levees. Alternatively, decreases in water surface elevations could lead to decreases43
in waterside levee slope stability and lead to positive impacts, such as decreases in seepage and increases44
in seismic resistance of levees. Groundwater dewatering during construction could also lead to increases45
in subsidence below or adjacent to existing levees. As a result of these increases or reductions, short-term46
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levee integrity could be decreased, and the risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including1
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee, could be increased. The changes in levee integrity could2
persist at any of the facilities that have changes during construction if not mitigated.3

Increases in flood risk from levee failure could expose people and structures in the vicinity of the4
construction to potential decreases in available evacuation times and potential increases in emergency5
response times. If levees do fail and flood flows progress across floodplains, structures and embankments6
(associated with the projects above) constructed in the floodplain could impede or modify the direction of7
flood flows and cause portions of floodplains to fill faster. Again, faster filling times would give people8
even less time to evacuate and could also result in key emergency response routes being flooded more9
quickly, causing increases in emergency response times.10

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of reliable water supply projects11
would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to12
the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project.13

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less14
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of15
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that16
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water17
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood18
risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water19
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.20

Effects of Project Operation21

Operation of new surface water storage project facilities could result in sudden, catastrophic flooding22
downstream of those storage facilities. Operation of reliable water supply projects also could expose23
people and structures in the vicinity or downstream of the facilities to new flooding sources.24

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less25
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of26
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that27
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water28
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood29
risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water30
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.31

Conclusion32

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and33
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,34
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk35
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and36
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures37
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals38
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than39
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,40
unavoidable impact.41

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the42
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project43
could increase Delta flood risk due to levee or dam failure; this potential impact is considered significant.44
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Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water1
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project2
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed3
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of actions in the Delta watershed4
under the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project5
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.6

5.4.3.1.5 Impact 5-5a: Place Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area Structures Which Would Impede7

or Redirect Flood Flows, or Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow8

Effects of Project Construction9

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of surface water and10
groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers,11
and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in12
Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of these facilities could include13
land grading, placing of dredged material, constructing structures and earthen embankments, and14
stockpiling construction materials. All of these activities could create physical barriers to flowing15
stormwater runoff (drainage) and flood flows during construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-16
construction conditions. These barriers could increase flood flow water surface elevations on- and off site17
and could redirect flood flows to sites adjacent to the construction site. These changes could occur at any18
construction site, as rainfall runoff occurs on all land surfaces, and could, depending on various factors,19
lead to flooding. The impacts could be temporary and limited to the construction phase. Actual redirection20
and impedance of flood flows would depend on the type of construction activity and hydrologic and21
hydraulic factors. These types of impacts are likely to be most evident where tall and long features, such22
as canal embankments, are constructed across the floodplain flow path. These impacts could be temporary23
and limited to the construction phase.24

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of reliable water supply projects25
would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to26
the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project.27

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less28
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of29
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that30
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water31
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood32
risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water33
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.34

Effects of Project Operation35

The Revised Project encourages projects that would include operation of surface water and groundwater36
storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities (canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping37
plants), groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric generation, as described above. All of these38
activities could create physical barriers to flowing stormwater runoff (drainage) and flood flows. These39
barriers could increase flood flow water surface elevations on- and off site and could redirect flood flows40
to sites adjacent to the construction site. The impacts could persist through operation of the project. These41
types of impacts are likely to be most evident where tall and long features, such as canal embankments,42
are constructed across the floodplain flow path.43

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less44
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of45
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that46
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significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water1
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood2
risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.1, Reliable Water3
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.4

Conclusion5

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and6
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,7
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk8
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and9
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures10
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals11
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than12
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,13
unavoidable impact.14

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the15
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project16
could increase Delta flood risk within 100-year flood hazard area; this potential impact is considered17
significant.18

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water19
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project20
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed21
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of actions in the Delta watershed22
under the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project23
would be greater than under the Proposed Project.24

5.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration25

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the26
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem which could lead to completion, construction, and/or27
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as28
described in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):29

 Floodplain restoration30
 Riparian restoration31
 Tidal marsh restoration32
 Stressor management33
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)34
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB35

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.36
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,37
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat38
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and potential39
locations for implementation.40

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands41
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an42
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of43
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the44
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.45
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The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including1
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance2
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy. These programs would not be3
expected to affect Delta flood risk potential.4

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including5
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could6
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update7
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta8
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority9
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the10
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and11
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water12
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and13
improve water quality.14

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation15
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and16
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea17
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted18
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect land uses because these modifications would19
be implemented in accordance with existing programs and regulations that prevent such impacts.20

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new21
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced22
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound23
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species24
as required by the NMFS; and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation with USFWS and NMFS, to revise and25
begin implementation of a program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve26
management of hatchery and wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific27
Review Group. These programs would not be expected to affect Delta flood risk potential.28

5.4.3.2.1 Impact 5-1b: Substantially Alter the Existing Drainage Pattern of the Site or Area,29

Including Through the Alteration of the Course of a Stream or River, or Substantially30

Increase the Rate or Amount of Surface Runoff in a Manner Which Would Result in31

Flooding On- or Offsite32

Effects of Project Construction33

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal34
marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive35
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure facilities under the Revised Project as36
described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.37
Construction of these facilities could result in topographic grading, removing or relocating levee sections,38
exposing bare soil, placing dredged material, constructing structures and earthen embankments,39
stockpiling construction materials, and changing vegetation that could substantially alter drainage patterns40
and create or increase on- and offsite flooding during construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-41
construction conditions. The potential impacts to existing drainage patterns would generally be similar to42
those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.43
Actual alteration of drainage patterns would depend on the type of the construction activity and local44
hydrologic and hydraulic factors. They would be temporary and limited to the construction phase.45
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It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less1
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of2
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that3
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem4
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta5
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta6
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.7

Effects of Project Operation8

Delta ecosystem restoration projects could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or increase on-9
and offsite flooding. The potential impacts to existing drainage patterns would generally be similar to10
those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. T11
Some impacts could occur only during operation of projects, such as the flooding of a wetlands12
restoration area, after construction.13

Setting back or relocating levees could be included with any environmental restoration project. Moving a14
levee further into a floodplain could remove some water storage space from the floodplain. Additionally,15
flooding from other sources (besides the stream on which the setback lies) could cause ponding along the16
land side of the new setback levee rather than against the original levee. Other conditions could then17
cause this ponding to be shifted away from the landside of the new levee, resulting in the flooding of new18
areas that were not previously at risk of flooding. This flooding could occur anywhere setbacks are19
constructed where the floodplain slopes down toward the existing and replacement setback levees.20

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less21
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of22
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that23
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem24
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta25
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta26
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.27

Conclusion28

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and29
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational30
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood31
risk impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and32
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures33
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals34
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than35
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,36
unavoidable impact.37

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the38
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project39
could increase Delta flood risk due to changes in drainage patterns; this potential impact is considered40
significant.41

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of Delta ecosystem42
restoration projects would be the same as under the Proposed Project.43
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5.4.3.2.2 Impact 5-2b: Create or Contribute Runoff Water Which Would Exceed the Capacity of1

Existing or Planned Stormwater Drainage Systems or Provide Substantial Additional2

Sources of Polluted Runoff3

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation4

The Revised Project has been developed to encourage Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including5
floodplain, riparian, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of stressors and invasive6
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure. These facilities would not likely drain7
into existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, and there would be no impact, as described for the8
Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.9

Conclusion10

The Revised Project will have no impact related to increasing flows that would exceed the capacity of11
stormwater drainage systems or increase polluted runoff in a similar manner as those impacts described12
for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.13

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of Delta ecosystem14
restoration projects would be the same as under the Proposed Project.15

5.4.3.2.3 Impact 5-3b: Place Housing Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area as Mapped on a16

Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or Other Flood Hazard17

Delineation Map18

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation19

The Revised Project has been developed to encourage Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including20
floodplain, riparian, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of stressors and invasive21
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure, and does not encourage projects22
promoting placement of additional housing within the Delta. Therefore, the Revised Project will have no23
impact related to housing placement within the 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood24
Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation map in a similar manner25
as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of26
the Draft PEIR.27

Conclusion28

The Revised Project will have no impact related to housing placement within the 100-year flood hazard29
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard30
delineation map in a similar manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section31
5.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.32

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of Delta ecosystem33
restoration projects would be the same as under the Proposed Project.34

5.4.3.2.4 Impact 5-4b: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death35

Involving Flooding, Including Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam36

Effects of Project Construction37

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal38
marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive39
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure facilities under the Revised Project as40
described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.41
Construction of facilities could involve land grading, excavating, constructing large embankments,42
placing of dredged materials, installing coffer dams, constructing structures, dewatering, and stockpiling.43
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The potential impacts would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects1
under Impact 5-4a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.2

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less3
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of4
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that5
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem6
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta7
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta8
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.9

Effects of Project Operation10

Delta ecosystem restoration projects could substantially alter existing levee integrity and evacuation and11
emergency response times. The potential impacts to existing conditions would generally be similar to12
those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-4a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. In13
addition, longer channel wind fetch lengths could result from construction of new setback levees or levee14
breaches made for opening restoration areas to flooding. Longer fetch lengths could result in additional15
wave erosion and increased water surface elevations on the water side of channel levees, decreasing levee16
integrity. Similarly, interior levees would be exposed to tidal action, which could result in erosion of the17
interior levees and result in higher water surface elevations on the levees.18

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less19
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of20
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that21
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem22
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta23
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta24
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.25

Conclusion26

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and27
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational28
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood29
risk impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and30
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures31
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals32
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than33
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,34
unavoidable impact.35

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the36
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project37
could increase Delta flood risk due to levee or dam failure; this potential impact is considered significant.38

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of Delta ecosystem39
restoration projects would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.40

5.4.3.2.5 Impact 5-5b: Place Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area Structures Which Would Impede41

or Redirect Flood Flows, or Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow42

Effects of Project Construction43

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal44
marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive45
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species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure facilities under the Revised Project as1
described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.2
Construction of these facilities could include grading, removing or relocating levee sections, placing3
dredged material, constructing structures and earthen embankments, and stockpiling construction4
materials that could substantially impede or redirect flood flows during construction prior to restoration of5
the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential impacts would generally be similar to those6
described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-5a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual7
alteration of flood flows would depend on the type of construction activity and local hydrologic and8
hydraulic factors.9

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less10
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of11
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that12
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem13
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta14
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta15
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.16

Effects of Project Operation17

The Revised Project encourages operation of Delta ecosystem restoration areas, including floodplain,18
riparian, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of stressors and invasive species, and19
modification of levees and associated infrastructure. The potential impacts to flood flow would generally20
be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-5a, in this Recirculated21
Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of flood flows would depend on the type of activity and local hydrologic22
and hydraulic factors.23

Setting back or relocating levees could be included with any ecosystem restoration project. Moving a24
levee further into a floodplain could remove some water storage space from the floodplain. Additionally,25
flooding from other sources (besides the stream on which the setback lies) could cause ponding along the26
land side of the new setback levee rather than against the original levee. Other conditions could then27
cause this ponding to be shifted away from the landside of the new levee, resulting in the flooding of new28
areas that were not previously at risk of flooding. This flooding could occur anywhere setbacks are29
constructed where the floodplain slopes down toward the existing and (replacement) setback levees.30

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less31
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of32
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, it is possible that33
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem34
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta35
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.2, Delta36
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.37

Conclusion38

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and39
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational40
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood41
risk impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and42
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures43
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals44
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than45
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,46
unavoidable impact.47
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project2
could increase Delta flood risk within 100-year flood hazard area; this potential impact is considered3
significant.4

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of Delta ecosystem5
restoration projects would be the same as under the Proposed Project.6

5.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place7

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the8
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place which could lead to completion,9
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as10
described in 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):11

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,12
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)13

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)14

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.15
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State parks16
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the17
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State18
parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park19
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.20

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and21
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,22
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)23
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for24
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from25
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational26
resources.27

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 5.4.3.4,28
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.29

5.4.3.3.1 Impact 5-1c: Substantially Alter the Existing Drainage Pattern of the Site or Area,30

Including Through the Alteration of the Course of a Stream or River, or Substantially31
Increase the Rate or Amount of Surface Runoff in a Manner Which Would Result in32

Flooding On- or Offsite33

Effects of Project Construction34

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of recreational trails,35
community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under the36
Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an37
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of these facilities could include topographic grading,38
removing or relocating levee sections, exposing bare soil, placing dredged material, constructing39
structures and earthen embankments, stockpiling construction materials, and changing vegetation that40
could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or increase on- and offsite flooding during41
construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential impacts to42
existing drainage patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects43
under Impact 5-1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of drainage patterns would depend44
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on the type of the construction activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors. These impacts could be1
temporary and limited to the construction phase.2

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less3
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of4
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that5
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement6
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk7
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance8
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.9

Effects of Project Operation10

Operation of Delta enhancement facilities could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or11
increase on- and offsite flooding if structures were constructed in drainage swales or increased the amount12
of runoff from development of previously unpaved areas. The potential impacts to existing drainage13
patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-14
1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of drainage patterns would depend on the type of15
activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors.16

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less17
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of18
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that19
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement20
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk21
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance22
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.23

Conclusion24

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and25
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,26
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk27
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and28
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures29
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals30
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than31
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,32
unavoidable impact.33

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the34
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project35
could increase Delta flood risk due to changes in drainage patterns; this potential impact is considered36
significant.37

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta38
flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than those under the Proposed39
Project.40
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5.4.3.3.2 Impact 5-2c: Create or Contribute Runoff Water Which Would Exceed the Capacity of1

Existing or Planned Stormwater Drainage Systems or Provide Substantial Additional2

Sources of Polluted Runoff3

Effects of Project Construction4

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of recreational trails,5
community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under the6
Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an7
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of these facilities could create or contribute stormwater8
runoff water to existing or planned stormwater drainage systems that could exceed the capacities of those9
systems during construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential10
impacts to existing drainage patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water11
supply projects under Impact 5-2a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual creation or contribution of12
stormwater runoff would depend on the type of the construction activity and local hydrologic and13
hydraulic factors. These impacts would be temporary and limited to the construction phase.14

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less15
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of16
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that17
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement18
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in a significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk19
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance20
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.21

Effects of Project Operation22

Operation of Delta enhancement facilities could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or23
increase on- and offsite flooding if structures were constructed in drainage swales or increased the amount24
of runoff from development of previously unpaved areas. The potential impacts to existing drainage25
patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-26
1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual creation or contribution of stormwater runoff would depend27
on the type of the construction activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors.28

It is possible that Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than29
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects30
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant31
and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement projects32
encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts33
similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as34
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.35

Conclusion36

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and37
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,38
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk39
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and40
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures41
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals42
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than43
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,44
unavoidable impact.45
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project2
could increase Delta flood risk due to changes in drainage patterns; this potential impact is considered3
significant.4

Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of parks under the Revised Project the overall5
adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than those under6
the Proposed Project.7

5.4.3.3.3 Impact 5-3c: Place Housing Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area as Mapped on a8

Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or Other Flood Hazard9

Delineation Map10

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation11

The Revised Project has been developed to encourage Delta enhancement projects, including recreational12
trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities, and13
does not encourage projects promoting placement of additional housing within the Delta. Therefore, the14
Revised Project will have no impact related to housing placement within the 100-year flood hazard area15
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard16
delineation map in a similar manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section17
5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.18

Conclusion19

The Revised Project will have no impact related to housing placement within the 100-year flood hazard20
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard21
delineation map in a similar manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section22
5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.23

Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of parks under the Revised Project the overall24
adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than those under the25
Proposed Project, but still; there would be no impact. The Revised Project’s impacts on Delta flood risk26
under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as under the Proposed Project.27

5.4.3.3.4 Impact 5-4c: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death28

Involving Flooding, Including Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam29

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation30

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal31
marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive32
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure facilities under the Revised Project as33
described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of34
the Draft PEIR. The potential impacts would generally be similar to those described for reliable water35
supply projects under Impact 5-4a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual flood risk will depend on36
various site-specific hydrologic and hydraulic factors, geotechnical factors, and on the proximity of the37
project site to levees and other flood risk reduction facilities.38

It is possible that Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than39
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects40
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant41
and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement projects42
encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts43
similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as44
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.45



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 5
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DELTA FLOOD RISK

NOVEMBER 2012 5-19

Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,3
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk4
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and5
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures6
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals7
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than8
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,9
unavoidable impact.10

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the11
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project12
could increase Delta flood risk due to levee or dam failure; this potential impact is considered significant.13

Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of parks under the Revised Project the overall14
adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than those under15
the Proposed Project.16

5.4.3.3.5 Impact 5-5c: Place Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area Structures Which Would Impede17

or Redirect Flood Flows, or Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow18

Effects of Project Construction19

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of recreational trails,20
community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under the21
Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an22
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of these facilities could include grading, removing or23
relocating levee sections, placing dredged material, constructing structures and earthen embankments, and24
stockpiling construction materials that could substantially impede or redirect flood flows during25
construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential impacts would26
generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-5a, in this27
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of flood flows would depend on the type of construction28
activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors.29

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less30
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of31
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that32
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement33
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk34
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance35
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.36

Effects of Project Operation37

The Revised Project encourages operation of Delta enhancement projects, including recreational trails,38
community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities. The39
potential impacts to flood flow would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply40
projects under Impact 5-5a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of flood flows would41
depend on the type of activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors. Impacts could persist through42
operation of the project.43

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less44
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of45
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projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that1
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement2
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in a significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk3
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance4
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.5

Conclusion6

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and7
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,8
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk9
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and10
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures11
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals12
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than13
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,14
unavoidable impact.15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project17
could increase Delta flood risk within 100-year flood hazard area; this potential impact is considered18
significant.19

Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of parks under the Revised Project the overall20
adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than those under21
the Proposed Project.22

5.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement23

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the24
Proposed Project to improve water quality which could improve water quality including the following25
types of projects that lead to reduced constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment26
plants (as described in Section 5.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):27

 Water treatment plants28
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)29
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities30
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities31
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)32
 Wellhead treatment facilities33
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)34

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not35
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking36
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water37
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;38
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;39
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total40
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley41
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments42
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project.43

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water44
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in45
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the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised1
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for2
other water quality criteria and objectives.3

5.4.3.4.1 Impact 5-1d: Substantially Alter the Existing Drainage Pattern of the Site or Area,4

Including Through the Alteration of the Course of a Stream or River, or Substantially5
Increase the Rate or Amount of Surface Runoff in a Manner Which Would Result in6

Flooding On- or Offsite7

Effects of Project Construction8

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of treatment plants and9
conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as described for the10
Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of11
these facilities could result in topographic grading, removing or relocating levee sections, exposing bare12
soil, placing dredged material, constructing structures and earthen embankments, stockpiling construction13
materials, and changing vegetation for new or modified surface water treatment plant intakes/diversions14
or outfalls for wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, or agricultural runoff treatment plants that15
could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or increase on- and offsite flooding during16
construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential impacts to17
existing drainage patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects18
under Impact 5-1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. These impacts have the potential to occur at any19
construction site, as stormwater runoff occurs on all land surfaces. Actual alteration of drainage patterns20
would depend on the type of the construction activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors.21

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less22
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of23
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that24
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality25
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta26
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water27
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.28

Effects of Project Operation29

Operation of water quality improvement facilities could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or30
increase on- and offsite flooding if structures were constructed in drainage swales or increased the amount31
of runoff from development of previously unpaved areas. The potential impacts to existing drainage32
patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-33
1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of drainage patterns would depend on the type of34
activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors.35

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less36
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of37
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that38
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality39
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta40
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water41
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.42

Conclusion43

It is unknown at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and44
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational45
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood46
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risk impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and1
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures2
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals3
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than4
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,5
unavoidable impact.6

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the7
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project8
could increase Delta flood risk due to changes in drainage patterns; this potential impact is considered9
significant.10

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised11
Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater12
than those under the Proposed Project.13

5.4.3.4.2 Impact 5-2d: Create or Contribute Runoff Water Which Would Exceed the Capacity of14

Existing or Planned Stormwater Drainage Systems or Provide Substantial Additional15

Sources of Polluted Runoff16

Effects of Project Construction17

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of treatment plants and18
conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised Project as described for19
the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of20
these facilities could create or contribute stormwater runoff water to existing or planned stormwater21
drainage systems that could exceed the capacities of those systems during construction prior to restoration22
of the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential impacts to existing drainage patterns would23
generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-2a, in this24
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual creation or contribution of stormwater runoff would depend on the type25
of the construction activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors. These impacts would be temporary26
and limited to the construction phase.27

It is possible that Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than28
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects29
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant30
and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality improvement31
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in a significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk32
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water Quality33
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.34

Effects of Project Operation35

Operation of water quality improvement facilities could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or36
increase on- and offsite flooding if structures were constructed in drainage swales or increased the amount37
of runoff from development of previously unpaved areas. The potential impacts to existing drainage38
patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-39
2a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.40

It is possible that Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than41
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects42
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant43
and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality improvement44
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk45
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impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water Quality1
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.2

Conclusion3

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and4
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational5
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood6
risk impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and7
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures8
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals9
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than10
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,11
unavoidable impact.12

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the13
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project14
could increase Delta flood risk due to changes in drainage patterns; this potential impact is considered15
significant.16

Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of water quality improvement programs under17
the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would18
be greater than those under the Proposed Project.19

5.4.3.4.3 Impact 5-3d: Place Housing Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area as Mapped on a20

Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or Other Flood Hazard21

Delineation Map22

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation23

The Revised Project has been developed to encourage water quality improvement projects, including24
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities, and does not25
encourage projects promoting placement of additional housing within the Delta. Therefore, the Revised26
Project will have no impact related to housing placement within the 100-year flood hazard area as mapped27
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation map in28
a similar manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water Quality29
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.30

Conclusion31

The Revised Project will have no impact related to housing placement within the 100-year flood hazard32
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard33
delineation map in a similar manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section34
5.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.35

Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of water quality improvement programs under36
the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would37
be greater than those under the Proposed Project, but still there would be no impact. The Revised38
Project’s impacts on Delta flood risk under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as under the39
Proposed Project.40
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5.4.3.4.4 Impact 5-4d: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death1

Involving Flooding, Including Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam2

Effects of Project Construction3

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of treatment plants and4
conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised Project as described for5
the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. The potential6
impacts would be to existing levee integrity and evacuation and emergency response times, and would7
generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-4a, in this8
Recirculated Draft PEIR.9

It is possible that Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than10
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects11
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant12
and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality improvement13
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk14
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water Quality15
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.16

Effects of Project Operation17

Water quality improvement projects could substantially alter existing levee integrity and evacuation and18
emergency response times. The potential impacts to existing conditions would generally be similar to19
those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-4a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.20

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less21
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of22
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that23
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality24
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta25
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water26
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.27

Conclusion28

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and29
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational30
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood31
risk impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and32
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures33
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals34
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than35
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,36
unavoidable impact.37

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the38
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project39
could increase Delta flood risk due to levee or dam failure; this potential impact is considered significant.40

Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of water quality improvement programs under41
the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would42
be greater than those under the Proposed Project.43
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5.4.3.4.5 Impact 5-5d: Place Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area Structures Which Would Impede1

or Redirect Flood Flows, or Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow2

Effects of Project Construction3

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of treatment plants and4
conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised Project as described for5
the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of6
these facilities could include grading, removing or relocating levee sections, placing dredged material,7
constructing structures and earthen embankments, and stockpiling construction materials for new or8
modified surface water treatment plant intakes/diversions or outfalls for wastewater treatment, stormwater9
treatment, or agricultural runoff treatment plants that could substantially impede or redirect flood flows10
during construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential impacts11
would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-5a, in this12
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of flood flows would depend on various site-specific factors13
and on the proximity of the construction site to people, structures, and transportation routes.14

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less15
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of16
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that17
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality18
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta19
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water20
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.21

Effects of Project Operation22

The Revised Project encourages operation of water quality improvement projects, including recreational23
trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities. The24
potential impacts to flood flow would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply25
projects under Impact 5-5a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of flood flows would26
depend on the type of activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors.27

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less28
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of29
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that30
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality31
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta32
flood risk impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.3, Water33
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.34

Conclusion35

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and36
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational37
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood38
risk impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and39
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures40
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals41
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than42
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,43
unavoidable impact.44

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the45
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project46
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could increase Delta flood risk within 100-year flood hazard area; this potential impact is considered1
significant.2

Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of water quality improvement programs under3
the Revised Project the overall adverse Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would4
be greater than those under the Proposed Project.5

5.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction6

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the7
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described8
in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):9

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)10
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)11
 Levee maintenance12
 Levee modification13
 Dredging14
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies15
 Reservoir reoperation16

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.17
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship18
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-19
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).20

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the21
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta22
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the23
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised24
Project. The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments25
with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses and less26
emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, and27
ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this Recirculated Draft28
PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in less levee improvements within the Delta than the29
Proposed Project.30

5.4.3.5.1 Impact 5-1e: Substantially Alter the Existing Drainage Pattern of the Site or Area,31

Including Through the Alteration of the Course of a Stream or River, or Substantially32

Increase the Rate or Amount of Surface Runoff in a Manner Which Would Result in33

Flooding On- or Offsite34

Effects of Project Construction35

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers36
along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal37
from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood38
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of these facilities could include grading, removing or39
relocating levee sections, exposing bare soil, placing dredged material, constructing structures and earthen40
embankments, stockpiling construction materials, and changing vegetation that could substantially alter41
drainage patterns and create or increase on- and offsite flooding during construction prior to restoration of42
the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential impacts to existing drainage patterns would43
generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-1a, in this44
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of drainage patterns would depend on the type of the45
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construction activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors. These impacts could be temporary and1
limited to the construction phase.2

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less3
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of4
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that5
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction6
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk7
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood Risk8
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.9

Effects of Project Operation10

Operation of flood risk reduction facilities could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or11
increase on- and offsite flooding if structures were constructed in drainage swales or increased the amount12
of runoff from development of previously unpaved areas. The potential impacts to existing drainage13
patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-14
1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual alteration of drainage patterns would depend on the type of15
activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors.16

Setting back or relocating levees could also be included in any flood risk reduction project. Moving a17
levee further into a floodplain could remove some water storage space from the floodplain. Additionally,18
flooding from other sources (besides the stream on which the setback lies) could cause ponding along the19
land side of the new setback levee rather than against the original levee. Other conditions could then20
cause this ponding to be shifted away from the landside of the new levee, resulting in the flooding of new21
areas that were not previously at risk of flooding. This flooding could occur anywhere setbacks are22
constructed where the floodplain slopes down toward the existing and (replacement) setback levees.23

It is possible that the Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less24
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of25
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that26
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction27
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk28
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood Risk29
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.30

Conclusion31

It is unknown at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and32
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,33
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk34
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and35
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures36
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals37
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than38
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,39
unavoidable impact.40

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the41
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project42
could increase Delta flood risk due to changes in drainage patterns; this potential impact is considered43
significant.44
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Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project the overall adverse1
Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those under the Proposed2
Project.3

5.4.3.5.2 Impact 5-2e: Create or Contribute Runoff Water Which Would Exceed the Capacity of4

Existing or Planned Stormwater Drainage Systems or Provide Substantial Additional5

Sources of Polluted Runoff6

Effects of Project Construction7

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers8
along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal9
from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood10
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of these facilities could create or contribute stormwater11
runoff water to existing or planned stormwater drainage systems that could exceed the capacities of those12
systems during construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential13
impacts to existing drainage patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water14
supply projects under Impact 5-1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual creation or contribution of15
stormwater runoff would depend on the type of the construction activity and local hydrologic and16
hydraulic factors. These impacts would be temporary and limited to the construction phase.17

It is possible that Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than18
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects19
encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, however, and it is possible that20
significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction21
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk22
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood Risk23
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.24

Effects of Project Operation25

Operation of flood risk reduction facilities could substantially alter drainage patterns and create or26
increase on- and offsite flooding if structures were constructed in drainage swales or increased the amount27
of runoff from development of previously unpaved areas. The potential impacts to existing drainage28
patterns would generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-29
1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Actual creation or contribution of stormwater runoff would depend30
on the type of the activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic factors.31

It is possible that Delta flood risk impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than32
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects33
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant34
and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction projects35
encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable Delta flood risk impacts36
similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the37
Draft PEIR.38

Conclusion39

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and40
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,41
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk42
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and43
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures44
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals45
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than46
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significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,1
unavoidable impact.2

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the3
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project4
could increase Delta flood risk due to changes in drainage patterns; this potential impact is considered5
significant.6

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project the overall adverse7
Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those under the Proposed8
Project.9

5.4.3.5.3 Impact 5-3e: Place Housing Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area as Mapped on a10
Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or Other Flood Hazard11

Delineation Map12

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation13

The Revised Project has been developed to encourage flood risk reduction projects, including levees and14
operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and15
sediment removal from channels, and does not encourage projects promoting placement of additional16
housing within the Delta. Therefore, the Revised Project will have no impact related to housing placement17
within the 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance18
Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation map in a similar manner as those impacts described for the19
Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.20

Conclusion21

The Revised Project will have no impact related to housing placement within the 100-year flood hazard22
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard23
delineation map in a similar manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section24
5.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.25

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project the overall adverse26
Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those under the Proposed27
Project. However, because it is concluded that there would be no impact, the impacts under the Revised28
Project would the same as under Proposed Project.29

5.4.3.5.4 Impact 5-4e: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death30

Involving Flooding, Including Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam31

Effects of Project Construction32

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers33
along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal34
from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood35
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. These actions could involve land grading, excavating, constructing36
large embankments, placing dredged materials, installing coffer dams, constructing structures,37
dewatering, and stockpiling of levee repair material. Short-term impacts to existing levee integrity and38
evacuation and emergency response times during construction would be similar to those described for39
reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-4a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.40

Effects of Project Operation41

Flood risk reduction projects could substantially alter existing levee integrity and evacuation and42
emergency response times. Over the long term, these flood risk reduction projects would be expected to43
decrease the current level of risk, resulting in beneficial impacts.44
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Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,3
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk4
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and5
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures6
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals7
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than8
significant level.9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, flood risk reduction projects are expected to11
decrease the current level of flood risk, despite potential temporary increases during construction, the12
potential impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are considered less than significant and13
may be beneficial.14

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project the overall adverse15
Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those under the Proposed16
Project.17

5.4.3.5.5 Impact 5-5e: Place Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area Structures Which Would Impede18

or Redirect Flood Flows, or Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow19

Effects of Project Construction20

The same types of Delta flood risk impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers21
along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal22
from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 5.4.3.4, Flood23
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of these facilities could include grading, removing or24
relocating levee sections, placing dredged material, constructing structures and earthen embankments, and25
stockpiling construction materials that could substantially impede or redirect flood flows during26
construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions. The potential impacts would27
generally be similar to those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-5a, in this28
Recirculated Draft PEIR.29

It is not known at this time how specific components of the projects that would be encouraged by the30
Revised Project would be constructed because the details of these projects are not currently known,31
including the location, number, methods, and duration. However, over the long term, flood risk reduction32
projects and actions would be expected to decrease the current level of flood risk, resulting in beneficial33
impacts.34

Effects of Project Operation35

The Revised Project encourages operation of flood risk reduction projects, including levees and operable36
barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment37
removal from channels. The potential short-term impacts to flood flow would generally be similar to38
those described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 5-5a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.39
Actual alteration of flood flows would depend on the type of activity and local hydrologic and hydraulic40
factors.41

Setting back or relocating levees could be included with any flood risk reduction project. Moving a levee42
further into a floodplain could remove some water storage space from the floodplain. Additionally,43
flooding from other sources (besides the stream on which the setback lies) could cause ponding along the44
land side of the new setback levee rather than against the original levee. Other conditions could then45
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cause this ponding to be shifted away from the landside of the new levee, resulting in the flooding of new1
areas that were not previously at risk of flooding. This flooding could occur anywhere setbacks are2
constructed where the floodplain slopes down toward the existing and (replacement) setback levees.3

It is not known at this time how specific components of the flood risk reduction projects that would be4
encouraged by the Revised Project would be constructed because the details of these projects are not5
currently known, including the location and number. However, over the long-term, flood risk reduction6
projects and actions would be expected to decrease the current level of flood risk, resulting in beneficial7
impacts.8

Conclusion9

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and10
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,11
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related Delta flood risk12
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and13
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures14
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals15
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than16
significant level. In some cases, the potential for Delta flood risk impacts could result in a significant,17
unavoidable impact.18

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the19
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Because flood risk reduction projects are expected to20
decrease the current level of flood risk, the potential impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised21
Project are considered less than significant and may be beneficial.22

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project the overall adverse23
Delta flood risk impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those under the Proposed24
Project.25

5.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures26

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 5-1 through 5-5 of27
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 5.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and28
summarized below.29

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for30
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts as31
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the32
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would33
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.34

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,35
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be36
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.37
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the38
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, significant39
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.40

5.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 5-141

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 5-1a through 5-1e, Substantially42
Alter the Existing Drainage Pattern of the Site or Area, Including Through the Alteration of the Course of43
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a Stream or River, or Substantially Increase the Rate or Amount of Surface Runoff in a Manner Which1
Would Result in Flooding On- or Offsite:2

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulic study that would assess the need and provide a3
basis for the design of drainage-related mitigations, such as new onsite drainage systems or new4
cross drainage facilities. Prepare the study in accordance with applicable standards of Federal5
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), USACE, DWR, Central Valley Flood Protection6
Board (CVFPB), as well as the local reclamation districts and flood control agencies and the7
counties and cities. Design subsequent mitigation measures in accordance with the final study and8
with the applicable standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, and CVFPB. The study would identify9
potential increases in flood risks, including those that may result from new facilities.10

 Provide temporary drainage bypass facilities that would reroute drainage around, along, or over11
the Revised Project facilities and construction sites. The temporary bypass facilities would be12
designed in accordance with the results and recommendations of a drainage or hydrologic and13
hydraulic study and would be in place and fully functional until long-term replacement facilities14
are completed.15

 Provide onsite stormwater detention storage at construction and project facility sites that would16
reduce project-caused short- or long-term increases in drainage runoff. The storage space17
placement and capacity would be designed based on the drainage or hydrologic and hydraulic18
study.19

 Based on the results of the drainage or hydrologic and hydraulic study, arrange the length of any20
stockpiles or other construction features in the direction of the floodplain flow to maximize21
surface flows under flood flow conditions.22

 At in-stream construction sites that might reduce channel capacity, install setback levees or23
bypass channels to maintain channel capacity and to mitigate hydraulic impacts.24

 Where low channel velocities might result from construction, implement a sediment management25
program in order to maintain channel capacity.26

 Provide cross drainage, replacement drainage paths and facilities, and enlarged flow paths to27
reroute drainage around, under, or over the Revised Project facilities and to restore the function of28
any affected existing drainage or flow paths and facilities.29

 Channel modifications for restoration actions would be required to be implemented to maintain or30
improve flood management functions and would be coordinated with the USACE, DWR,31
CVFPB, and other flood control agencies to assess the desirability and feasibility for channel32
modifications. To the extent consistent with floodplain land uses and flood control requirements,33
if applicable, woody riparian vegetation would be allowed to naturally establish.34

 For areas that would be flooded as a result of the project, or where existing flooding would be35
increased in magnitude, frequency, or duration, purchase a flowage easement and/or property at36
the fair-market value.37

 Provide a long-term sediment removal program at in-river structures.38

 To mitigate potential impacts of changes in the timing of reservoir releases or the possible39
combination of river peak flows, use forecasts to implement coordination of operations with40
existing reservoirs.41

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,42
they reduce significant construction-related flood management impacts to less than significant levels.43
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Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of construction-related and1
operations-related flood management impacts by completion of site-specific hydrology and hydraulic2
studies, temporary bypasses, onsite storage, and channel modifications. In some cases it will not be3
feasible to fully implement the mitigation measures in a manner that completely eliminates4
flood-management-related impacts due to local hydrology and topography. Moreover, as discussed above,5
with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of Delta Plan recommendations (i.e., activities6
that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the7
responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Council. For these reasons, construction-8
related and operations-related flood management impacts would remain significant.9

5.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 5-210

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 5-2a through 5-2e, Create or11
Contribute Runoff Water Which Would Exceed the Capacity of Existing or Planned Stormwater Drainage12
Systems or Provide Substantial Additional Sources of Polluted Runoff:13

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would assess the need and provide a14
basis for the design of drainage-related mitigations, such as new onsite drainage systems or new15
cross drainage facilities. Prepare the study in accordance with applicable standards of FEMA,16
USACE, DWR, CVFPB, as well as the local reclamation districts and flood control agencies and17
the counties and cities. Design subsequent mitigation measures in accordance with the final study18
and with the applicable standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, and CVFPB.19

 Provide onsite stormwater detention storage at construction and project facility sites that would20
reduce project-caused, short- and long-term increases in drainage runoff. The storage space would21
be designed based on the drainage or hydrologic and hydraulic study.22

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,23
they reduce significant construction-related flood management impacts to less than significant levels.24
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of construction-related and25
operations-related flood management impacts by site-specific hydrology and hydraulic studies and onsite26
storage. In some cases it will not be feasible to fully implement the mitigation measures in a manner that27
completely eliminates flood-management-related impacts due to local hydrology and topography.28
Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of Revised29
Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and30
enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies31
other than the Council. For these reasons, construction-related and operations-related flood management32
impacts would remain significant.33

5.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 5-434

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 5-4a through 5e, Expose People35
or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death Involving Flooding, Including Flooding as a36
Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam:37

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would assess the need and provide a38
basis for the design of drainage-related mitigations, such as new onsite drainage systems or new39
cross drainage facilities. Prepare the study in accordance with applicable standards of FEMA,40
USACE, DWR, CVFPB, as well as the local reclamation districts and flood control agencies and41
the counties and cities. Design subsequent mitigation measures in accordance with the final study42
and with the applicable standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, and CVFPB.43

 Where high channel velocities might result from construction, provide bank protection, such as44
rip rap, to protect levees from erosion.45
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 Where construction results in longer channel wind fetch lengths, install vegetative buffer zones or1
wave erosion protection on the water side slope of levees, such as rock or grouted rip rap, and2
increase levee freeboard to address higher wind and wave runup.3

 Based on the drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study, determine any resulting changes to4
available evacuation plans or emergency response times.5

 To reduce emergency response times and public safety risks, raise structures and major roads out6
of the floodplain.7

 Provide automated flood warning systems.8

 Develop and implement area-specific evacuation and emergency response plans.9

 Considering the results of the hydraulics study noted above, perform a seepage and stability10
analyses that would assess the need and act as a basis for design of other seepage- and stability-11
related mitigations, such as cutoff walls, adjacent levees, setback levees, berms, and subdrainage12
features. Perform the analyses in accordance with applicable standards of FEMA, USACE, and13
DWR.14

 Perform research and collect subsurface information in accordance with applicable standards of15
FEMA, USACE, and DWR and perform settlement analyses that would assess the need for16
monitoring and potential settlement-related mitigations, such as ground improvement or17
pre-construction surcharging. Perform the analyses in accordance with applicable standards of18
USACE.19

 Perform research and collect subsurface information in accordance with applicable standards of20
FEMA, USACE, and DWR and perform seismic and liquefaction analyses that would assess the21
need and provide the basis for design of other seismic-related mitigations, such as ground22
improvement. Perform the analyses in accordance with applicable standards of USACE and23
American Society of Civil Engineers and Southern California Earthquake Center.24

 Prepare and implement a plan for periodic maintenance, inspections, repair, and rehabilitation of25
new water storage and conveyance facilities that could cause flooding upon failure.26

 Provide redundancy and safety controls and devices on water storage and conveyance facilities27
(pump stations, canals, and tunnels) to protect against facility failure and subsequent flooding.28

 To limit flooding from the unlikely event of a conveyance facility failure, limit extensive flow29
escape with installation of safety devices such as gated checks.30

 Construct new evacuation roads and access roads, as necessary.31

 Conduct Golden Guardian emergency drills.132

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,33
they reduce significant construction-related flood management impacts to less than significant levels.34
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of construction-related and35
operations-related flood management impacts by site-specific hydrology and hydraulic studies, channel36
modifications, and emergency preparedness and response programs. In some cases it will not be feasible37
to fully implement the mitigation measures in a manner that completely eliminates38

1 First implemented in 2004, Golden Guardian, California’s Annual Statewide Exercise Series, has become the most comprehensive
state-level exercise series program in the country. The goal of Golden Guardian is to exercise and assess emergency operations
plans, policies, and procedures for all-hazards/catastrophic incidents at the local, regional, and state levels, as described in
subsection 5.3.7.2.2.
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flood-management-related impacts due to local hydrology and topography. Moreover, as discussed above,1
with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of Delta Plan recommendations (i.e., activities2
that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the3
responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Council. For these reasons,4
construction-related and operations-related flood management impacts would remain significant.5

5.4.3.6.4 Mitigation Measure 5-56

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 5-5a through 5e, Place Within a7
100-year Flood Hazard Area Structures Which Would Impede or Redirect Flood Flows, or Inundation by8
Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow:9

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would assess the need and provide a10
basis for the design of drainage-related mitigations, such as new onsite drainage systems or new11
cross drainage facilities. Prepare the study in accordance with applicable standards of FEMA,12
USACE, DWR, CVFPB, as well as the local reclamation districts and flood control agencies and13
the counties and cities. Design subsequent mitigation measures in accordance with the final study14
and with the applicable standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, and CVFPB. Provide temporary15
drainage bypass facilities that would reroute drainage around, along, or over the Proposed Project16
facilities and construction sites. The temporary bypass facilities would be designed in accordance17
with drainage or hydrology and hydraulic study and would be in place and fully functional until18
long-term replacement facilities are completed.19

 Based on the results of the drainage or hydrologic and hydraulic study, arrange the length of any20
stockpiles or other construction features in the direction of the floodplain flow to maximize21
surface flows under flood conditions.22

 At in-stream construction sites that might reduce channel capacity, install setback levees or23
bypass channels to maintain channel capacity and to mitigate hydraulic impacts.24

 Provide cross drainage, replacement drainage paths and facilities, and enlarged flow paths to25
reroute drainage around, under, or over the Proposed Project facilities and to restore the function26
of any affected existing drainage or flow paths and facilities.27

 Channel modifications for restoration actions would be required to be implemented to maintain or28
improve flood management functions and would be coordinated with the USACE, DWR,29
CVFPB, and other flood control agencies to assess the desirability and feasibility for channel30
modifications. To the extent consistent with floodplain land uses and flood control requirements,31
if applicable, woody riparian vegetation would be allowed to naturally establish.32

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,33
they reduce significant construction-related flood management impacts to less than significant levels.34
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of construction-related and35
operations-related flood management impacts by site-specific hydrology and hydraulic studies and36
channel modifications. In some cases it will not be feasible to fully implement the mitigation measures in37
a manner that completely eliminates flood-management-related impacts due to local hydrology and38
topography. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of39
Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and40
enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies41
other than the Council. For these reasons, construction-related and operations-related flood management42
impacts would remain significant.43
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5.5 References1

The Section 5.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.2

3
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Section 61

Land Use and Planning2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses land use and planning impacts. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 6 of the Draft4
Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

6.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 6.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

6.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 6.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

6.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 6.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

6.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 6.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

6.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in the Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure.24

The precise severity and extent of project-specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on25
the type of action or project, its specific location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific26
factors that are undefined at the time of preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts27
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would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the1
projects are proposed for implementation.2

The assessment methods for land use impacts are the same as described in Section 6.4.1, Assessment3
Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not available for4
the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific basis.5

6.4.2 Thresholds of Significance6

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 6.4.2, Thresholds of7
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.8

6.4.3 Revised Project9

6.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply10

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the11
Proposed Project to improve land use through completion, construction, and/or operation of projects that12
could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as described in13
Section 6.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):14

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,15
hydroelectric facilities)16

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)17

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)18

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)19

 Water transfers20

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation21

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.22
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water23
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream24
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin25
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the26
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in27
groundwater management.28

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the29
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the30
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is31
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater32
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under33
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered34
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater35
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed36
Project.37
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6.4.3.1.1 Impact 6-1a: Physical Division of an Established Community1

Effects of Project Construction2

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction of surface water and groundwater3
storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and4
hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in5
Section 6.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. In general, construction of these types of water6
supply infrastructure is more likely to occur on land designated for agriculture or open space, but could7
occur near or within an existing incorporated community or planned residential, commercial or industrial8
use area. (Refer to Section 7, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR for9
impacts related to loss of agricultural land.) Temporary effects resulting from the construction of these10
projects could physically divide an established community by cutting off roadway or bridge access,11
thereby isolating communities, separating communities from related commercial or industrial services, or12
disrupting transportation and other connections between agricultural operations and communities or13
markets during the construction period. Roadways or bridges access could be temporarily affected if14
construction activities include trenching in or near roadways, redirection of existing waterways, or15
construction staging in or near roadways.16

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the17
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, community-division impacts of project18
construction would be temporary and there is substantial evidence that this impact would not be19
significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects and20
other, pertinent evidence cited in Section 6, Land Use and Planning, in the Draft PEIR, and on the21
inability to identify a reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It22
is therefore concluded that this impact would likely be less than significant in a similar manner as those23
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.24
Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion;25
however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that26
another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.27

Effects of Project Operation28

Projects encouraged by the Revised Project could involve operating storage facilities in the Delta29
watershed and in areas outside of the Delta that use Delta water. Operation of these facilities could30
potentially cause a long-term and permanent disruption of the local development pattern. For example,31
construction of a surface water storage reservoir in the Delta watershed could require closure of existing32
roadways through the inundated area. This could isolate agricultural lands from communities that provide33
services and markets to farmers. Operation of these facilities, or water supply reliability actions that34
modify operations of water systems, could physically divide or disrupt a community or isolate it from35
other existing communities on a permanent basis through installation of new structures, dredging of lands36
to be inundated, and relocation of infrastructure and houses.37

It is possible that land use impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than38
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects39
encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant40
and unavoidable land use impacts could occur Therefore, one or more of the reliable water supply41
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable land use impacts42
similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the43
Draft PEIR.44

Conclusion45

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and46
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,47



SECTION 6 RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
LAND USE AND PLANNING PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

6-4 NOVEMBER 2012

methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related land use impacts for1
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific location and characteristics2
of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the3
implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and4
implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than5
significant level. In some cases, the potential for land use impacts could result in a significant,6
unavoidable impact.7

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the8
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project9
could increase land use impacts due to physical division of established communities; this potential impact10
is considered significant.11

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water12
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project13
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed14
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under15
the Revised Project the overall adverse land use impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be16
greater than the Proposed Project.17

6.4.3.1.2 Impact 6-2a: Conflict of Constructed Facilities with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy,18

Regulation, or Restriction on Land That Was Adopted for the Purpose of Avoiding or19

Mitigating an Environmental Impact20

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation21

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction of surface water and groundwater22
storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and23
hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in24
Section 6.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction would be a temporary activity25
rather than a permanent change in land use, and would therefore not conflict with land use plans and26
zoning ordinances.27

Operation of any of these facilities could potentially conflict with land use plans, policies, regulations, or28
restrictions adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts if water supply or29
infrastructure activities similar to those discussed above are proposed in locations where they are not30
currently allowed based on the applicable land use plan or policies or regulations (e.g., zoning code).31

Based on information presented in Section 6.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is likely32
that conflicts with local plans caused by projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than33
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects34
encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant35
and unavoidable land use impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water supply projects36
encouraged by the Revised Project might result in a significant and unavoidable land use impacts in a37
similar manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.1, Reliable Water38
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.39

Conclusion40

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and41
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,42
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related land use impacts for43
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of44
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the45
implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with applicable plans and required permits and46
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approvals, along with implementation of mitigation measures, would reduce impacts associated with1
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for land use impacts could result in a2
significant, unavoidable impact.3

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the4
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project5
could increase land use conflicts of the facilities with adopted plans or land use restrictions; this potential6
impact is considered significant.7

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water8
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project9
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed10
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under11
the Revised Project the overall adverse land use impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be12
greater than those under the Proposed Project.13

6.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration14

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the15
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem which could lead to completion, construction, and/or16
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as17
described in Section 6.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):18

 Floodplain restoration19
 Riparian restoration20
 Tidal marsh restoration21
 Stressor management22
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)23
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB24

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.25
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,26
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat27
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and potential28
locations for implementation.29

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands30
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an31
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of32
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the33
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.34

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including35
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance36
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy. These programs would not be37
expected to affect land uses.38

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including39
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could40
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update41
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta42
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority43
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the44
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and45
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changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water1
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and2
improve water quality.3

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation4
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and5
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea6
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted7
Delta Plan.8

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new9
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced10
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound11
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species12
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation13
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a14
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and15
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs16
would not be expected to affect land uses.17

6.4.3.2.1 Impact 6-1b: Physical Division of an Established Community18

Effects of Project Construction19

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh,20
and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and21
modification of levees and associated infrastructure under the Revised Project as described for the22
Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. In general,23
construction of ecosystem restoration projects is more likely to occur on land designated for agriculture or24
open space but could occur near or within an existing incorporated community or planned residential,25
commercial, or industrial use area. (Refer to Section 7, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of this26
Recirculated Draft PEIR for impacts under the Revised Project related to loss of agricultural land.) These27
projects could physically divide or disrupt a community or isolate it from other existing development on a28
temporary basis (e.g., construction during agricultural harvest time). Community-division impacts of29
project construction would be temporary during construction prior to restoration of the sites to pre-30
construction conditions, and there is substantial evidence that this impact would not be significant.31

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to32
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration33
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result34
in land use impacts during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than significant.35

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the36
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, community-division impacts of project37
construction would be temporary and there is substantial evidence that this impact would not be38
significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects and39
other, pertinent evidence cited in Section 6, Land Use and Planning, in the Draft PEIR, and on the40
inability to identify a reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It41
is therefore concluded that this impact would likely be less than significant in a similar manner as those42
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft43
PEIR. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different44
conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to45
indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.46
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Effects of Project Operation1

Projects encouraged by the Revised Project could involve operations of floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh,2
and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species.3
Operation of these facilities could potentially cause a long-term and permanent disruption of the local4
development pattern. For example, construction of a surface water storage reservoir in the Delta5
watershed could require closure of existing roadways through the inundated area. This could isolate6
agricultural lands from communities that provide services and markets to farmers. Operation of these7
facilities, or water supply reliability actions that modify operations of water systems, could physically8
divide or disrupt a community or isolate it from other existing communities on a permanent basis through9
installation of new structures, dredging of lands to be inundated, and relocation of infrastructure and10
houses.11

It is possible that the land use impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than12
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects13
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant14
and unavoidable land use impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem restoration projects15
encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable land use impacts similar to16
the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the17
Draft PEIR.18

Conclusion19

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and20
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational21
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related land use22
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and23
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures24
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals25
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than26
significant level. In some cases, the potential for land use impacts could result in a significant,27
unavoidable impact.28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the29
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project30
could increase land use impacts due to physical division of established communities; this potential impact31
is considered significant.32

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of Delta ecosystem33
restoration projects would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.34

6.4.3.2.2 Impact 6-2b: Conflict of Constructed Facilities with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy,35
Regulation, or Restriction on Land That Was Adopted for the Purpose of Avoiding or36

Mitigating an Environmental Impact37

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation38

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction and operation of floodplain, riparian,39
tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive40
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure under the Revised Project as described41
for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. Construction42
would be a temporary activity rather than a permanent change in land use, and would therefore not43
conflict with land use plans and zoning ordinances.44
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The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to1
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration2
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result3
in land use impacts during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than significant.4

Based on information presented in Section 6.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, it is5
likely that conflicts with local plans caused by projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less6
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of7
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that8
significant and unavoidable land use impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem restoration9
encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable land use impacts similar to10
the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the11
Draft PEIR.12

Conflict of Delta Plan Ecosystem Protection Policy with Local Land Use Plans13

Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project includes Ecosystem Restoration Policy 3 (ER P3),14
which requires all covered actions, other than habitat restoration, within specific areas of the Delta to15
demonstrate that any adverse impacts on the opportunity for habitat restoration would be avoided or16
mitigated within the Delta. This policy would apply to covered actions that would result in construction17
and to plans such as new or amended local or regional land use plans. This policy would apply in Yolo18
Bypass, Cache Slough, Suisun Marsh, Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San19
Joaquin River Bypass, and western Delta/Dutch Slough.20

ER P3 may limit the types of land uses that could be implemented in certain areas of the Delta. For21
example, a covered action that would result in construction of agricultural-related facilities or22
infrastructure (e.g., warehouse for storing produce), even if it is in compliance with local land use plans,23
could interfere with the possibility of future ecosystem restoration if it is located within the priority24
habitat restoration areas. If this interference could not be mitigated, then the covered action would conflict25
with the Delta Plan and could not be approved. This could create a conflict with local planning where the26
local plan allows a project that the Delta Plan bars.27

Because the effects of ER P3 under the Revised Project would depend on the specific circumstances of a28
proposed project that could be allowed under a county general plan, it cannot be determined with29
certainty whether an actual conflict with county general plans would arise from implementation of the30
Revised Project.31

The land uses currently allowed for the areas that could be affected by ER P3 are primarily designated as32
agricultural, parks and recreation, natural preserve, public, and water. These existing land use33
designations do not support major residential subdivisions, commercial or institutional developments, or34
industrial facilities. This impact would be less than significant for the Delta as a region.35

Conclusion36

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and37
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational38
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related land use39
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and40
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures41
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals42
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than43
significant level. In some cases, the potential for land use impacts could result in a significant,44
unavoidable impact.45
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project2
could increase land use conflicts of the facilities with adopted plans or land use restrictions; this potential3
impact is considered significant.4

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with Delta ecosystem restoration projects would be5
greater than under the Proposed Project especially due to potential conflicts under ER P3, as described6
above.7

6.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place8

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the9
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place which could lead to completion,10
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as11
described in 6.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):12

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,13
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)14

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)15

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.16
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State parks17
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the18
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State19
parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park20
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.21

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and22
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,23
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)24
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for25
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from26
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational27
resources.28

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 6.4.3.4,29
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.30

6.4.3.3.1 Impact 6-1c: Physical Division of an Established Community31

Effects of Project Construction32

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction of recreational trails, community33
gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under the Revised34
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving35
Place, of the Draft PEIR. Construction activities have the potential to temporarily divide established36
communities could include trenching in or near roadways, redirection of existing waterways, or37
construction staging in or near roadways.38

Community-division impacts of project construction would be temporary and localized, and there is39
substantial evidence that this impact would not be significant. This conclusion is based on the review of40
environmental analyses of similar projects and other, pertinent evidence cited in Section 6, Land Use and41
Planning, of the Draft PEIR, and on the inability to identify a reasonably plausible scenario in which a42
potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would likely be less43
than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different44
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conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to1
indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.2

Effects of Project Operation3

Long term effects of Delta enhancement projects, such as the development of new marinas and fishing4
access points in the Delta, are unlikely to physically divide communities in the Delta, and instead are5
likely to strengthen the local economy and communities.6

Operation of specific Delta as evolving place type projects is not anticipated to physically divide an7
existing community. Delta enhancement projects, such as the development of new marinas and fishing8
access points in the Delta would generally increase access, rather than physically divide existing9
communities. There is thus substantial evidence that this impact would not be significant. This conclusion10
is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects and other, pertinent evidence cited in11
Section 6, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft PEIR, and on the inability to identify a reasonably12
plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this13
impact would likely be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate14
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there15
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial16
evidence.17

Conclusion18

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and19
operations of Delta enhancement restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity,20
operational criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related21
land use impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location22
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures23
adopted by the implementing agencies.24

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the25
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, the impact analysis indicated that there was26
no substantial evidence that a significant impact would occur to land uses due to physical division of27
established communities due to Delta enhancement projects under the Revised Project. It is therefore28
concluded that this impact would likely be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may29
develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for the purposes of this30
program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or31
supported by substantial evidence.32

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the33
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than34
those under the Proposed Project, but still, less than significant. The Revised Project’s impacts on land35
use under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as under the Proposed Project.36

6.4.3.3.2 Impact 6-2c: Conflict of Constructed Facilities with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy,37

Regulation, or Restriction on Land That Was Adopted for the Purpose of Avoiding or38

Mitigating an Environmental Impact39

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation40

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction and operation of recreational trails,41
community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under the42
Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an43
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Construction would be a temporary activity rather than a permanent44
change in land use, and would therefore not conflict with land use plans and zoning ordinances.45
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Long term effects of Delta enhancement projects, such as the development of new marinas and fishing1
access points in the Delta, could potentially conflict with land use plans, policies, regulations or2
restrictions adopted for the purposes of avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts.3

Based on information presented in Section 6.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of4
the Draft PEIR, it is likely that conflicts with local plans caused by projects encouraged by the Revised5
Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of6
many aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is7
possible that significant and unavoidable land use impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta8
enhancement restoration encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable9
land use impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.5, Protect and10
Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.11

Conclusion12

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and13
operations of Delta enhancement restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity,14
operational criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related15
land use impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location16
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures17
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals18
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than19
significant level. In some cases, the potential for land use impacts could result in a significant,20
unavoidable impact.21

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the22
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project23
could increase land use conflicts of the facilities with adopted plans or land use restrictions; this potential24
impact is considered significant.25

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall adverse26
impacts on resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.27

6.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement28

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the29
Proposed Project to improve water quality which could improve water quality including the following30
types of projects that lead to reduced constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment31
plants (as described in Section 6.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):32

 Water treatment plants33
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)34
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities35
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities36
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)37
 Wellhead treatment facilities38
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)39

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not40
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking41
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water42
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;43
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;44
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total45
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Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley1
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments2
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project.3

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water4
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in5
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised6
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for7
other water quality criteria and objectives.8

6.4.3.4.1 Impact 6-1d: Physical Division of an Established Community9

Effects of Project Construction10

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction of treatment plants and conveyance11
facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed12
Project in Section 6.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. In general, water quality13
improvement construction projects, such as stormwater treatment facilities that could be implemented to14
increase dissolved oxygen in adjacent water bodies, have the potential to physically or isolate15
communities similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.3, Water Quality16
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.17

Effects of Project Operation18

Long-term operation of water quality improvement facilities has the potential to permanently isolate rural19
communities from urban services. While there is uncertainty about where these facilities would be20
located, it is likely that some could be constructed and operated in or near established communities.21
Linear features associated with these facilities, such as conveyance facilities, could extend through22
portions of an established community and result in a physical division.23

It is possible that land use impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than24
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects25
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant26
and unavoidable land use impacts could occur. Because of the potential for the isolation of communities27
by linear features, such as conveyance, potential impacts are considered significant. Therefore, one or28
more of the water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in29
significant and unavoidable land use impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in30
Section 6.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.31

Conclusion32

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and33
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational34
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related land use35
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and36
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures37
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals38
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than39
significant level. In some cases, the potential for land use impacts could result in a significant,40
unavoidable impact.41

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the42
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project43
could increase land use impacts due to physical division of established communities; this potential impact44
is considered significant.45
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Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised1
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised2
Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.3

6.4.3.4.2 Impact 6-2d: Conflict of Constructed Facilities with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy,4

Regulation, or Restriction on Land That Was Adopted for the Purpose of Avoiding or5

Mitigating an Environmental Impact6

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation7

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction and operation of treatment plants and8
conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised Project as described for9
the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Construction10
would be a temporary activity rather than a permanent change in land use, and would therefore not11
conflict with land use plans and zoning ordinances.12

Long term operation of water quality improvement projects, such as water treatment plants, could13
potentially conflict with land use plans, policies, regulations or land use restrictions adopted for the14
purposes of avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts if operations of the projects are not compatible15
with existing development.16

Based on information presented in Section 6.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR, it is17
likely that conflicts with local plans caused by projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less18
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of19
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that20
significant and unavoidable land use impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality improvement21
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable land use impacts22
similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement,23
of the Draft PEIR.24

Conclusion25

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and26
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational27
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related land use28
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and29
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures30
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals31
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than32
significant level. In some cases, the potential for land use impacts could result in a significant,33
unavoidable impact.34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project36
could increase land use conflicts of the facilities with adopted plans or land use restrictions; this potential37
impact is considered significant.38

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised39
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised40
Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.41
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6.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction1

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the2
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described3
in Section 6.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):4

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)5
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)6
 Levee maintenance7
 Levee modification8
 Dredging9
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies10
 Reservoir reoperation11

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.12
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship13
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-14
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).15

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the16
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta17
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the18
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised19
Project. The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments20
with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses and less21
emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, and22
ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this Recirculated Draft23
PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within the Delta than the24
Proposed Project.25

6.4.3.5.1 Impact 6-1e: Physical Division of an Established Community26

Effects of Project Construction27

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers along28
the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from29
channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.4, Flood Risk30
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of these facilities could have the potential to divide or disrupt31
communities similar to those impacts described under Impact 6-1a. Community-division impacts of32
project construction would be temporary, and there is substantial evidence that this impact would not be33
significant in a similar manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.4,34
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate35
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there36
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial37
evidence.38

The Revised Project would encourage similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and39
municipal land uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and40
utilities, transportation, and ecosystem land uses. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in less41
community-division impacts in areas adjacent to agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,42
transportation, and ecosystem land uses than the Proposed Project.43
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Effects of Project Operation1

Long term operation of flood risk reduction projects have the potential to permanently isolate developed2
areas, rural communities, or agricultural areas from urban services especially.3

It is not known at this time what specific flood risk reduction projects would be placed into operation.4
However, flood control projects that involve setback levees, levee modification, or other structures5
adjacent to or near Delta communities could have the potential to physically divide those communities or6
isolate them from other communities, with the potential to create an impact.7

It is possible that land use impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than8
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects9
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant10
and unavoidable land use impacts could occur. Because of the potential for the isolation of communities,11
potential impacts are considered significant. Therefore, one or more of the flood risk reduction projects12
encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable land use impacts similar to13
the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft14
PEIR.15

Conclusion16

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and17
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,18
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related land use impacts for19
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of20
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the21
implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and22
implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than23
significant level. In some cases, the potential for land use impacts could result in a significant,24
unavoidable impact.25

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the26
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project27
could increase land use impacts due to physical division of established communities; this potential impact28
is considered significant.29

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the30
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised Project would be less than31
those under the Proposed Project.32

6.4.3.5.2 Impact 6-2e: Conflict of Constructed Facilities with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy,33

Regulation, or Restriction on Land That Was Adopted for the Purpose of Avoiding or34

Mitigating an Environmental Impact35

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation36

The same types of land use impacts would occur from construction and operation of levees and operable37
barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment38
removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.4,39
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Construction would be a temporary activity rather than a40
permanent change in land use, and would therefore not conflict with land use plans and zoning41
ordinances.42

The Revised Project, similar to the Proposed Project, would require at least 200-year flood protection for43
all new residential development with five or more parcels that are located outside of cities or their spheres44
of influence or areas designated for community development (e.g., areas within the Contra Costa County's45
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2006 voter-approved urban limit line, except Bethel Island; areas within the Mountain House General1
Plan Community Boundary; or the unincorporated Delta towns of Clarksburg, Courtland, Hood, Locke,2
Ryde, and Walnut Grove).3

Long term operation of flood risk reduction activities could potentially conflict with land use plans,4
policies, regulations or land use restrictions adopted for the purposes of avoiding or mitigating5
environmental impacts if operations of the projects are not compatible with existing development. Any6
project-level impacts related to levee construction or floodplain inundation would be addressed in future7
site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are considered by lead agencies.8
However, projects implementing the Revised Project could conflict with land use plans in a similar9
manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of10
the Draft PEIR.11

Based on information presented in Section 6.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, it is likely12
that conflicts with local plans caused by projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than13
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects14
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant15
and unavoidable land use impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction encouraged by the16
Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable land use impacts similar to the impacts17
described for the Proposed Project in Section 6.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.18

Conclusion19

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and20
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,21
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related land use impacts for22
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of23
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the24
implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and25
implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than26
significant level. In some cases, the potential for land use impacts could result in a significant,27
unavoidable impact.28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the29
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project30
could increase land use conflicts of the facilities with adopted plans or land use restrictions; this potential31
impact is considered significant.32

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the33
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised Project would be less than34
those under the Proposed Project.35

6.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures36

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 6-1 through 6-2 of37
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 6.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and38
summarized below.39

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for40
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts41
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the42
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would43
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.44
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With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,1
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be2
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.3
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the4
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, significant5
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.6

6.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 6-17

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 6-1a through e, Physical Division8
of an Established Community:9

 Minimize physical division of existing established communities or residential areas by designing10
new facilities and infrastructure to be located underground or with sufficient points of visual and11
physical access. Examples of methods of minimizing physical division include (but are not12
limited to):13

 Burying or visually masking new infrastructure or facilities;14

 Restoring disturbed landscapes back to preconstruction conditions;15

 Reestablishing access (e.g., reconnecting roads, rebuilding bridges);16

 Relocating landmark buildings; or17

 Implementing other feasible mitigation to reduce the disturbance to a community’s physical18
composition, visual character, or other features integral to the community’s identity.19

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce20
significant land use impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures21
would reduce the significance of land use impacts, minimizing division of existing communities by new22
facilities through measures such as undergrounding or masking of utilities to reduce disturbance to key23
community features. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the24
basis of Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the25
implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of26
public agencies other than the Council. For these reasons, impacts related to division of existing27
communities would remain significant.28

6.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 6-229

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 6-2a through e, Conflict of30
Constructed Facilities with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy, Regulation, or Restriction on Land That31
Was Adopted for the Purpose of Avoiding or Mitigating an Environmental Impact:32

 Compensate for the loss or reduction in environmental values protected by the subject plan or33
policy. For example, if the project would result in conversion of agricultural land to a34
non-agricultural use, potential mitigation actions could include:35

 Recording a deed restriction that ensures permanent conservation and mitigation on other36
property of equal or greater environmental mitigation value;37

 Creating a buffer or barrier between uses;38
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 Redesigning the project or selecting an alternate location that avoids or mitigates the impact;1
and/or2

 Restoring disturbed land to conditions to provide equal or greater environmental value to the3
land affected by the covered action.4

This mitigation measure will likely reduce the conflict with local plans to a less than significant level. In5
some cases, such mitigation may not be feasible, as when no comparable land is available for protection6
in mitigation for a project that involves conversion to non-agricultural use. Moreover,, as discussed7
above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of Revised Project recommendations8
(i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would9
be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Council. For these reasons,10
land use conflict impacts would remain significant.11

6.5 References12

Section 6.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.13

14
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Section 71

Agricultural and Forestry Resources2

This sectionof this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses agricultural and forestry resources. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 7 of the4
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

7.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 7.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

7.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 7.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

7.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 7.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

7.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section7.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

7.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, lie the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure.24

The precise magnitude and extent of project-specific impacts on the physical environment would depend25
on the type of action or project, its specific location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-26
specific factors that are undefined at the time of preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific27
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impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the1
time the projects are proposed for implementation.2

The assessment methods for agricultural and forestry resources impacts are the same as described in3
Section 7.4.1, Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance4
details are not available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a5
site-specific basis.6

7.4.2 Thresholds of Significance7

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 7.4.2, Thresholds of8
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.9

7.4.3 Revised Project10

7.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply11

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the12
Proposed Project to reduce agricultural and forestry resources impacts through completion, construction,13
and/or operation of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types14
of projects (as described in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):15

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,16
hydroelectric facilities)17

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)18

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)19

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)20

 Water transfers21

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation22

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.23
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water24
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream25
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin26
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the27
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in28
groundwater management.29

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the30
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the31
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is32
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater33
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under34
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered35
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater36
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed37
Project.38
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7.4.3.1.1 Impact 7-1a: Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use1

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation2

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operations of surface3
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water4
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed5
Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Temporary effects from construction6
would include removal of vegetation and disturbance of soil in facilities footprints and borrow/spoils7
areas. These temporary effects could become permanent where agricultural areas are cleared for8
buildings, facilities, paved roads and storage / staging, and other project features, or could be minimized9
through restoration of the construction sites to pre-construction conditions.10

New reservoirs could permanently flood areas that currently have natural or agricultural land cover. The11
extent of impact would be influenced by the size of the facility footprint. Surface water storage projects in12
mountainous areas in the Delta watershed are less likely to significantly convert agricultural lands. Small13
storage reservoirs and flood control facilities, modification of existing reservoirs, regulating reservoirs,14
and groundwater percolation basins that might be constructed to improve water supply reliability15
throughout the study area would convert less agricultural land than larger facilities but could still16
adversely impact agricultural land locally, particularly if local these lands have specific soil conditions17
(such as peat soils in the Delta) that support high-value crops that cannot be readily grown elsewhere in18
the Delta watershed. The extent of impact would also be influenced by the size of the facility footprint.19

Treatment plants, surface water and groundwater storage facilities, conveyance facilities20
(canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants), and groundwater wells could be constructed21
throughout the Delta watershed and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. Each of these activities22
could potentially convert agricultural land to nonagricultural use if it occurs on or near agricultural land.23
Local land use restrictions, such as general plans and zoning would apply and may reduce or prevent such24
conversion.25

It is possible that the agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be26
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of27
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that28
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water29
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable agricultural30
resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable31
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.32

Conclusion33

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and34
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,35
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related36
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the37
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific38
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required39
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with40
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts41
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.42

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the43
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project44
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conversion of farmlands to non-agricultural use; this45
potential impact is considered significant.46
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Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water1
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project2
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed3
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under4
the Revised Project the overall adverse agricultural resources impacts resulting from the Revised Project5
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.6

7.4.3.1.2 Impact 7-2a: Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use or a Williamson Act7

Contract8

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation9

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of surface10
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water11
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed12
Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Each of these types of projects could13
conflict with agricultural zoning or Williamson Act described for water supply reliability under Impact 7-14
1a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.15

It is possible that agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be16
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of17
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that18
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water19
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable agricultural20
resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable21
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.22

Conclusion23

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and24
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,25
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related26
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the27
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific28
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required29
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with30
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural and forestry resources31
impacts could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.32

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the33
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project34
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or35
Williamson Act contracts; this potential impact is considered significant.36

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water37
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project38
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed39
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under40
the Revised Project the overall adverse agricultural resources impacts resulting from the Revised Project41
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.42
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7.4.3.1.3 Impact 7-3a: Conflict with Existing Zoning for, or Cause Rezoning of, Forestland,1

Timberland, or Timberland Zoned for Timberland Production2

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation3

The same types of forestry resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of surface4
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water5
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed6
Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Such projects may be built outside7
the Delta and thus these projects could potentially conflict with zoning for forest or timberland, including8
Timberland Production Zones (TPZ).9

It is possible that the forestry resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be10
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of11
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that12
significant and unavoidable forestry resources impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water13
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable forestry14
resources impacts similar to the described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable Water15
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.16

Conclusion17

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and18
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,19
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operations related forestry20
resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location21
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures22
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals23
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than24
significant level. In some cases, the potential for forestry resources impacts could result in a significant,25
unavoidable impact.26

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the27
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project28
could impair or degrade forestry resources due to conflict with existing zoning for forestland, timberland,29
or TPZs; this potential impact is considered significant.30

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water31
supply projects would be greater than impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project32
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed33
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under34
the Revised Project the overall adverse forestry resources impacts resulting from the Revised Project35
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.36

7.4.3.1.4 Impact 7-4a: Loss of Forestland or Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use37

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation38

The same types of forestry resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of surface39
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water40
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed41
Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. These projects could potentially42
result in loss of forestland or convert forestland to nonforest use if it occurs on or near forestland.43

It is possible that forestry resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less44
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of45
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projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that1
significant and unavoidable forestry resources impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water2
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable forestry3
resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable4
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.5

Conclusion6

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and7
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,8
and methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related9
forestry resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific10
location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation11
measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and12
approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a13
less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for forestry resources impacts could result in a14
significant, unavoidable impact.15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project17
could impair or degrade forestry resources due to loss or conversion of forestland; this potential impact is18
considered significant.19

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water20
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project21
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed22
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under23
the Revised Project the overall adverse forestry resources impacts resulting from the Revised Project24
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.25

7.4.3.1.5 Impact 7-5a: Involve Other Changes in the Existing Environment That, Because of Their26
Location or Nature, Could Result in Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use or27

Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use28

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation29

The same types of agricultural and forestry resources impacts would occur from construction and30
operations of surface water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities,31
groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as32
described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. These33
projects could result in conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural use and forestland to nonforest34
use.35

In addition to direct impacts, construction and operations activities related to reliable water supply36
projects could affect nearby agricultural lands because of noise, access constraints, dust, or other37
mechanisms that would indirectly result in conversion of these lands to other uses. These effects are38
discussed in other resource sections of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, including Section 9, Air Quality;39
Section 15, Noise; and Section 19, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.40

It is possible that agricultural and forestry resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised41
Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of42
many aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is43
possible that significant and unavoidable agricultural and forestry resources impacts could occur. One or44
more of the reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and45
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unavoidable agricultural and forestry resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed1
Project in Section 7.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.2

Conclusion3

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and4
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,5
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related6
agricultural and forestry resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend7
on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the8
specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with9
required permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts10
associated with projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural and11
forestry resources impacts could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.12

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the13
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project14
could impair or degrade agricultural and forestry resources due to conversion of agricultural land or15
forestland; this potential impact is considered significant.16

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water17
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project18
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike to the Proposed19
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under20
the Revised Project the overall adverse agricultural and forestry resources impacts resulting from the21
Revised Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.22

7.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration23

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the24
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem which could lead to completion, construction, and/or25
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as26
described in Section 7.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):27

 Floodplain restoration28

 Riparian restoration29

 Tidal marsh restoration30

 Stressor management31

 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)32

 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the State Water Resources Control Board33
(SWRCB)34

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.35
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,36
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat37
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and potential38
locations for implementation.39

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands40
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an41
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of42
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encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the1
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.2

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including3
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance4
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy. These programs would not be5
expected to affect agricultural and forestry resources.6

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including7
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could8
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update9
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta10
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority11
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the12
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and13
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water14
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and15
improve water quality.16

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation17
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and18
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea19
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted20
Delta Plan.21

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new22
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced23
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound24
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species25
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation26
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a27
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and28
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs29
would not be expected to affect agricultural and forestry resources.30

7.4.3.2.1 Impact 7-1b: Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use31

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation32

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operations of33
floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem34
stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure under the Revised35
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft36
PEIR. Each of these types of projects could potentially convert agricultural land to nonagricultural use if37
it occurs on or near agricultural land.38

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to39
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration40
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result41
in agricultural resources impacts during construction and operations. The potential impacts were found to42
be less than significant or no impact.43

It is possible that the agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be44
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of45
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projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that1
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta2
ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and3
unavoidable agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in4
Section 7.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.5

Conclusion6

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and7
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational8
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related9
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the10
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific11
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required12
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with13
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts14
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project17
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conversion of farmlands to non-agricultural use; this18
potential impact is considered significant.19

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of floodplain, riparian,20
tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive21
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure would be the same as those under the22
Proposed Project.23

7.4.3.2.2 Impact 7-2b: Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use or a Williamson Act24

Contract25

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation26

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of27
floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem28
stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure under the Revised29
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft30
PEIR. These projects could potentially be in conflict with agricultural zoning or Williamson Act as31
described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 7-2a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.32

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to33
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration34
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result35
in agricultural resources impacts during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than36
significant or no impact.37

It is possible that agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be38
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of39
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that40
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta41
ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and42
unavoidable agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in43
Section 7.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.44
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Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational3
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related4
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the5
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific6
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required7
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with8
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts9
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.10

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the11
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project12
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or13
Williamson Act contracts; this potential impact is considered significant.14

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of Delta ecosystem15
restoration projects would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.16

7.4.3.2.3 Impact 7-3b: Conflict with Existing Zoning for, or Cause Rezoning of, Forestland,17

Timberland, or Timberland Zoned for Timberland Production18

Delta ecosystem restoration projects would take place entirely within the Delta. In 2011, the Board of19
Equalization reported that no timber sales occurred in the five counties partially within the Delta.20
However, the Board of Equalization reported a small amount of privately-owned timber lands in21
Sacramento, Solano, and San Joaquin counties which were eligible for Timber Tax as TPZs with total22
land value of $34,632; $15,192; and $135, respectively (BOE 2012). The general plans of these counties23
do not include designation of timber lands within the Delta. The California Department of Forestry and24
Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 2010 Assessment described that there were no25
forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would be no conflict with forest or timber26
zoning.27

Conclusion28

Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would29
not conflict with forestland, timberland, or TPZ lands, so there would be no impact which is the same as30
under the Proposed Project.31

Under the Revised Project, the construction and operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would32
not conflict with forest or timber zoning, and would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.33

7.4.3.2.4 Impact 7-4b: Loss of Forestland or Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use34

The general plans of counties with land in the Delta do not include designation of timber lands within the35
Delta. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 201036
Assessment described that there were no forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would37
be no loss or conversion of forestland.38

Conclusion39

Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would40
not result in loss or conversion of forestlands, so there would be no impact which is the same as under41
the Proposed Project.42
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Under the Revised Project, the construction and operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would1
not result in loss or conversion of forestlands, and would be the same as those under the Proposed2
Project.3

7.4.3.2.5 Impact 7-5b: Involve Other Changes in the Existing Environment That, Because of Their4

Location or Nature, Could Result in Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use or5

Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use6

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation7

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of8
floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem9
stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure under the Revised10
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft11
PEIR. These projects could result in conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural use.12

In addition to direct impacts, construction and operation activities related to Delta ecosystem restoration13
projects could affect nearby agricultural lands because of noise, access constraints, dust, or other14
mechanisms that would indirectly result in conversion of these lands to other uses. These effects are15
discussed in other resource sections of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, including Section 9, Air Quality;16
Section 15, Noise; and Section 19, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.17

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to18
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration19
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result20
in agricultural resources impacts during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than21
significant or no impact.22

It is possible that agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be23
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of24
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that25
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta26
ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and27
unavoidable agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in28
Section 7.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.29

The general plans of counties with land in the Delta do not include designation of timber lands within the30
Delta. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 201031
Assessment described that there were no forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would32
be no conflict with forest or timber zoning.33

Conclusion34

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and35
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational36
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related37
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the38
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific39
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required40
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with41
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts42
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.43

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the44
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project45
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could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conversion of agricultural land; this potential impact1
is considered significant.2

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of Delta ecosystem3
restoration projects would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.4

7.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place5

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the6
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place which could lead to completion,7
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as8
described in 7.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):9

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,10
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)11

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)12

The number and location of potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time. The13
Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State parks at14
Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed15
Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State parks near16
Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park near17
Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.18

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and19
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,20
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)21
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for22
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from23
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational24
resources.25

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 7.4.3.4,26
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.27

7.4.3.3.1 Impact 7-1c: Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use28

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation29

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of30
recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting31
opportunities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.5, Protect32
and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Each of these types of projects could33
potentially convert agricultural land to nonagricultural use if it occurs on or near agricultural land,34
particularly if these lands have specific soil conditions (such as peat soils in the Delta) that support high-35
value crops that cannot be readily grown elsewhere in the Delta watershed by converting such land to36
nonagricultural use. The extent of impact would also be influenced by the size of the facility footprint.37

It is possible that the agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be38
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of39
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that40
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta41
enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable42
agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.5,43
Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.44
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Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,3
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related4
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the5
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific6
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required7
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with8
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts9
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.10

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the11
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project12
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conversion of farmlands to non-agricultural use; this13
potential impact is considered significant.14

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the15
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised Project would be greater16
than those under the Proposed Project.17

7.4.3.3.2 Impact 7-2c: Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use or a Williamson Act18

Contract19

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation20

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of21
recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting22
opportunities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.5, Protect23
and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Each of these types of projects could conflict24
with agricultural zoning or Williamson Act as described for reliable water supply projects under Impact25
7-1b, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. It is possible that agricultural resources impacts of projects26
encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than27
significant level. The details of many aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not28
currently known, however, and it is possible that significant and unavoidable agricultural resources29
impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project30
may result in significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts similar to those impacts31
described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.5, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of32
the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and35
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,36
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related37
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the38
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific39
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required40
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with41
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts42
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.43

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the44
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project45
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could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or1
Williamson Act contracts; this potential impact is considered significant.2

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the3
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised Project would be greater4
than those under the Proposed Project.5

7.4.3.3.3 Impact 7-3c: Conflict with Existing Zoning for, or Cause Rezoning of, Forestland,6

Timberland, or Timberland Zoned for Timberland Production7

Delta enhancement projects would take place entirely within the Delta. In 2011, the Board of Equalization8
reported that no timber sales occurred in the five counties partially within the Delta. However, the Board9
of Equalization reported a small amount of privately-owned timber lands in Sacramento, Solano, and San10
Joaquin counties which were eligible for Timber Tax as TPZs with total land value of $34,632; $15,192;11
and $135, respectively (BOE 2012). The general plans of these counties do not include designation of12
timber lands within the Delta. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection California’s13
Forest and Rangeland 2010 Assessment described that there were no forestlands within the Delta (CDF14
2010). Therefore, there would be no conflict with forest or timber zoning.15

Conclusion16

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would not17
conflict with forestland, timberland, or TPZ lands, so there would be no impact which is the same as18
under the Proposed Project.19

Under the Revised Project, the construction and operation of Delta enhancement projects would not20
conflict with forest or timber zoning, and would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.21

7.4.3.3.4 Impact 7-4c: Loss of Forestland or Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use22

The general plans of counties with land in the Delta do not include designation of timber lands within the23
Delta. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 201024
Assessment described that there were no forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would25
be no loss or conversion of forestland.26

Conclusion27

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would not28
result in loss or conversion of forestlands, so there would be no impact which is the same as under the29
Proposed Project.30

Under the Revised Project, the construction and operation of Delta enhancement projects would not result31
in loss or conversion of forestlands, and would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.32

7.4.3.3.5 Impact 7-5c: Involve Other Changes in the Existing Environment That, Because of Their33

Location or Nature, Could Result in Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use or34

Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use35

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation36

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of37
recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting38
opportunities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.5, Protect39
and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. These projects could result in conversion of40
agricultural land to nonagricultural use.41
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In addition to direct impacts, construction and operations activities related to Delta enhancement projects1
could affect nearby agricultural lands because of noise, access constraints, dust, or other mechanisms that2
would indirectly result in conversion of these lands to other uses. These effects are discussed in other3
resource sections of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, including Section 9, Air Quality; Section 15, Noise;4
and Section 19, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.5

It is possible that agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be6
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of7
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that8
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta9
enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable10
agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.5,11
Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.12

The general plans of counties with land in the Delta do not include designation of timber lands within the13
Delta. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 201014
Assessment described that there were no forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would15
be no conflict with forest or timber zoning.16

Conclusion17

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and18
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,19
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related20
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the21
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific22
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required23
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with24
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts25
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.26

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the27
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project28
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conversion of agricultural land; this potential impact29
is considered significant.30

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the31
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised Project would be greater32
than those under the Proposed Project.33

7.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement34

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the35
Proposed Project to improve water quality which could improve water quality including the following36
types of projects that lead to reduced constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment37
plants (as described in Section 7.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):38

 Water treatment plants39
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)40
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities41
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities42
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)43
 Wellhead treatment facilities44
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)45
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The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not1
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking2
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water3
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;4
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;5
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total6
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley7
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments8
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project.9

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water10
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in11
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised12
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for13
other water quality criteria and objectives.14

7.4.3.4.1 Impact 7-1d: Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use15

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation16

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of17
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised18
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft19
PEIR. Each of these types of projects could potentially convert agricultural land to nonagricultural use if20
it occurs on or near agricultural land.21

It is possible that the agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be22
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of23
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that24
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality25
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable26
agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.3,27
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.28

Conclusion29

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and30
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational31
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related32
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the33
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific34
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required35
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with36
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts37
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.38

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the39
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project40
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conversion of farmlands to non-agricultural use; this41
potential impact is considered significant.42

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under as compared43
to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on agricultural resources resulting from the Revised44
Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.45
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7.4.3.4.2 Impact 7-2d: Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use or a Williamson Act1

Contract2

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation3

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of4
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised5
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft6
PEIR. Each of these types of projects could conflict with agricultural zoning or Williamson Act, as7
described for reliable water supply projects under Impact 7-2a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.8

It is possible that agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be9
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of10
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that11
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality12
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable13
agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.3,14
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.15

Conclusion16

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and17
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational18
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related19
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the20
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific21
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required22
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with23
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts24
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.25

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the26
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project27
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or28
Williamson Act contracts; this potential impact is considered significant.29

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under as compared30
to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on agricultural resources resulting from the Revised31
Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.32

7.4.3.4.3 Impact 7-3d: Conflict with Existing Zoning for, or Cause Rezoning of, Forestland,33

Timberland, or Timberland Zoned for Timberland Production34

Water quality improvement projects would take place entirely within or adjacent to the Delta. In 2011, the35
Board of Equalization reported that no timber sales occurred in the five counties that partially within the36
Delta. However, the Board of Equalization reported a small amount of privately-owned timber lands in37
Sacramento, Solano, and San Joaquin counties which were eligible for Timber Tax as TPZs with total38
land value of $34,632; $15,192; and $135, respectively (BOE 2012). The general plans of these counties39
do not include designation of timber lands within the Delta. The California Department of Forestry and40
Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 2010 Assessment described that there were no41
forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would be no conflict with forest or timber42
zoning.43
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Conclusion1

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would2
not conflict with forestland, timberland, or TPZ lands, so there would be no impact which is the same as3
under the Proposed Project.4

Under the Revised Project, the construction and operation of water quality improvement projects would5
not conflict with forest or timber zoning, and would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.6

7.4.3.4.4 Impact 7-4d: Loss of Forestland or Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use7

The general plans of counties with land in the Delta do not include designation of timber lands within the8
Delta. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 20109
Assessment described that there were no forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would10
be no loss or conversion of forestland.11

Conclusion12

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would13
not result in loss or conversion of forestlands, so there would be no impact which is the same as under14
the Proposed Project.15

Under the Revised Project, the construction and operation of water quality improvement projects would16
not result in loss or conversion of forestlands, and would be the same as those under the Proposed17
Project.18

7.4.3.4.5 Impact 7-5d: Involve Other Changes in the Existing Environment That, Because of Their19
Location or Nature, Could Result in Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use or20

Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use21

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation22

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of23
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised24
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft25
PEIR. These projects could result in conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural use.26

In addition to direct impacts, construction and operation activities related to water quality improvement27
projects could affect nearby agricultural lands because of noise, access constraints, dust, or other28
mechanisms that would indirectly result in conversion of these lands to other uses. These effects are29
discussed in other resource sections of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, including Section 9, Air Quality;30
Section 15, Noise; and Section 19, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.31

It is possible that agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be32
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of33
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that34
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality35
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable36
agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.3,37
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.38

The general plans of counties with land in the Delta do not include designation of timber lands within the39
Delta. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 201040
Assessment described that there were no forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would41
be no conflict with forest or timber zoning.42
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Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational3
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related4
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the5
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific6
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required7
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with8
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts9
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.10

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the11
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project12
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conversion of agricultural land; this potential impact13
is considered significant.14

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under as compared15
to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on agricultural resources resulting from the Revised16
Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.17

7.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction18

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the19
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described20
in Section 7.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):21

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)22
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)23
 Levee maintenance24
 Levee modification25
 Dredging26
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies27
 Reservoir reoperation28

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.29
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship30
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-31
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).32

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the33
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta34
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the35
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some fo the provisions in the Revised36
Project. .The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments37
with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses and less38
emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, and39
ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this Recirculated Draft40
PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in less levee improvements within the Delta than the41
Proposed Project.42
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7.4.3.5.1 Impact 7-1e: Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use1

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation2

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of levees3
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,4
and sediment removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in5
Section 7.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Each of these types of projects could6
potentially convert agricultural land to nonagricultural use if it occurs on or near agricultural land.7

It is possible that the agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be8
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of9
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that10
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk11
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable12
agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.4,13
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.14

Conclusion15

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and16
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,17
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related18
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the19
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific20
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required21
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with22
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts23
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.24

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the25
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project26
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conversion of farmlands to non-agricultural use; this27
potential impact is considered significant.28

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the29
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on agricultural resources resulting from the Revised Project30
would be less than those under the Proposed Project.31

7.4.3.5.2 Impact 7-2e: Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use or a Williamson Act32

Contract33

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation34

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of levees35
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,36
and sediment removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in37
Section 7.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Each of these types of projects could conflict38
with agricultural zoning or Williamson Act, as described under Impact 7-1e, in this Recirculated Draft39
PEIR, if flood risk reduction projects are not permitted uses under such contracts or in agricultural zones.40

It is possible that agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be41
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of42
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that43
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk44
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable45
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agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.4,1
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.2

Conclusion3

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and4
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,5
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related6
agricultural resources impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the7
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific8
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required9
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with10
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts11
could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.12

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the13
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project14
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or15
Williamson Act contracts; this potential impact is considered significant.16

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the17
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on agricultural resources resulting from the Revised Project18
would be less than those under the Proposed Project.19

7.4.3.5.3 Impact 7-3e: Conflict with Existing Zoning for, or Cause Rezoning of, Forestland,20

Timberland, or Timberland Zoned for Timberland Production21

Flood risk reduction projects would take place entirely within the Delta. In 2011, the Board of22
Equalization reported that no timber sales occurred in the five counties that partially within the Delta.23
However, the Board of Equalization reported a small amount of privately-owned timber lands in24
Sacramento, Solano, and San Joaquin counties which were eligible for Timber Tax as TPZs with total25
land value of $34,632; $15,192; and $135, respectively (BOE 2012). The general plans of these counties26
do not include designation of timber lands within the Delta. The California Department of Forestry and27
Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 2010 Assessment described that there were no28
forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would be no conflict with forest or timber29
zoning.30

Conclusion31

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would not32
conflict with forestland, timberland, or TPZ lands, so there would be no impact which is the same as33
under the Proposed Project.34

Under the Revised Project, the construction and operation of flood risk reduction projects would not35
conflict with forest or timber zoning, and would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.36

7.4.3.5.4 Impact 7-4e: Loss of Forestland or Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use37

The general plans of counties with land in the Delta do not include designation of timber lands within the38
Delta. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 201039
Assessment described that there were no forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would40
be no loss or conversion of forestland.41
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Conclusion1

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would not2
result in loss or conversion of forestlands, so there would be no impact which is the same as under the3
Proposed Project.4

Under the Revised Project, the construction and operation of flood risk reduction projects would not result5
in loss or conversion of forestlands, and would be the same as those under the Proposed Project.6

7.4.3.5.5 Impact 7-5e: Involve Other Changes in the Existing Environment That, Because of Their7

Location or Nature, Could Result in Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use or8

Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use9

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation10

The same types of agricultural resources impacts would occur from construction and operation of levees11
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,12
and sediment removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in13
Section 7.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. These projects could result in conversion of14
agricultural land to nonagricultural use.15

In addition to direct impacts, construction and operation activities related to flood risk reduction projects16
could affect nearby agricultural lands because of noise, access constraints, dust, or other mechanisms that17
would indirectly result in conversion of these lands to other uses. These effects are discussed in other18
resource sections of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, including Section 9, Air Quality; Section 15, Noise;19
and Section 19, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.20

It is possible that agricultural resources impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be21
less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of22
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that23
significant and unavoidable agricultural resources impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk24
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable25
agricultural resources impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 7.4.3.4,26
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.27

The general plans of counties with land in the Delta do not include designation of timber lands within the28
Delta. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection California’s Forest and Rangeland 201029
Assessment described that there were no forestlands within the Delta (CDF 2010). Therefore, there would30
be no conflict with forest or timber zoning.31

Conclusion32

It is at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and operations of33
flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and34
duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction and operation related agricultural resources35
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and36
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures37
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals38
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than39
significant level. In some cases, the potential for agricultural resources impacts could result in a40
significant, unavoidable impact.41

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the42
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project43
could impair or degrade agricultural resources due to conversion of agricultural land; this potential impact44
is considered significant.45
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Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the1
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on agricultural resources resulting from the Revised Project2
would be less than those under the Proposed Project.3

7.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures4

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 7-1 through 7-5 of5
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 7.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and6
summarized below.7

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for8
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts9
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the10
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would11
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.12

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,13
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be14
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.15
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the16
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, significant17
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.18

7.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 7-119

The following mitigation measures could reduce the effects of Impact 7-1a through e, Conversion of20
Farmland to Nonagricultural Uses, and Impact 7-5a through e, Involve Other Changes in the Existing21
Environment That, Because of Their Location or Nature, Could Result in Conversion of Farmland to22
Nonagricultural Use or Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use:23

 Design proposed projects to minimize, to the greatest extent feasible, the loss of the highest24
valued agricultural land.25

 Preserve, to the greatest extent feasible, other Farmland through acquisition of an agricultural26
conservation easement, or contributing funds to a land trust or other entity qualified to preserve27
Farmland in perpetuity (at a ratio of 1:1 or more to compensate for permanent loss).28

 Redesign project features, to the greatest extent feasible, to minimize fragmenting or isolating29
Farmland. Where a project involves acquiring land or easements, ensure that the remaining30
nonproject area is of a size sufficient to allow economically viable farming operations. The31
project proponents shall be responsible for acquiring easements, making lot line adjustments, and32
merging affected land parcels into units suitable for continued commercial agricultural33
management.34

 Reconnect utilities or infrastructure that serve agricultural uses if these are disturbed by project35
construction. If a project temporarily or permanently cuts off roadway access or removes utility36
lines, irrigation features, or other infrastructure, the project proponents shall be responsible for37
restoring access as necessary to ensure that economically viable farming operations are38
not interrupted.39

 Manage project operations, to the greatest extent feasible, to minimize the introduction of40
invasive species or weeds that may affect agricultural production on adjacent agricultural land.41
Where a project has the potential to introduce sensitive species or habitats or have other spill-over42
effects on nearby agricultural lands, the project proponents shall be responsible for acquiring43
easements on nearby agricultural land and/or financially compensating for indirect effects on44
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nearby agricultural land. Easements (e.g., flowage easements) shall be required for temporary or1
intermittent interruption in farming activities (e.g., because of seasonal flooding or groundwater2
seepage). Acquisition or compensation would be required for permanent or significant loss of3
economically viable operations.4

 Establish buffer areas, to the greatest extent feasible, between projects and adjacent agricultural5
land that are sufficient to protect and maintain land capability and agricultural operation6
flexibility. Design buffers to protect the feasibility of ongoing agricultural operations and reduce7
the effects of construction- or operation-related activities on adjacent or nearby properties. The8
buffer shall also serve to protect ecological restoration areas from noise, dust, and the application9
of agricultural chemicals. The width of the buffer shall be determined on a project-by-project10
basis to account for variations in prevailing winds, crop types, agricultural practices, ecological11
restoration, or infrastructure. Buffers can function as drainage swales, trails, roads, linear12
parkways, or other uses compatible with ongoing agricultural operations.13

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce14
significant agricultural resources impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these15
mitigation measures would reduce the significance of agricultural conversion impacts by redesigning16
projects to minimize fragmentation of Farmland, preserving Farmland through acquisition of easements,17
and using buffers and control of invasive species to protect agricultural uses. In cases where substantial18
areas of lands would still be converted from agricultural use, these related impacts would19
remain significant.20

7.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 7-221

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 7-2a through e, Conflict with22
Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use or a Williamson Act Contract:23

 Design proposed projects to minimize, to the greatest extent feasible, the loss of land protected by24
agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act contract.25

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce26
significant agricultural resources impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these27
mitigation measures would reduce the significance of agricultural conversion impacts related to zoning or28
Williamson Act incompatibility by redesigning projects to minimize fragmentation of agricultural and29
limiting restoration activities to those that are consistent with zoning or Williamson Act contracts. In30
cases where substantial areas of incompatibility would exist, and lands would still be converted from31
agricultural use, these related impacts would remain significant.32

7.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 7-333

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 7-3a through e, Conflict with34
Existing Zoning for, or Cause Rezoning of, Forestland, Timberland, or Timberland Zoned for35
Timberland Production:36

 Avoid land protected as forestland and timberland through site selection and/or project design, to37
the greatest extent feasible,. Where feasible, project proponents should take into account the value38
of the forest, not only in terms of direct products such as wood but also as part of the watershed39
ecosystem, when selecting a project site. Wherever possible, nonprotected sites should be40
preferred and selected instead of protected sites.41

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce42
significant forest resources impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these mitigation43
measures would reduce the significance of forestland conversion impacts related to zoning or TPZ44
incompatibility by redesigning projects to avoid high-value forest areas and limiting restoration activities45
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to those that are consistent with zoning or TPZ requirements. In cases where substantial areas of1
incompatibility would exist, and lands would still be converted from forest use, these related impacts2
would remain significant.3

7.4.3.6.4 Mitigation Measure 7-44

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 7-4a through e, Loss of Forestland5
or Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use, and Impact 7-5a through e, Involve Other Changes in the6
Existing Environment That, Because of Their Location or Nature, Could Result in Conversion of7
Farmland to Nonagricultural Use or Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use:8

 Preserve, to the greatest extent feasible, in perpetuity other forestland through a conservation9
easement or by acquiring lands or contributing funds to a land trust or other agency (at a ratio of10
1:1 to compensate for permanent loss).11

 Avoid land protected as forestland and timberland, to the greatest extent feasible, through site12
selection and/or project design. Where feasible, project proponents should take into account the13
value of the forest, not only in terms of direct products such as wood, but also as part of the14
watershed ecosystem, when selecting a project site. When possible, unprotected sites should be15
preferred and selected instead of protected sites.16

 When removal of existing forestland or timberlands is required as part of an action, proponents17
must acquire the property at fair market value.18

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce19
significant agricultural and forestry resources impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of20
these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of agricultural and forestland conversion impacts21
by redesigning projects to avoid and minimize fragmentation of Farmland and forestland, preserving22
Farmland and forestland through acquisition of easements, and limiting restoration activities to those23
consistent with existing zoning. In cases where substantial areas of lands would still be converted from24
agricultural or forest use, these related impacts would remain significant.25

7.5 References26

The references in Section 7.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remain unchanged. The following27
references are added to those references.28

BOE (California Board of Equalization). 2012. California Timber Harvest by County, Report YT-36.29
April. Timber Tax Section.30

CAL FIRE (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection). 2010. California’s Forests and31
Rangelands: The 2010 Assessment. Fire and Resources Assessment Program.32

33
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Section 81

Visual Resources2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses aesthetic resources, visual qualities, scenic vistas and scenic resources, hereafter referred to as4
“visual resources.” The discussion, below, cross-references Section 8 of the Draft Program Environmental5
Impact Report (Draft PEIR).6

8.1 Study Area7

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 8.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR remained8
unchanged. The Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and9
Suisun Marsh, the Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.10

8.2 Regulatory Framework11

The Section 8.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR12
remain.13

8.3 Environmental Setting14

The Section 8.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remained unchanged.15

8.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project16

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the17
Proposed Project in Section 8.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.18

8.4.1 Assessment Methods19

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft20
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not21
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of22
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project23
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including24
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise magnitude and extent of project-25
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific26
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of27
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific28
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for29
implementation.30
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The assessment methods for visual resources impacts are the same as described in Section 8.4.1,1
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not2
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific3
basis.4

8.4.2 Thresholds of Significance5

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 8.4.2, Thresholds of6
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.7

8.4.3 Revised Project8

8.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply9

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the10
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction and/or operation of11
projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as12
described in Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):13

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,14
hydroelectric facilities)15

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)16

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)17

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)18

 Water transfers19

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation20

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.21
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water22
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream23
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin24
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the25
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in26
groundwater management.27

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the28
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the29
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is30
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater31
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under32
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered33
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater34
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed35
Project.36

8.4.3.1.1 Impact 8-1a: Substantial Degradation of Visual Qualities37

Effects of Project Construction38

The same types of impacts to visual resources would occur from construction and operation of surface39
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water40
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transfers, and hydroelectric generation under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in1
Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Temporary visual effects from construction2
would include removal of vegetation and disturbance of soil in facilities footprints and borrow/spoils3
areas; and visibility of construction equipment, including excavation and grading equipment, haul trucks,4
cement trucks, cranes, and barges. These temporary visual effects would be most pronounced where5
multistory intake structures would be constructed along rivers. This construction would be visible from6
the rivers, roads, and towns in the vicinity.7

Construction of water storage projects could adversely affect scenic vistas and visual character, such as8
visual disturbance associated with excavation, alteration of natural contours, removal of natural9
vegetation, and other land disturbing activities during construction prior to restoration to pre-construction10
conditions under the Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable11
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Ongoing construction activity involving heavy equipment, construction12
workers, and staging areas with temporary buildings and facilities could also affect scenic views from13
vantage points such as waterways, trails, roadways, and hilltops.14

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of reliable water supply projects15
would be greater than impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project also would apply16
to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts17
associated with groundwater projects, by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project18
because the Revised Project is not expected to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.19

The specific locations of water supply reliability construction projects, the quality of the visual20
environment, and sensitivity of viewers are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual21
environment from constructing reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is22
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.23

Effects of Project Operation24

New water storage facilities, ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and intake structures25
could potentially cause a substantial alteration of visual qualities in those locations under the Revised26
Project which could result in impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section27
8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR. For example, new reservoirs would permanently flood28
areas that currently have natural or agricultural land cover. Ocean desalination plants could significantly29
impact coastal visual resources. Intake structures would be readily noticeable from distant locations30
because their height and industrial nature would contrast with the surrounding, largely flat agricultural31
landscape. Excavation of borrow sites and changes to vegetation cover at spoil sites and tunnel muck32
disposal areas would also be readily noticeable because of contrasts with surrounding landscapes.33

Operation of the projects encouraged by the Revised Project could affect scenic vistas and the visual34
character of the existing environment and result in impacts similar to those described in Section 8.4.3.1,35
Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR. Exposure of certain features of the facilities to public view36
during construction, such as chemical storage tanks and pump equipment, could result in degradation of37
the visual character or quality of the site. Without replanting of natural vegetation, vegetative screening of38
constructed facilities, and / or re-contouring of disturbed land to reduce the visual prominence of projects39
and associated features (e.g., buildings, pump houses, spillways, pipelines, power generation /40
transmission lines, new service roads, cleared access areas), projects could remain visually prominent in41
contrast to pre-project conditions. As result, implementation of these projects could permanently alter42
views, thereby affecting the viewer’s perception of the quality of scenic vistas. Additional vehicle traffic43
related to facility operations could also contribute to the alteration of a scenic vista and viewers’44
perception of that vista.45

Small storage reservoirs and flood control facilities, modification of existing reservoirs, regulating46
reservoirs, and groundwater percolation basins that might be constructed to improve water supply47
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reliability throughout the study area could affect scenic vistas and degrade existing visual character in the1
same manner as larger facilities, but would be less prominent than larger facilities. Operation of new2
surface water supply projects adversely affect scenic vistas and visual character and reoperation of3
existing surface water supply projects could result in significant fluctuations of water levels, leaving4
exposed barren land at the reservoir’s edges when the water level is lowered. The extent of impact would5
also be influenced by the size of the facility footprint, its location relative to viewing populations and6
scenic vantage points, and the visual prominence of the facility relative to pre-existing conditions.7

Other programs intended to improve water supply reliability, such as water conservation, could result in8
more water remaining in the rivers tributary to the Delta and less water removed from the Delta. This9
could benefit scenic vistas and the visual character of existing environments to the extent that increased10
water contributes positively to the visual quality and scenic value of areas affected by these program.11

Conclusion12

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities, the quality of the visual environment, and the13
sensitivity of viewers are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual environment from14
reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible15
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.16

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the17
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to the visual18
character of landscapes could result from implementation of reliable water supply projects encouraged by19
the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.20

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed located21
upstream of the Delta, unlike the Proposed Project, under the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts22
on visual resources resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.23

8.4.3.1.2 Impact 8-2a: Adverse Effects on Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources24

Effects of Project Construction25

The Revised Project could cause the same types of impacts to scenic vistas and scenic resources from26
construction and operation of surface water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance27
facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric generation as described under the28
Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction-related29
activities at construction sites for surface water and groundwater storage facilities and conveyance30
facilities (canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants) encouraged by the Revised Project31
would be visible from designated roads and highways. Scenic views from segments of these roads and32
highways could be adversely affected during construction periods with the introduction of large33
equipment, modification of surface features, and alteration of trees and possibly historic buildings.34

Construction of water storage projects could adversely affect scenic vistas and visual character, such as35
visual disturbance associated with excavation, alteration of natural contours, removal of natural36
vegetation, and other land disturbing activities under the Revised Project as described under the Proposed37
Project in Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.38

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water39
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project40
also would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed41
Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects, by contrast, would be the same as under the42
Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected to increase the number of such projects in43
upstream areas.44
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The specific locations of water supply reliability construction projects, the quality of the views from the1
designated road or highway, and the sensitivity of viewers using a designated road or highway are not2
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the views from designated roads and highways from3
constructing reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether4
feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.5

Effects of Project Operation6

New water supply facilities encouraged by the Revised Project could have a permanent adverse effect on7
these scenic views similar to the Proposed Project as described in Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply,8
in the Draft PEIR. Without replanting of natural vegetation, vegetative screening of constructed facilities,9
and/or re-contouring of disturbed land to reduce the visual prominence of projects and associated features10
(e.g., buildings, pump houses, spillways, pipelines, power generation / transmission lines, new service11
roads, cleared access areas), projects could remain visually prominent in contrast to pre-project12
conditions. If new or modified facilities were of such a height and character that would be readily13
noticeable to travelers along designated roads or highways, the facilities would be considered intrusive to14
the existing scenic qualities. Areas that could be used for disposal of construction soils or for borrow15
materials for reservoirs, or canals could be revegetated to the extent possible; however, evidence of their16
past use would remain visible for many years and would contribute to this impact. Additional vehicle17
traffic related to facility operations could also contribute to the alteration of a scenic vista and viewers’18
perception of that vista.19

Inundation of lands with surface water reservoirs could adversely alter scenic vistas, depending on the20
lands that are inundated and the extent of inundation. Ocean desalination plants could significantly impact21
coastal scenic vistas and views.22

Conclusion23

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities, the quality of the visual environment, and the24
sensitivity of viewers are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual environment from25
reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible26
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.27

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the28
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential effects on views29
from designated roads or highways including tree removal and changes to historic structures, (e.g., the30
construction and operation of large intake structures and appurtenant facilities within the sightline of a31
designated road or highway, the potential impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are32
considered significant.33

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the34
Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts on visual resources resulting from the Revised Project would35
be greater than the Proposed Project.36

8.4.3.1.3 Impact 8-3a: New Sources of Light and Glare37

Effects of Project Construction38

Construction of new reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could require the39
ongoing use of nighttime security lighting during facility construction periods. Additional flood lighting40
could occur during construction of such sites to the extent activities extend into nighttime hours. These41
temporary sources of light would be visible to residents in the vicinity and would be particularly42
noticeable in rural areas with lower ambient light levels. These impacts would be the same as described43
for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.44
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The specific locations of water supply reliability construction projects, the amount of existing ambient1
night lighting, and the sensitivity of viewers are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from2
nighttime lighting during construction of reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined,3
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.4

Effects of Project Operation5

Reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in the establishment of6
facilities that would require the use of lighting equipment as part of normal operations and maintenance.7
These impacts would be similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 8.4.3.1,8
Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR.9

Lighting equipment associated with future facilities could increase the amount of nighttime lighting above10
existing ambient light levels. Such a change would be particularly noticeable in rural areas where ambient11
light levels are currently low. Facilities could also be potential new sources of glare if they were made of12
materials that easily reflect light.13

Projects encouraged by the Revised Project could include storage facilities in the Delta watershed and in14
areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. Depending on their design and location, these projects could15
introduce new sources of permanent light and glare.16

Conclusion17

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities, the timing of when new light would be18
introduced (nighttime or daytime construction or operations, such as security lighting), and the sensitivity19
of viewers (rural residents or urban dwellers) are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the views20
from designated roads and highways from constructing reliable water supply projects cannot be21
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for22
implementation.23

Projects encouraged by the Revised Project could introduce new sources of light and glare to Delta24
watershed, Delta, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water that currently experience low levels of25
light and glare, e.g., the construction and operation of a large intake structure and appurtenant facilities26
that requires nighttime lighting and security lighting. This potential impact would be significant.27

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the28
Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts on visual resources resulting from the Revised Project would29
be greater than the Proposed Project.30

8.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration31

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the32
Proposed Project ,which could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of projects that could33
improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as described in Section 8.4.3.2,34
Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):35

 Floodplain restoration36

 Riparian restoration37

 Tidal marsh restoration38

 Stressor management39
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 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)1

 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the State Water Resources Control Board2
(SWRCB)3

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.4
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,5
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat6
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and potential7
locations for implementation.8

In addition, unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat9
restoration in the western Delta islands and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated10
following the completion of an environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not11
change the number or size of encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the12
Proposed Project, but only the timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.13

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including14
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance15
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy. These programs would not be16
expected to affect visual resources.17

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including18
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could19
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update20
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta21
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority22
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the23
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and24
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water25
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and26
improve water quality.27

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation28
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and29
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea30
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted31
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect visual resources because these modifications32
would be implemented in accordance with existing programs and regulations that prevent such impacts.33

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new34
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced35
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound36
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species37
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation38
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a39
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and40
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs41
would not be expected to affect visual resources.42
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8.4.3.2.1 Impact 8-1b: Substantial Degradation of Visual Qualities1

Effects of Project Construction2

The same types of impacts to visual resources would occur from construction and operation of ecosystem3
restoration areas, including floodplain, riparian, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of4
ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure under5
the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,6
of the Draft PEIR. Temporary visual effects from construction would include grading, removal or7
relocation of levee sections, exposure of bare soil, and changes in vegetation that would be visually8
adverse; however, the construction impacts on the visual landscape of each individual project would be9
temporary, typically lasting only a few months. The visual effects of this construction would potentially10
be visible from the river and from roads and towns in the vicinity. These construction activities would be11
substantially more intense than those in the surrounding rural/agricultural landscape.12

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project as a potential13
project for implementation in addition to habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The14
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration15
projects at Dutch Slough could change visual quality during construction; however, the change would be16
less than significant.17

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration construction projects, the quality of the visual18
environment, and sensitivity of viewers are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual19
environment from constructing Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and20
it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.21

Effects of Project Operation22

Restoration would result in permanent landscape-scale changes in the Delta by introducing habitat types23
such as tidal marsh, riparian corridors, and grassland to areas that are currently dominated by agricultural24
fields and, to a lesser extent, urban land uses under the Revised Project could result in impacts similar to25
impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 8.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the26
Draft PEIR. The visual characteristics of these new landscapes would be consistent with those27
characteristics of other areas of the Delta that are in a more natural state. The change would be gradual,28
occurring over several decades, and the overall effect would be an increase in visual diversity as what are29
now primarily agricultural areas become interspersed with more natural habitat areas. From most vantage30
points, this change would not be noticeable because the created habitat would be flat and would tend to31
blend into the surrounding visual mosaic.32

The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat33
restoration projects at Dutch Slough could change visual quality during operations; however, the change34
would be less than significant.35

Once construction is completed, restored natural habitats could enhance the visual character of scenic36
vistas by returning disturbed areas to a more-natural state. However, these projects would permanently37
alter the visual environment, including agricultural and other working landscapes as described in Section38
8.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR.39

Conclusion40

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities, the quality of the visual environment, and41
the sensitivity of viewers are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual environment from42
Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible43
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.44
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to the visual2
character of landscapes could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects3
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.4

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse visual resources impacts would be the same as the impacts5
under the Proposed Project.6

8.4.3.2.2 Impact 8-2b: Adverse Effects on Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources7

Effects of Project Construction8

The Revised Project could cause the same types of impacts to scenic vistas and scenic resources from9
construction and operation of Delta ecosystem restoration areas, especially along the river corridors, as10
described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.5 of the Draft PEIR. Construction of restoration sites11
would involve topographic grading, removal or relocation of levee sections, exposure of bare soil, and12
changes in vegetation that would be visually adverse; however, the construction impacts on the visual13
landscape of each individual project would be temporary, typically lasting only a few months under the14
Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,15
of the Draft PEIR.16

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, the quality of the views from the17
designated road or highway, and the sensitivity of viewers using a designated road or highway are not18
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the views from designated roads and highways from19
constructing Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain20
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.21

Effects of Project Operation22

Potential restoration areas located in the vicinity of designated scenic roads and highways already include23
substantial natural and restored habitat.. Additional restoration projects in this area would not24
substantially alter these existing scenic views. Therefore, after construction is completed, ecosystem25
restoration conducted under the Revised Project would not adversely affect scenic views and would not26
significantly contribute to this impact.27

In most cases, the effects on views from designated roads and highways would not be significant. The28
location of ecosystem restoration activities and their relation to designated roads and highways are not29
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the views from designated roads and highways from ecosystem30
restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation31
measures would be available for implementation.32

Conclusion33

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, the quality of the visual environment, and34
the sensitivity of viewers are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual environment from35
Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible36
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.37

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the38
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. While the operation of Delta ecosystem restoration39
actions would have less than significant impacts because restored areas visible from a designated road or40
highway would be similar to natural landscape features, the potential impacts of projects encouraged by41
the Revised Project are considered significant because of the potential effects on views from designated42
roads or highways within the sightline of a designated road or highway.43
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Under the Revised Project the overall adverse visual resources impacts resulting from the Revised Project1
would be the same as those impacts under the Proposed Project.2

8.4.3.2.3 Impact 8-3b: New Sources of Light and Glare3

Effects of Project Construction4

Construction of some ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could require the5
ongoing use of nighttime security lighting during their construction periods, which could create a new,6
temporary source of light.7

It is not known at this time what types of restoration projects would be constructed and where8
construction would occur. However, the anticipated impacts would be the same as described for the9
Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.10

Effects of Project Operation11

Ecosystem restoration projects that are encouraged by the Revised Project would not be expected to12
require or produce light once construction activities are complete because these types of projects are13
designed to minimize light and glare to protect the restored habitat. Ecosystem restoration could include a14
small number of structures for equipment storage and maintenance that could reflect sunlight, which15
could introduce new sources of glare.16

It is not known at this time what types of restoration projects would be constructed and where17
construction would occur. However, the anticipated impacts would be the same as described for the18
Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.19

Conclusion20

Ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could temporarily introduce new21
sources of light and glare to the Delta during construction activities if those activities extended into the22
nighttime hours. In addition, a small number of new structures could introduce reflective materials used23
on permanent outbuildings, including in areas that currently experience low levels of light and glare.24
Long-term impacts from low levels of light and glare due to new structures likely could be mitigated to a25
less than significant level through implementation of standard mitigation measures. Overall, this potential26
impact would be temporary but significant.27

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse visual resources impacts would be the same as those28
impacts under the Proposed Project.29

8.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place30

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the31
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place which could lead to completion,32
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as33
described in 8.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):34

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,35
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)36

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)37

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.38
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State parks39
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the40
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State41
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parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park1
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.2

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and3
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,4
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)5
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for6
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from7
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational8
resources.9

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 8.4.3.4,10
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.11

8.4.3.3.1 Impact 8-1c: Substantial Degradation of Visual Qualities12

Effects of Project Construction13

The same type of visual impacts from construction and operations would occur under the Revised Project14
as described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an15
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Temporary visual effects from construction would include removal of16
vegetation and disturbance of soil in facilities footprints and borrow/spoils areas and visibility of17
construction equipment, including excavation and grading equipment, trucks, cement trucks, cranes, and18
barges. This construction would be visible from the river and from roads and towns in the vicinity. These19
construction activities would be substantially more intense than ongoing agricultural activities in the20
surrounding agricultural areas. In addition to parks and nature areas, this element of the Revised Project21
would include new retail and restaurants in Delta legacy towns.22

Encouragement of protection of existing and planned land uses by prioritizing locations of future water23
management facilities, habitat restoration areas, and flood management infrastructure could result in less24
impact than current practices under existing conditions.25

It is not known at this time what types of Delta enhancement projects would be constructed and where26
construction would occur. Therefore, construction-related impacts on visual resources cannot be27
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for28
implementation. One or more of the Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may29
result in significant and unavoidable visual impacts as described for the Proposed Project in Section30
8.4.3.3, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.31

Effects of Project Operation32

Projects that seek to enhance Delta values could include a wide range of parks and recreation, identity33
“branding” (signage and other improvements along major roadways that are gateways to the Delta), and34
historic preservation projects. Most projects that could affect scenic vistas and visual character are Delta35
recreation projects (as described under the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.5, Protection and36
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR). Project size, location, specific features,37
and extent to which the existing natural or cultural character would be permanently altered would38
determine the types and significance of localized impacts. In most cases, the effects of Delta enhancement39
projects on the visual environment would not be significant. The specific locations of Delta enhancement40
activities, the quality of the visual environment, and sensitivity of viewers are not known at this time.41
Therefore, impacts on the visual environment from Delta enhancement projects cannot be accurately42
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for43
implementation.44
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Conclusion1

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the2
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for changes to the3
visual character of a landscape from the construction and operations of new retail or restaurant uses that4
are not compatible with the historic character of the Delta legacy towns, the Revised Project impacts to5
visual resources could be considered a substantial degradation of existing conditions, the potential6
impacts of implementation of future projects are considered significant.7

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the8
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on visual resources resulting from the Revised Project9
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.10

8.4.3.3.2 Impact 8-2c: Adverse Effects on Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources11

Effects of Project Construction12

Construction-related activities (including demolition) at construction sites for community gateways and13
visitor centers, new parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities could be visible from designated roads or14
highways. Scenic views from designated roads and highways could be adversely affected during15
construction.16

The Revised Project could cause similar types of impacts to scenic vistas and scenic resources from17
construction of Delta enhancement projects, especially along the river corridors, as described for the18
Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the19
Draft PEIR.20

The specific location of construction in relation to designated roads and highways is not known at this21
time. Therefore, construction-related impacts on scenic resources that are visible from a designated road22
or highway cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures23
would be available for implementation.24

Effects of Project Operation25

Operation of cultural, recreational, or natural resource enhancement projects that involve buildings and26
other visually prominent facilities could permanently obstruct previously open views. If new or modified27
facilities were of such a height and nature that would be readily noticeable to travelers along a designated28
road or highway, the facilities would be considered intrusive to the existing scenic qualities similar to the29
impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 8.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as30
an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR.31

The specific locations of the Delta enhancement projects in relation to designated roads and highways are32
not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on scenic resources that are visible from a designated road or33
highway cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would34
be available for implementation.35

Conclusion36

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the37
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential effects on views38
from designated roads or highways within the sightline of a designated road or highway, the potential39
impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are considered significant.40

Given the potential for a greater number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts41
on visual resources resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.42
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8.4.3.3.3 Impact 8-3c: New Sources of Light and Glare1

Effects of Project Construction2

Construction of some Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could require the3
ongoing use of nighttime security lighting during their construction periods, including new structures in4
recreational areas or communities, like the Proposed Project as described in Section 8.4.3.5, Protection5
and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR. To the extent activities extend into6
nighttime hours; additional flood lighting could also occur during construction.7

It is not known at this time what types of Delta enhancement projects would be constructed and where8
construction would occur. The specific location of construction, the timing of construction and the site’s9
relation to viewers are not known at this time. Therefore, construction-related impacts resulting from the10
introduction of a new source of light or glare cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether11
feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation. The anticipated impacts would be12
the same as described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as13
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.14

Effects of Project Operation15

Operation of Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be expected to require16
nighttime lighting, especially for new structures in recreational areas or communities. Delta enhancement17
projects also could include structures that could reflect sunlight, which could introduce new sources of18
glare.19

The specific locations of Delta enhancement activities and the distance of sensitive viewers from the20
facilities are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual environment from Delta21
enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation22
measures would be available for implementation.23

Conclusion24

Delta enhancement activities encouraged by the Revised Project could temporarily introduce new sources25
of light and glare to the Delta during construction activities if those activities extend into the nighttime26
hours. In addition, new structures could introduce reflective materials used on permanent outbuildings,27
including in areas that currently experience low levels of light and glare. This potential impact would be28
temporary but significant.29

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project30
the overall adverse impacts on light and glare resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than31
those under the Proposed Project.32

8.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement33

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the34
Proposed Project to improve water quality which could improve water quality including the following35
types of projects that lead to reduced constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment36
plants (as described in Section 8.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):37

 Water treatment plants38
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)39
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities40
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities41
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)42
 Wellhead treatment facilities43
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)44
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The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not1
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking2
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water3
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;4
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;5
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total6
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley7
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments8
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project.9

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water10
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in11
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised12
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for13
other water quality criteria and objectives.14

8.4.3.4.1 Impact 8-1d: Substantial Degradation of Visual Qualities15

Effects of Project Construction16

The same type of visual impacts from construction and operations would occur under the Revised Project17
as described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.18
Temporary visual effects from construction would include removal of vegetation and disturbance of soil19
in facilities footprints and borrow/spoils areas, and visibility of construction equipment, including20
excavation and grading equipment, trucks, cement trucks, cranes, and barges. This construction would be21
visible from the river and from roads and towns in the vicinity. These construction activities would be22
substantially more intense than ongoing agricultural activities in the surrounding agricultural areas. The23
facilities may be located in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.24

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects, the length of construction, the visibility of25
construction, and the sensitivity of viewers’ expectations are not known at this time. Therefore,26
construction-related impacts on visual resources from water quality improvement projects cannot be27
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for28
implementation.29

Effects of Project Operation30

Operational impacts to visual resources due to water quality improvement projects encouraged by the31
Revised Project would be similar to those described in Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this32
Recirculated Draft PEIR and described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.3, Water Quality33
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.34

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects, the visibility of the facility, and the35
sensitivity of viewers’ expectations are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual36
environment from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is37
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.38

Conclusion39

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the40
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to the visual41
character of landscapes, e.g., the construction and operation of water and wastewater treatment plants and42
appurtenant facilities, could be considered degradation from existing conditions, the potential impacts of43
implementation of future projects are considered significant.44
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Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised1
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on visual resources resulting2
from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.3

8.4.3.4.2 Impact 8-2d: Adverse Effects on Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources4

Effects of Project Construction5

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include new and expanded6
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants). Temporary effects on scenic7
vistas and resources from construction of these facilities would be similar to those described in Section8
8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and described for the Proposed Project in9
Section 8.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Water quality improvement facilities10
could be located in the Delta or in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.11

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects and their visibility from a designated road or12
highway are not known at this time. Therefore, construction-related impacts on scenic resources that are13
visible from a designated road or highway from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately14
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for15
implementation.16

Effects of Project Operation17

Operational impacts for water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be18
similar to those described in Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and19
described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.20

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects and their visibility from a designated road or21
highway are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on scenic resources that are visible from a22
designated road or highway from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined,23
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.24

Conclusion25

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the26
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential effects on views27
from designated roads or highways within the sightline of a designated road or highway, e.g., the28
construction and operations of water or wastewater treatment plants, the potential impacts of projects29
encouraged by the Revised Project are considered significant.30

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project,31
the overall adverse impacts on visual resources resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than32
the Proposed Project.33

8.4.3.4.3 Impact 8-3d: New Sources of Light and Glare34

Effects of Project Construction35

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include new and expanded36
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants). Temporary light and glare37
effects from construction of these facilities would be similar to those described in Section 8.4.3.1,38
Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and described for the Proposed Project in Section39
8.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Water quality improvement facilities could be40
located in the Delta or in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.41

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects, the length of construction, the timing of42
construction (24-hour construction), the visibility of construction, and the sensitivity of viewers are not43
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known at this time. Therefore, the introduction of light and glare from water quality improvement projects1
cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be2
available for implementation.3

Effects of Project Operation4

Operational impacts for water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be5
similar to those described in Section 8.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and6
described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.7

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects, the visibility of the facility, and the8
sensitivity of viewers are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts resulting from the introduction of9
light and glare from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is10
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.11

Conclusion12

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could introduce new sources of13
light and glare to the Delta, the Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water that14
currently experience low levels of light and glare, e.g., nighttime construction needed for installation of a15
conveyance facility or long-term nighttime security lighting for water or wastewater treatment plant. This16
potential impact would be significant.17

Given the potential for a greater number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the18
overall adverse impacts on light and glare resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the19
Proposed Project.20

8.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction21

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the22
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described23
in Section 8.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):24

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)25
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)26
 Levee maintenance27
 Levee modification28
 Dredging29
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies30
 Reservoir reoperation31

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.32
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship33
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-34
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).35

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the36
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta37
Integrated Flood Management as a potential project for implementation. This report was completed in38
February 2012 following publication of the Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are39
similar to some of the provisions in the Revised Project. The Revised Project includes three goals to be40
considered for prioritization of State investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and41
future urban and municipal land uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational,42
public services and utilities, transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood43
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Risk Reduction, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer1
levee improvements within the Delta than the Proposed Project.2

8.4.3.5.1 Impact 8-1e: Substantial Degradation of Visual Qualities3

Effects of Project Construction4

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees5
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,6
and sediment removal from channels. Temporary visual effects from construction would include removal7
of vegetation and disturbance of soil in facility footprints and borrow/spoils areas; and visibility of8
construction equipment, including excavation and grading equipment, haul trucks, cement trucks, cranes,9
and barges. This construction would be visible from the river and from roads and towns in the vicinity.10
These construction activities would be substantially more intense than those in the surrounding11
rural/agricultural landscape. The same type of visual impacts from construction of flood risk reduction12
projects would occur under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.4,13
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.14

It is not known at this time what types of flood risk reduction projects would be constructed and where15
construction would occur. Impacts on the visual environment in the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas16
outside the Delta that use Delta water are expected to be similar to these examples. The specific locations17
of flood risk reduction projects, the visibility of the facility, and the sensitivity of viewers’ expectations18
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual environment from construction activities for19
the flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible20
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.21

Effects of Project Operation22

Implementing the Revised Project could increase investments in levee improvements in the Delta. The23
improvements could primarily be to existing levees and typically would not alter their basic shape and24
configuration, except for the use of setback levees. Setback levees could extend the levee footprint and to25
the landside and increase riparian habitat on the waterside of the levee. These improvements would not26
cause a significant permanent change in the landscape.27

The same type of visual impacts from operations of flood risk reduction projects would occur under the28
Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the29
Draft PEIR.30

The specific locations of flood risk reduction projects, the visibility of the facilities, and the sensitivity of31
viewers’ expectations are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on the visual environment from32
flood risk reduction improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether33
feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.34

Conclusion35

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the36
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to the visual37
character of landscapes, e.g., the number of equipment needed for the construction of setback levees in38
the short term and substantial changes at a large borrow site for setback levee fill materials, could be39
considered degradation from existing conditions, the potential impacts of implementation of future40
projects are considered significant.41

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the42
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on visual resources resulting from the Revised Project43
would be less than the Proposed Project.44
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8.4.3.5.2 Impact 8-2e: Adverse Effects on Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources1

Effects of Project Construction2

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees3
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,4
and sediment removal from channels. Temporary visual effects from construction would include removal5
of vegetation and disturbance of soil in facility footprints and borrow/spoils areas and visibility of6
construction equipment, including excavation and grading equipment, trucks, cement trucks, cranes, and7
barges. This construction would be visible from designated scenic roads and highways. Scenic views from8
segments of these roads and highways could be adversely affected during construction periods under the9
Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the10
Draft PEIR.11

It is not known at this time what types of flood risk reduction projects would be constructed and where12
construction would occur. The specific locations of flood risk reduction projects and their visibility from a13
designated road or highway are not known at this time. Therefore, construction-related impacts on scenic14
resources that are visible from a designated road or highway from flood risk reduction projects cannot be15
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for16
implementation.17

Effects of Project Operation18

Completed facilities could adversely and permanently affect these scenic views. If new or modified19
facilities were of such a height and nature that would be readily noticeable to travelers along a designated20
road or highway, the facilities would be considered intrusive to the existing scenic qualities. Areas that21
could be used for disposal of construction soils or for borrow materials for levees could be revegetated to22
the extent possible, but evidence of their past use would remain visible for many years and would23
contribute to this impact. Setback levees could extend the levee footprint to the landside and increase24
riparian habitat on the waterside of the levee. Scenic views from segments of these roads and highways25
could be adversely affected during operations of flood risk reduction projects under the Revised Project as26
described under the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.27

The specific locations of flood risk reduction projects and their visibility from a designated road or28
highway are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on scenic resources that are visible from a29
designated road or highway from flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is30
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.31

Conclusion32

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the33
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential effects on views of34
scenic vistas and views from designated roads and highways, e.g., the removal of trees for setback levee35
construction or the loss of rock outcroppings at a borrow site, the potential impacts of implementation of36
potential projects are considered significant.37

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the38
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on scenic vistas and scenic resources resulting from the39
Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.40

8.4.3.5.3 Impact 8-3e: New Sources of Light and Glare41

Effects of Project Construction42

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees43
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,44
and sediment removal from channels. Temporary light and glare effects from construction of these45
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facilities would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.4, Flood Risk1
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Flood protection facilities could be located in the Delta. Construction of2
levee modifications may require 24-hour construction, introducing a new source of nighttime lighting.3
This construction would be visible to residents in the vicinity of levee construction. This could be4
particularly noticeable in rural areas where ambient nighttime light levels are lower than ambient5
nighttime lighting levels in urbanized areas.6

The specific locations of flood risk reduction projects, the length of construction, the timing of7
construction (24-hour construction), the visibility of construction, and the sensitivity of viewers are not8
known at this time. Therefore, the introduction of light and glare from flood risk reduction projects cannot9
be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for10
implementation.11

Effects of Project Operation12

Levees are the primary physical structures associated with flood protection projects encouraged by the13
Revised Project. Operation of new or altered levees would not generally create new sources of light and14
glare because these structures are low-lying and not occupied. Lighting equipment associated with future15
structural facilities could increase the amount of nighttime lighting above existing ambient light levels.16
Such a change would be particularly noticeable in rural areas where ambient light levels are currently17
low. Facilities could also be potential new sources of glare if they were made of materials that easily18
reflect light. Operational impacts for flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project19
would be similar to those described in for the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction,20
of the Draft PEIR.21

Impacts from the introduction of new sources of light and glare in the Delta related to flood risk reduction22
projects are expected to be less than significant in most cases. In cases where levee modifications require23
new sources of nighttime security lights, lighting could be noticeable and possibly significant especially24
in rural areas with lower ambient nighttime light levels. The location of flood risk reduction activities are25
not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from the introduction of light and glare from flood risk26
reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation27
measures would be available for implementation.28

Conclusion29

Projects encouraged by the Revised Project could introduce new sources of light and glare to the Delta30
watershed, e.g., temporarily during the construction of levee modifications or over the long term if a new31
permanent structure associated with levee repair or management would require nighttime lighting in an32
area that currently experiences low levels of light and glare. This potential impact would be significant.33

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as compared to the34
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts on new sources of light and glare resulting35
from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.36

8.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures37

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 8-1 through 8-3 of38
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 8.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and39
summarized below.40

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for41
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts42
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the43
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would44
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.45
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With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,1
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be2
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.3
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the4
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, significant5
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.6

8.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 8-17

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 8-1a through e, Substantial8
Degradation of Visual Qualities:9

 Use compatible colors for proposed structural features, such as intakes, pumping plants, and surge10
towers. Use earth tone paints and stains with low levels of reflectivity.11

 Minimize the vertical profile of proposed structures as much as possible. Where possible, use12
subgrades for floors of structures. Use landscaped berms instead of walls to mask views of13
structures from high-visibility sites. Use green roof design where roof structures would be highly14
visible.15

 Use vegetation plantings on proposed facility walls, such as climbing plants, espaliers, and other16
forms that soften the appearance of structures.17

 Develop a landscaping plan for all proposed structures. Provide vegetative screening to soften18
views of structures. Landscaping should complement the surrounding landscape.19

 Round the tops and bottoms of spoil disposal areas, and contour the faces of slopes to create more20
natural-looking landforms. Create visual diversity by planting vegetation with diverse growth21
forms on the spoil disposal areas; plant with more than just grasses.22

 Landscape parking areas at proposed facilities, and include low-impact design features, such as23
permeable pavers, tree basins, and bioswales that reduce stormwater runoff and enhance visual24
quality.25

 Conduct only partial vegetative clearing of the limits of construction rather than clear the entire26
area; partial clearing would leave islands of vegetation and result in a more natural look. Use27
irregular clearing shapes with feathered edges instead of hard edges to promote a more natural28
effect.29

 Develop design form and materials with a goal to achieve aesthetic visual character instead of a30
strictly utilitarian objective. Use cast natural form elements or natural materials (stone) for facing31
to achieve texture and color compatible with the adjacent landscape; natural materials would be32
preferable for areas of high visibility and public use. Landscape areas adjacent to facilities. Use33
natural materials, such as wood and stone, for signage at proposed facilities.34

 Develop aesthetically pleasing landscaping for relocated roads at the shoulders, intersections, and35
on- and off-ramps from highways. Design turnouts and scenic vista points where appropriate for36
relocated roads with high visibility and high public use.37

 Use single-pole electrical transmission towers instead of lattice-form towers for proposed large38
electrical transmission lines, and put transmission lines underground along areas with high39
visibility and high public use.40

 Consider developing aesthetically well designed visitor centers, vantage areas, or observation41
decks at appropriate facilities with interpretation features, walking paths, and other features.42
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Although developing visitor centers would not reduce a visual impact, it would have the effect of1
making the facilities features of interest to the touring public.2

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce3
significant impacts on visual resources to less than significant levels. Implementation of these mitigation4
measures would reduce the significance of impacts on visual resources by minimizing the intrusiveness of5
new structures on the landscape; revegetating areas cleared for staging and construction; including6
landscaping for new facilities; using attractive materials and interesting design features; and providing7
visitors centers, vantage areas, or observation decks. In cases when a project feature changes a landscape8
or viewshed to the extent that the character of the view is degrading to the point of intruding on a viewer’s9
expectations, impacts on visual resources would remain significant.10

8.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 8-211

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 8-2a through e, Adverse Effects on12
Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources:13

 Implement elements of Mitigation Measure 8-1 for temporary construction activities and new14
facilities that are visible from scenic vistas and designated roads and highways as appropriate.15

 Replace all scenic resources (e.g., large trees) that would be removed for the Proposed Project,16
when feasible. Identify compensatory mitigation for visual or aesthetic resources by providing17
improvements to areas with existing diminished scenic quality.18

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce19
significant impacts on scenic resources that are visible from a designated road or highway to less than20
significant levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures would replace, to the extent possible,21
scenic features that must be removed for new facilities. In cases when scenic resources cannot be22
replaced, the significance of impacts on scenic resources that are visible from a designated road or23
highway would remain significant.24

8.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 8-325

The following mitigation measure would reduce the effects of Impact 8-3a through e, New Sources of26
Substantial Light or Glare:27

 Use shields for proposed lighting facilities, and direct lighting downward and inward toward the28
facilities.29

This measure is commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, it reduces significant light30
and glare impacts by reducing light scatter to less than significant levels. In cases when lighting cannot be31
screened from sensitive viewers, light and glare impacts would remain significant.32

8.5 References33

The Section 8.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.34

35
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Section 91

Air Quality2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses changes in air quality in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta4
water. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 9 of the Draft Program Environmental Impact5
Report (Draft PEIR).6

9.1 Study Area7

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 9.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The8
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the9
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.10

9.2 Regulatory Framework11

The Section 9.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR12
remain unchanged13

9.3 Environmental Setting14

The Section 9.4, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.15

9.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project16

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the17
Proposed Project in Section 9.5, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.18

9.4.1 Assessment Methods19

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft20
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not21
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of22
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project23
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including24
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise severity and extent of project-25
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific26
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of27
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific28
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environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for1
implementation.2

The assessment methods for air quality impacts are the same as described in Section 9.5.1, Assessment3
Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not available for4
the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific basis.5

9.4.2 Thresholds of Significance6

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 9.5.2, Thresholds of7
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.8

9.4.3 Revised Project9

9.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply10

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the11
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction, and/or operation12
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as13
described in Section 9.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):14

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,15
hydroelectric facilities)16

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)17

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)18

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)19

 Water transfers20

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation21

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.22
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water23
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream24
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin25
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the26
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in27
groundwater management.28

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the29
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the30
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is31
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater32
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under33
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered34
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater35
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed36
Project.37



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 9
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AIR QUALITY

NOVEMBER 2012 9-3

9.4.3.1.1 Impact 9-1a: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an Applicable1

Air Quality Plan and/or Contribute Substantially to an Air Quality Violation2

Effects of Project Construction3

The same types of impacts to air quality would occur from construction of surface water and groundwater4
storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and5
hydroelectric generation under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section6
9.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Temporary air quality effects from construction could7
occur due to extensive use of construction equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers,8
backhoes, and concrete mixing and pumping trucks. Haul trucks would be used to move borrow and/or9
spoils and other materials. Reservoir projects would also include construction of related facilities, such as10
conveyance networks, hydroelectric facilities, water intakes, pumping plants, service roads, dams, and11
buildings. Less extensive use of heavy equipment and smaller construction footprints would be needed for12
smaller storage and regulating reservoirs, reservoir modifications, ocean desalination projects, recycled13
wastewater and stormwater treatment facilities, and groundwater storage facilities that might be14
constructed to improve water supply reliability. These projects could be located in one or more air basins.15

Construction-related emissions for projects would arise from a variety of activities, including:16
(1) generation of fugitive dust by equipment used for grading, excavation, road building, and other earth-17
moving activities; (2) fugitive dust from travel by construction equipment, haul trucks, and worker18
vehicles on paved and unpaved surfaces; (3) fugitive dust from establishing borrow sites and from storing19
and handling materials; and (4) exhaust from fuel combustion in construction equipment, trucks, and20
worker vehicles.21

Construction-related fugitive dust emissions would vary depending on the level and type of activity, silt22
and clay content of the soil, and meteorological conditions. In the absence of mitigation measures,23
construction activities may result in significant quantities of dust, and as a result, local visibility and24
particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM10) concentrations may be adversely25
affected on a temporary and intermittent basis during construction.26

Fuel combustion by construction equipment, trucks, and worker vehicles would generate criteria air27
pollutant emissions. Emissions of the ozone precursors, Reactive Organic Gas (ROG) and nitrogen oxides28
(NOx), from these emissions sources would temporarily contribute to regional atmospheric ozone29
problems during the construction period.30

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts31
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed32
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,33
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected34
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.35

It is possible that air quality impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than36
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of37
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that38
significant and unavoidable impacts on air quality could occur. Impacts of large-scale surface water39
supply projects may be more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less than significant level because of the40
severity of the construction, required levels of operations and maintenance, and the scale of the41
geographic area disturbed. Therefore, one or more of the reliable water supply projects encouraged by the42
Revised Project might result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality as for the Proposed43
Project in Section 9.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.44

In this program-level study, construction-related emissions from future reliable water supply projects are45
considered significant, because of already diminished air quality in parts of the Delta, as described in46
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Section 9.4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and the uncertainties regarding size, timing, and1
locations of potential projects, as well as the applicable jurisdictional air quality management district2
(AQMD) or air pollution control district (APCD) regulations, CEQA guidance, thresholds of significance,3
and attainment plans.4

Effects of Project Operation5

Air quality impacts associated with operations of new water storage facilities, ancillary facilities,6
desalination and treatment plants, and intake structures could potentially cause a substantial alteration of7
air quality in those locations under the Revised Project could result in impacts similar to impacts for the8
Proposed Project as described in Section 9.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR. For example,9
emissions associated with operations of reliable water supply projects under the Revised Project would10
depend on several factors, such as the size and type of project, the number of employees and types of11
equipment, the increased traffic on the local and regional roadway network (including additional haul12
trucks and workers), and the level of operations activities. Emissions similar to those expected during13
construction, but at lower levels, would likely result from maintenance and operation of projects. For14
example, operational sources of fugitive dust would primarily be maintenance equipment and truck15
movement over paved and unpaved surfaces. Stationary sources, such as electrical generators, would be16
subject to permitting requirements to limit emissions.17

Operation of surface water supply projects could result in significant fluctuations of water levels, leaving18
exposed barren land at the reservoir’s edges when the water level is lowered. Exposed areas may be19
sources of fugitive dust, depending on local conditions of temperature, humidity, and wind. Water20
transfers to increase water supply reliability may result in land fallowing and may increase fugitive dust21
unless Best Management Practices (BMPs) for soil conservation are implemented.22

Conclusion23

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and24
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,25
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related air quality impacts for26
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific location and characteristics27
of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the28
implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and29
implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than30
significant level. In some cases, construction or operations emissions may exceed significance levels,31
even with mitigation, and could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to32
occur during construction of large infrastructure projects, and may be temporary in nature. Longer-term33
air quality impacts could result from operation of large or complex facilities, such as surface reservoirs,34
desalination facilities, or conveyance systems. These impacts may be significant, depending on the size35
and type of project, the number of employees and types of equipment used, the increased traffic on the36
local and regional roadway network (including additional haul trucks and workers), and the level of37
operations activities.38

Quantification of emissions would be too speculative at this program level because of unknown project39
details, localized variables, and operational considerations. Project-level impacts would be addressed in40
project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the lead agency at the time projects are proposed for41
implementation, and required mitigation and operating conditions would be reflected in required permits42
and approvals for the projects. However, because of existing already diminished air quality in parts of the43
Delta, as described in Section 9.4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and the uncertainties44
regarding size, timing, and locations of potential projects, the potential impact of emissions from future45
reliable water supply projects is considered significant.46
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Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed located upstream of the1
Delta, unlike the Proposed Project, under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts on air quality2
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project3

9.4.3.1.2 Impact 9-2a: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Create Objectionable Odors4

Affecting a Substantial Number of People5

Effects of Project Construction6

Construction-related activities for large surface water reservoirs or other reliable water supply projects7
would require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes,8
and concrete mixing and pumping trucks. Haul trucks would be used to move borrow and/or spoils and9
other materials. In some cases, odors may be generated during construction by disturbance of soils or10
structures. Odors may be generated through exhaust emissions from diesel equipment. Emission sources11
would not remain in one location for long periods of time, and the emissions would be intermittent and12
would dissipate from the source rapidly. For these reasons, construction is not expected to result in13
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people, like the Proposed Project, as described in14
Section 9.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR.15

Effects of Project Operation16

Operation of large surface water reservoirs or other reliable water supply projects would not be expected17
to generate odors. Shallow water areas and canals would be maintained to inhibit algal or vegetative18
growth, and avoid conditions conducive to anaerobic digestion which could result in odorous gases, like19
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 9.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR. The20
locations of reliable water supply projects could be in the Delta, Delta watershed, or in areas outside the21
Delta that use Delta water.22

Conclusion23

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and24
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,25
methods, and duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Because of the26
uncertainties underlying these future projects, impacts of odors cannot be accurately determined.27
However, construction and operations of large surface water reservoirs or other reliable water supply28
projects would not be expected to result in objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.29
The potential impact due to objectionable odors from future reliable water supply projects is considered to30
be less than significant.31

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project32
the overall adverse impacts due to objectionable odors resulting from the Revised Project would be33
greater than the Proposed Project, but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s impacts on air34
quality are thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.35

9.4.3.1.3 Impact 9-3a: Construction or Operation of Projects Could Expose Sensitive Receptors to36

Substantial Pollutant Concentrations37

Effects of Project Construction38

Construction activities for large surface water reservoirs or other reliable water supply projects would39
require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and40
concrete mixing and pumping trucks. Haul trucks would be used to move borrow and/or spoils and other41
materials. Potential impacts related to emissions of ROG, NOx, and particulate matter are addressed under42
Impact 9-1a. In addition, construction projects can result in emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) and43
Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) from fuel combustion to support site preparation and construction44
activities required for projects. TACs that could be generated by the combustion of fuels include benzene,45
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formaldehyde, acrolein, and other products of incomplete combustion. Diesel particulate matter (DPM)1
from diesel-fueled on-road haul trucks and off-road equipment is the primary TAC of concern from2
construction activities. Depending on the project, other local issues may need to be considered, such as3
the potential for CO hot spots to result from construction-related changes in traffic patterns, or airborne4
naturally occurring asbestos to result from land disturbance activities. Health impacts from human5
exposure to TACs from construction are dependent on the severity of the concentrations that sensitive6
receptors may be exposed to, the duration of exposure, and the relative toxicities of the individual7
pollutants.8

Because of the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of CO and TAC emissions in most9
cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically10
within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial11
concentrations (BAAQMD 2011). In its CEQA guidelines, the Bay Area Air Quality Management12
District (BAAQMD) cites studies by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) ARB that show13
concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM are typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approxi-14
mately 500 feet from the source. In addition, current models and methodologies for conducting health risk15
assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not16
correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities (BAAQMD 2011).17
This results in difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk (BAAQMD 2011). The air18
quality impacts related to construction of reliable water supply projects under the Revised Project would19
be similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply,20
of the Draft PEIR.21

Effects of Project Operation22

Emissions associated with operations of reliable water supply projects would depend on several factors,23
such as the size and type of project, the number of employees and types of equipment, the increased24
traffic on the local and regional roadway network (including additional haul trucks and workers), the level25
of operations activities, and locations of sensitive receptors. Emissions similar to those expected during26
construction, but at lower levels, would likely result from maintenance and operation of projects. These27
impacts would be similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 9.5.3.1, Reliable28
Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR.29

Conclusion30

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and31
operations of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and32
duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Because of the uncertainties33
underlying this program-level assessment, CO and TAC emissions and the exposure of sensitive receptors34
in the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta that use Delta water cannot be accurately35
quantified. Significant impacts of this nature would be most likely to occur during construction of large36
infrastructure projects, due to diesel exhaust from construction equipment, and these impacts would be37
temporary in nature. For operation and maintenance of projects, CO and TAC emissions from stationary38
sources would be subject to air district permitting requirements limiting exposure to sensitive receptors.39
In addition, mobile sources would be subject to ARB emission standards and Airborne Toxic Control40
Measures. Therefore, operations and maintenance activities are not anticipated to expose sensitive41
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.42

Project-level impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the43
lead agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating44
conditions would be reflected in required permits and approvals for the projects. However, because of the45
potential for sensitive receptors in the vicinity of facilities to be exposed to pollutants, the potential46
impact of emissions from future reliable water supply projects is considered significant.47
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Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project,1
the overall adverse impacts on air quality resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the2
Proposed Project.3

9.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration4

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the5
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or6
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as7
described in Section 9.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):8

 Floodplain restoration9

 Riparian restoration10

 Tidal marsh restoration11

 Stressor management12

 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)13

 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the State Water Resources Control Board14
(SWRCB)15

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.16
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,17
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat18
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass, as potential projects and potential19
locations for implementation.20

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands21
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an22
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of23
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the24
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.25

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including26
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance27
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy. These programs would not be28
expected to affect air quality.29

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including30
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could31
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update32
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta33
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority34
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the35
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and36
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water37
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and38
improve water quality.39

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation40
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and41
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea42
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted43
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Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect air quality because these modifications would1
be implemented in accordance with existing programs and regulations that prevent such impacts.2

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new3
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced4
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound5
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species6
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation7
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a8
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and9
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs10
would not be expected to affect air quality.11

9.4.3.2.1 Impact 9-1b: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an Applicable12

Air Quality Plan and/or Contribute Substantially to an Air Quality Violation13

Effects of Project Construction14

Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of15
ecosystem restoration areas, including floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas,16
along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and17
associated infrastructure. Construction of restoration sites could involve topographic grading, removal or18
relocation of levee sections, exposure of bare soil, dredging, or changes in vegetation. These construction19
activities would be substantially more intense than those in the surrounding rural/agricultural landscape.20
Restoration would introduce habitat types such as tidal marsh, riparian corridors, and grassland to areas21
that are currently dominated by agricultural fields and, to a lesser extent, urban land uses.22

Construction-related activities for large Delta ecosystem restoration projects would require use of heavy23
equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and dredges. Haul trucks would24
be used to move borrow and/or spoils and other materials. The locations of these projects would be in or25
near the Delta. Projects could be located in one or more air basins, and could be located in or near the26
Delta, Suisun Marsh, Cache Slough, Yolo Bypass, or the San Joaquin River.27

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to28
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project as a potential project to be implemented. The29
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration30
projects at Dutch Slough could adversely impact air quality during construction. The impacts due to31
vehicular emissions and greenhouse gas emissions were found to be less than significant, and the changes32
due to construction equipment emissions were found to be less than significant following implementation33
of mitigation measures.34

The impacts would be similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.2,35
Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. The nature and severity of construction-related air36
quality impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location37
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures38
adopted by the implementing agencies. In some situations, feasible mitigation exists to reduce significant39
impacts for these types of projects to a less than significant level. In other cases, construction emissions40
will exceed the applicable air district significance thresholds, even with mitigation, and would result in41
significant, unavoidable air quality impacts. Impacts of large-scale ecosystem restoration projects may be42
more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less than significant level because of the severity of the43
construction and the scale of the geographic area affected. Therefore, one or more of the ecosystem44
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in a significant and unavoidable45
impact on air quality. Therefore, impacts on air quality from constructing Delta ecosystem restoration46
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projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would1
be available for implementation.2

Effects of Project Operation3

Emissions associated with operations and maintenance of ecosystem restoration projects would be similar4
to those expected during construction, but at much lower levels. The types and levels of emissions would5
depend on several factors, such as the size and type of project, the number of employees and types of6
equipment used, the increased traffic on the local and regional roadway network (including additional7
trucks and worker vehicles), and the level and frequency of activities.8

Quantification of operational emissions would be too speculative at this program level because of9
unknown project details, localized variables, and operational considerations. Project-level air quality10
impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the lead agency at11
the time projects are proposed for implementation and required mitigation during construction would be12
reflected in required permits and approvals for the projects. In most cases, compliance with required13
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with14
projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, construction or operations emissions may exceed15
the applicable air district significance thresholds, even with mitigation, and could result in a significant,16
unavoidable impact. This situation is most likely to occur during construction of large Delta ecosystem17
restoration projects, and may be temporary in nature. However, because of existing already diminished air18
quality in parts of the Delta, as described in Section 9.4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and19
the uncertainties regarding size, timing, and locations of potential projects, the potential impact of20
construction- and operation-related emissions from future Delta ecosystem restoration projects is21
considered significant, as described in Section 9.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR.22

Conclusion23

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities are not known at this time. Therefore, it is24
not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and25
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational26
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying this program-level27
assessment, impacts on air quality in the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta that use Delta28
water cannot be accurately quantified. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and29
implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than30
significant level. In some cases, construction or operations emissions may exceed significance thresholds,31
even with mitigation, and could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to32
occur during construction of large Delta ecosystem restoration projects, and may be temporary in nature.33

Project-level impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the34
lead agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating35
conditions would be reflected in required permits and approvals for the projects. However, because of36
existing already diminished air quality in parts of the Delta, as described in Section 9.4, Environmental37
Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and the uncertainties regarding size, timing, and locations of potential projects,38
the potential impact of emissions from future Delta ecosystem restoration projects is considered39
significant.40

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse air quality impacts resulting from the Revised Project41
would be the same as the Proposed Project.42
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9.4.3.2.2 Impact 9-2b: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Create Objectionable Odors1

Affecting a Substantial Number of People2

Effects of Project Construction3

Construction-related activities for Delta ecosystem restoration projects could require the use of heavy4
equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and dredges. Haul trucks would5
be used to move borrow and/or spoils and other materials. In some cases, odors may be generated during6
construction by disturbance of soils, sediments, or structures. Odors may be generated through exhaust7
emissions from diesel equipment. Emission sources would not remain in one location for long periods of8
time, and the emissions would be intermittent and would dissipate from the source rapidly. For these9
reasons, construction is not expected to result in objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of10
people. The same types of potential impacts related to objectionable odors would occur from construction11
and operation of Delta ecosystem restoration areas as described for the Proposed Project in Section12
9.5.3.5 of the Draft PEIR.13

Effects of Project Operation14

Operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, such as restored wetlands, could result in periodic odor15
impacts. One common source of odors is anaerobic digestion, the biological decomposition of organic16
matter in the absence of molecular oxygen. As a result, odorous compounds, such as ammonia and17
hydrogen sulfide, are generated and may be released into the environment. The anaerobic digestion18
process frequently occurs naturally in marshes and wetlands. Marshes and wetlands can also be a source19
of odors during some time periods when ponds or shallow water areas undergo algal or vegetative growth.20
Marshes, wetlands, shallow water areas, or canals created during Delta ecosystem restoration actions may21
require periodic maintenance to inhibit algal or vegetative growth, and avoid conditions conducive to22
anaerobic digestion.23

The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on numerous factors, including the nature,24
frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the presence of sensitive receptors.25
The same types of potential impacts related to objectionable odors would occur from construction and26
operation of Delta ecosystem restoration areas as described for the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.5 of27
the Draft PEIR.28

Conclusion29

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and30
operations of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and31
duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Because of the uncertainties32
underlying these future projects, impacts of odors cannot be accurately quantified. Project-level impacts33
would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are34
proposed. However, because some projects such as development of wetlands or marshes for ecosystem35
restoration may be implemented in populated areas and odors may result, the potential impact due to36
objectionable odors from Delta ecosystem restoration projects is considered significant.37

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse air quality impacts resulting from the Revised Project38
would be the same as the Proposed Project.39

9.4.3.2.3 Impact 9-3b: Construction or Operation of Projects Could Expose Sensitive Receptors40

to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations41

Effects of Project Construction42

The types of construction equipment used and the types of construction activities undertaken for43
ecosystem restoration projects would be similar to those described in Section 9.4.3.1, Reliable Water44
Supply, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR, but the size of the ecosystem restoration projects would45
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generally be much smaller than reliable water supply projects. Due to the anticipated size and rural nature1
of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, construction is not expected to result in exposures of sensitive2
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, like the impacts described for the Proposed Project in3
Section 9.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.4

Effects of Project Operation5

Emissions associated with operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, such as restored wetlands,6
would depend on several factors, such as the size and type of project, the level of operations and7
maintenance activities, and locations of sensitive receptors. Emissions similar to those expected during8
construction, but at lower levels, would likely result.9

It is not known at this time what types of restoration projects would be constructed and where10
construction would occur. However, the anticipated impacts would be the same as described for the11
Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.12

Conclusion13

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and14
operations of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and15
duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Because of the uncertainties16
underlying this program-level assessment, CO and TAC emissions and the exposure of sensitive receptors17
in the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta that use Delta water cannot be accurately18
quantified.19

Project-level impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the20
lead agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation. However, because of the potential for21
sensitive receptors in the vicinity of related construction activities to be exposed to pollutants, the22
potential impacts of emissions from future reliable water supply projects are considered significant.23

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse air quality impacts resulting from the Revised Project24
would be the same as the Proposed Project.25

9.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place26

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the27
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place, which could lead to completion,28
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as29
described in 9.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):30

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,31
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)32

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)33

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.34
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State parks35
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the36
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State37
parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park38
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.39

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and40
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,41
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)42
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for43
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ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from1
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational2
resources.3

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 9.5.3.4,4
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.5

9.4.3.3.1 Impact 9-1c: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an Applicable6

Air Quality Plan and/or Contribute Substantially to an Air Quality Violation7

Effects of Project Construction8

The same type of air quality impacts from construction and operations would occur under the Revised9
Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.5.1, Protection and Enhancement of10
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.11

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of12
recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting13
opportunities. The nature and magnitude of construction-related air quality impacts for Delta14
enhancement projects would depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time15
they are implemented. Most of these projects would result in minimal disturbance of soils and minimal16
truck trips because the projects would not disturb large areas. Construction of visitor centers, marinas, and17
visitor facilities at parks may result in clearing of vegetation, excavation, and construction of structures18
that would require use of construction vehicles that would cause air quality degradation, as described for19
construction activities under Impact 9-1a. The locations of these projects would most be located in or near20
the Delta. Projects could be located in one or more air basins, and could be located in or near the Delta,21
Suisun Marsh, Cache Slough, Yolo Bypass, or the San Joaquin River.22

It is possible that air quality impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than23
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, the details of many of the24
aspects of these projects are not currently known, and it is possible that significant and unavoidable25
impacts on air quality could occur. In this program-level study, construction-related emissions from future26
Delta enhancement projects, are considered significant, because of existing already diminished air quality27
in parts of the Delta, as described in Section 9.4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and the28
uncertainties regarding size, timing, and locations of potential projects.29

Effects of Project Operation30

Emissions associated with operations and maintenance of recreational, tourism, or other Delta31
enhancement projects would depend on several factors, such as the size and type of project, the number of32
employees and types of equipment, the increased traffic on the local and regional roadway network, and33
the level of operations activities. Quantification of operational emissions would be too speculative at this34
program level because of unknown project details, localized variables, and operational considerations.35
Project-specific air quality impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies36
conducted by the lead agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required37
mitigation and operating conditions would be reflected in required permits and approvals for the projects.38
The same type of air quality impacts from construction and operations would occur under the Revised39
Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.5.1, Protection and Enhancement of40
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.41

Conclusion42

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and43
operations of recreational, tourism or other Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number,44
capacity, operational criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying45
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this program-level assessment, impacts on air quality in the Delta cannot be accurately quantified. In most1
cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would2
reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, construction or3
operations emissions may exceed significance thresholds, even with mitigation, and could result in4
significant, unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction of large5
projects, and may be temporary in nature.6

Project-level impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the7
lead agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating8
conditions would be reflected in required permits and approvals for the projects. However, because of9
existing already diminished air quality in parts of the Delta, as described in Section 9.4, Environmental10
Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and the uncertainties regarding size, timing, and locations of potential projects,11
the potential impact of emissions from projects to protect and enhance the unique resources and values of12
the Delta is considered significant.13

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed14
Project, the overall adverse impacts on air quality resulting from the Revised Project would be greater15
than the Proposed Project.16

9.4.3.3.2 Impact 9-2c: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Create Objectionable Odors17

Affecting a Substantial Number of People18

Effects of Project Construction19

Construction-related activities for projects to protect and enhance the unique resources and values of the20
Delta as an evolving place, such as construction of recreational or tourism facilities, would require the use21
of heavy equipment and haul trucks. Odors may be generated through exhaust emissions from diesel22
equipment. In some cases, odors may be generated during construction by disturbance of soils, sediments,23
or structures. Construction-related emission sources would not remain in one location for long periods of24
time, and the emissions would be intermittent and would dissipate from the source rapidly. For these25
reasons, construction is not expected to result in objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of26
people. The similar types of impacts to air quality would occur from construction and operation of Delta27
enhancement projects, especially along the river corridors as described for the Proposed Project in Section28
9.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.29

Effects of Project Operation30

Operation and maintenance of recreational, tourism, or other Delta enhancement projects would not be31
expected to generate odors as described in Section 9.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an32
Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and35
operations of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and36
duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Construction and operations of37
projects to protect and enhance the unique resources and values of the Delta as an evolving place are not38
be expected to result in objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.39

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the40
time such projects are proposed. Although some projects may be implemented near populated areas and41
temporary odors during construction may result, the potential impact due to objectionable odors from42
projects to protect and enhance the unique resources and values of the Delta is considered less than43
significant.44
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Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed1
Project, the overall adverse impacts on air quality resulting from the Revised Project would be greater2
than the Proposed Project but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s impacts on air quality are3
thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.4

9.4.3.3.3 Impact 9-3c: Construction or Operation of Projects Could Expose Sensitive Receptors to5

Substantial Pollutant Concentrations6

Effects of Project Construction7

The types of construction equipment used and the types of construction activities undertaken for Delta8
enhancement projects would be similar to those described in Section 9.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement9
of Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR. Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with10
construction of Delta enhancement projects would be greater than impacts under the Proposed Project11
because the Revised Project would encourage development of additional parks. However, because the12
Delta enhancement projects are anticipated to result in small construction projects, as described in Section13
9.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR, construction is not14
expected to result in exposures of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. However, the15
specific locations of Delta enhancement activities and the distance of sensitive receptors from the16
facilities are not known at this time. Therefore, air quality impacts on sensitive receptors from Delta17
enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation18
measures would be available for implementation.19

Effects of Project Operation20

Emissions associated with operations and maintenance of recreational, tourism, or other Delta21
enhancement projects would depend on several factors, such as the size and type of project, the level of22
operations and maintenance activities, and locations of sensitive receptors. Emissions similar to those23
expected during construction, but at lower levels, would likely result, as described in Section 9.5.3.5,24
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR.25

Conclusion26

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and27
operations of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and28
duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Construction, operations, and29
maintenance of Delta enhancement projects are not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial30
pollutant concentrations.31

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the32
time such projects are proposed. However, because of the potential for sensitive receptors in the vicinity33
of constructed facilities to be exposed to pollutants, the potential impact of emissions from projects to34
protect and enhance the unique resources and values of the Delta is considered significant.35

Given the potential for a greater number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project the36
overall adverse impacts to sensitive receptors due to emissions resulting from the Revised Project would37
be greater than the Proposed Project.38

9.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement39

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the40
Proposed Project to improve water quality, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation41
of projects that could improve water quality including the following types of projects (as described in42
Section 9.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):43

 Water treatment plants44
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)45



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 9
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AIR QUALITY

NOVEMBER 2012 9-15

 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities1
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities2
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)3
 Wellhead treatment facilities4
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)5

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not6
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking7
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water8
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;9
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;10
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total11
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley12
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments13
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project.14

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water15
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in16
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised17
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for18
other water quality criteria and objectives.19

9.4.3.4.1 Impact 9-1d: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an Applicable20

Air Quality Plan and/or Contribute Substantially to an Air Quality Violation21

Effects of Project Construction22

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include new and expanded23
water and wastewater treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants). Projects24
to improve water quality may include modified or new treatment plants for surface water, groundwater,25
wastewater, stormwater, or agricultural runoff. Construction-related activities to build large water26
treatment facilities and other projects to improve water quality could require the use of heavy equipment,27
such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and concrete mixing and pumping trucks.28
Haul trucks would be used to move borrow and/or spoils and other materials. This type of project would29
also include construction of related facilities, such as pipelines, pumping plants, service roads, buildings,30
or other facilities. These projects could be located in one or more air basins. The facilities may be located31
in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. Construction activities for32
water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include a similar range of33
activities as those described in Section 2.3.7.4.3, Reliable Water Supply, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR,34
and would have similar types of air quality effects. Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with35
construction of water quality improvement projects would be greater than impacts under the Proposed36
Project because the Revised Project would encourage additional water quality actions that could result in37
a greater number of wastewater and stormwater treatment plants. The nature and severity of construction-38
related air quality impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific39
location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation40
measures adopted by the implementing agencies.41

In some situations, feasible mitigation may exist to reduce significant impacts for these types of projects42
to a less than significant level. In other cases, construction emissions may exceed the applicable air43
district significance thresholds, even with mitigation, and would result in significant, unavoidable air44
quality impacts.45

In this program-level study, construction-related emissions from future projects to improve water quality46
are considered significant, because of existing already diminished air quality in parts of the Delta, as47
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described in Section 9.4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and the uncertainties regarding size,1
timing, and locations of potential projects, as well as the applicable jurisdictional AQMD or APCD2
regulations, CEQA guidance, thresholds of significance, and attainment plans.3

Effects of Project Operation4

Emissions associated with operations of projects to improve water quality would depend on several5
factors, such as the size and type of project, the number and types of emission sources (e.g., boilers and6
generators) needed to support operations, required chemical use, the number of employees and types of7
equipment, the increased traffic on the local and regional roadway network (including additional haul8
trucks and workers), types and volumes of generated wastes, and the level of operations activities.9
Stationary sources, such as electrical generators, are subject to permitting requirements to limit emissions.10
Operational impacts for water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be11
similar to those described in Section 9.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and12
described for the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.13

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects and the emissions for each project are not14
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on air quality from water quality improvement projects cannot be15
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for16
implementation.17

Conclusion18

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and19
operations of projects to improve water quality, including the location, number, capacity, operational20
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying this program-level21
assessment, impacts on air quality in the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta that use Delta22
water cannot be accurately quantified.23

In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation24
measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In some cases,25
construction or operations emissions may exceed significance thresholds, even with mitigation, and could26
result in significant, unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction of27
large infrastructure projects, and may be temporary in nature.28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the29
lead agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating30
conditions would be reflected in required permits and approvals for the projects. However, because of31
existing already diminished air quality in parts of the Delta, as described in Section 9.4, Environmental32
Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and the uncertainties regarding size, timing, and locations of potential projects,33
the potential impact of emissions from future water quality improvement projects is considered34
significant.35

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised36
Project compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on air quality resulting from the37
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.38

9.4.3.4.2 Impact 9-2d: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Create Objectionable Odors39

Affecting a Substantial Number of People40

Effects of Project Construction41

Construction-related activities to build water treatment facilities and other projects to improve water42
quality could require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers,43
backhoes, and concrete mixing and pumping trucks. Haul trucks would be used to move borrow and/or44
spoils and other materials. In some cases, odors may be generated during construction by disturbance of45
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soils or structures. Odors may be generated through exhaust emissions from diesel equipment. Emission1
sources would not remain in one location for long periods of time, and the emissions would be2
intermittent and would dissipate from the source rapidly. For these reasons, construction is not expected3
to result in objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people, as described for the Proposed4
Project in Section 9.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Water quality improvement5
facilities could be located in the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.6

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects and their impacts on air quality are not7
known at this time. Therefore, construction-related air quality impacts from water quality improvement8
projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would9
be available for implementation.10

Effects of Project Operation11

Operational impacts for water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be12
similar to those described in Section 9.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and13
described for the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.14

Operation of modified or new treatment plants for surface water, groundwater, salt water, wastewater,15
stormwater, or agricultural runoff in the Proposed Project could result in periodic odor impacts. The16
locations of these projects could be in the Delta, Delta watershed, or in areas outside the Delta that use17
Delta water. Odors may be generated by operations such as wastewater treatment, brine storage, or waste18
management, typically due to organic waste decomposition. One common source of odors is anaerobic19
digestion, which is often used to treat water or wastes.20

The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on numerous factors, including the nature,21
frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the presence of sensitive receptors.22

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects are not known at this time. Therefore,23
impacts related to potential odors from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately24
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for25
implementation.26

Conclusion27

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and28
operations of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and29
duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Because of the uncertainties30
underlying this program-level assessment, impacts on odors in the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas31
outside the Delta that use Delta water cannot be accurately determined for significance.32

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the33
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies of these potential projects. Because some projects such34
as wastewater treatment plants may be implemented in populated areas and odors may result, the potential35
impact due to objectionable odors from future water quality improvement projects is considered36
significant.37

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project38
the overall adverse impacts on air quality resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the39
Proposed Project.40
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9.4.3.4.3 Impact 9-3d: Construction or Operation of Projects Could Expose Sensitive Receptors1

to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations2

Effects of Project Construction3

The types of construction equipment used and the types of construction activities undertaken for water4
quality improvement projects would be similar to those described in Section 9.4.3.1, Reliable Water5
Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and described for the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.3, Water6
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR, but the size of these projects may be smaller in scope and7
duration than reliable water supply projects.8

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include new and expanded9
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants). Air quality effects on sensitive10
receptors from construction of these facilities would be similar to those described in Section 9.4.3.1,11
Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and described for the Proposed Project in Section12
9.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Water quality improvement facilities could be13
located in the Delta, Delta watershed, or in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.14

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects, the length of construction, the timing of15
construction , and proximity to sensitive receptors are not known at this time. Therefore, potential air16
quality impacts on sensitive receptors from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately17
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for18
implementation.19

Effects of Project Operation20

Emissions associated with operations of modified or new treatment plants for surface water, groundwater,21
salt water, wastewater, stormwater, or agricultural runoff would depend on several factors, such as the22
size and type of project, the number and types of emission sources (e.g., boilers and generators) needed to23
support operations, required chemical use (e.g., chlorine), the level of operations and maintenance24
activities, and the locations of sensitive receptors. Operational impacts for water quality improvement25
projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be similar to those described in Section 9.4.3.1,26
Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and described for the Proposed Project in Section27
9.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.28

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects and proximity to sensitive receptors are not29
known at this time. Therefore, potential air quality impacts on sensitive receptors from water quality30
improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation31
measures would be available for implementation.32

Conclusion33

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and34
operations of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and35
duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Because of the uncertainties36
underlying these future projects, impacts related to pollutant concentrations cannot be accurately37
determined. Operations and maintenance of projects to improve water quality are not expected to expose38
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations because CO and TAC emissions from stationary39
sources, such as wastewater treatment plants, would be subject to air district permitting requirements to40
limit exposure to sensitive receptors. In addition, mobile sources would be subject to ARB emission41
standards and airborne toxic control measures.42

Project-level impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the43
lead agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating44
conditions would be reflected in required permits and approvals for the projects. However, because of the45
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potential for sensitive receptors in the vicinity of facilities to be exposed to pollutants, the potential1
impact of emissions from future water quality improvement projects is considered significant.2

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project3
the overall adverse impacts on air quality resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the4
Proposed Project.5

9.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction6

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the7
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described8
in Section 9.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):9

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)10
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)11
 Levee maintenance12
 Levee modification13
 Dredging14
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies15
 Reservoir reoperation16

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.17
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship18
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-19
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).20

Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project does not include one of the named projects in the21
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta22
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the23
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised24
Project. The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments25
with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses and less26
emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, and27
ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 9.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of this Recirculated Draft28
PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within the Delta than the29
Proposed Project.30

9.4.3.5.1 Impact 9-1e: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an Applicable31

Air Quality Plan and/or Contribute Substantially to an Air Quality Violation32

Effects of Project Construction33

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees34
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,35
and sediment removal from channels. Construction would include removal of vegetation and disturbance36
of soil in facilities footprints and borrow/spoils areas. Implementing the Revised Project could increase37
investments in levee improvements in the Delta. The improvements could primarily be to existing levees38
and typically would not alter their basic shape and configuration, except for the use of setback levees.39
Setback levees could extend the levee footprint and width into the landside of an area and increase40
riparian habitat on the waterside of the levee.41

Construction-related activities for projects to reduce risk of floods in the Delta, such as construction of42
levees, floodplain expansion, or dredging of waterways would require the use of heavy equipment, such43
as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and dredges. Haul trucks would be used to move44
borrow and/or spoils and other materials. The locations of these projects would be in the Delta, and45
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located in one or more air basins. The same types of air quality from construction of flood risk reduction1
projects would occur under the Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section2
9.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.3

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction of4
flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, and methods and duration of5
construction activities. The nature and severity of construction-related air quality impacts for the projects6
encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects7
at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing8
agencies.9

It is possible that air quality impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than10
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of11
these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant and unavoidable12
impacts on air quality could occur. Impacts of flood risk reduction projects may be more difficult to avoid13
or mitigate to a less than significant level because of the severity of the construction and the geographic14
area influenced. Therefore, one or more of the flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised15
Project might result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality.16

In this program-level study, construction-related emissions from future projects to reduce risk of floods in17
the Delta are considered significant, because of existing already diminished air quality in parts of the18
Delta, as described in Section 9.4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and the uncertainties19
regarding size, timing, and locations of potential projects.20

Effects of Project Operation21

Emissions associated with operations and maintenance of flood risk reduction projects would be related to22
dredging and levee repairs. The emissions would be similar to those expected during construction, but at23
much lower levels. Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with operations of flood risk24
reduction projects could be less than under the Proposed Project because of fewer levee improvement25
projects. Emissions associated with operations and maintenance would depend on several factors, such as26
the size and type of project, the number of employees and types of equipment, the increased traffic on the27
local and regional roadway network (including additional haul trucks and workers), and the level and28
frequency of operations and maintenance activities. Quantification of operational emissions would be too29
speculative at this program level because of unknown project details, localized variables, and operational30
considerations. The same type of air quality impacts from operations of flood risk reduction projects31
would occur under the Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.4, Flood32
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.33

The specific locations of flood risk reduction projects and the air quality impacts are not known at this34
time. Therefore, impacts on air quality from flood risk reduction improvement projects cannot be35
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for36
implementation.37

Conclusion38

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and39
operations of projects to reduce the risk of floods in the Delta, including the location, number, capacity,40
operational criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying this41
program-level assessment, impacts on air quality in the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta42
that use Delta water cannot be accurately quantified. In most cases, compliance with required permits and43
approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a44
less than significant level. In some cases, construction or operations emissions may exceed t significance45
thresholds, even with mitigation, and could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. This situation is46
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most likely to occur during construction of large projects to reduce risk of floods in the Delta, and may be1
temporary in nature.2

Quantification of emissions would be too speculative at this program level because of unknown project3
details, localized variables, and operational considerations. Project-level impacts would be addressed in4
project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the lead agency at the time projects are proposed for5
implementation, and required mitigation and operating conditions would be reflected in required permits6
and approvals for the projects. However, because of existing already diminished air quality in parts of the7
Delta, as described in Section 9.4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft PEIR, and the uncertainties8
regarding size, timing, and locations of potential projects, the potential impact of emissions from future9
flood risk reduction projects is considered significant.10

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the11
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on air quality resulting from the Revised Project would be12
less than the Proposed Project.13

9.4.3.5.2 Impact 9-2e: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Create Objectionable Odors14

Affecting a Substantial Number of People15

Effects of Project Construction16

Construction-related activities for projects to reduce risk of floods in the Delta, such as construction of17
levees, floodplain expansion, or dredging of waterways would require the use of heavy equipment and18
haul trucks. Odors may be generated through exhaust emissions from diesel equipment. In some cases,19
odors may be generated during construction by disturbance of soils, sediments, or structures.20
Construction-related emission sources would not remain in one location for long periods of time, and the21
emissions would be intermittent and would dissipate from the source rapidly. For these reasons,22
construction is not expected to result in objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. The23
same type of air quality impacts from operations of flood risk reduction projects would occur under the24
Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the25
Draft PEIR.26

Effects of Project Operation27

Operation and maintenance of levees or other flood risk reduction projects would not be expected to28
generate odors. Shallow water areas and canals would be maintained to inhibit algal or vegetative growth,29
and avoid conditions conducive to anaerobic digestion. The locations of these projects would be primarily30
in the Delta. The same type of air quality impacts from operations of flood risk reduction projects would31
occur under the Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 9.5.3.4, Flood Risk32
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and35
operations of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and36
duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Because of the uncertainties37
underlying these future projects, impacts of odors cannot be accurately determined. Construction and38
operations of projects to reduce risk of floods in the Delta, however, would not be expected to result in39
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.40

Project-level impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the41
lead agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation. Although there are uncertainties42
regarding size, timing, and locations of potential projects, the potential impact due to objectionable odors43
from future flood risk reduction projects is considered less than significant.44
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Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the1
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts due to the potential for objectionable odors resulting from2
the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project but still less than significant. The Revised3
Project’s impacts on air quality are thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.4

9.4.3.5.3 Impact 9-3e: Construction or Operation of Projects Could Expose Sensitive Receptors to5

Substantial Pollutant Concentrations6

Effects of Project Construction7

The types of construction equipment used and the types of construction activities undertaken for flood8
risk reduction projects would be similar to those described in Section 9.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of9
the Draft PEIR. Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of flood risk10
reduction projects would be less than impacts under the Proposed Project. The levee improvement11
projects would generally be small in scope and duration. Due to the anticipated size and duration of flood12
risk reduction projects, construction is not expected to result in exposures of sensitive receptors to13
substantial pollutant concentrations. However, specific locations of flood risk reduction projects in14
relationship to locations of sensitive receptors are not known at this time. Therefore, the air quality15
impacts on sensitive receptors cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible16
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.17

Effects of Project Operation18

Emissions associated with operations of projects to reduce risk of floods in the Delta, such as levees,19
would depend on several factors, such as the size and type of project, the level of operations and20
maintenance activities, and locations of sensitive receptors. Emissions similar to those expected during21
construction, but at lower levels, would likely result.22

Conclusion23

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and24
operations of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and25
duration of construction activities and types of operations activities. Because of the uncertainties26
underlying this program-level assessment, CO and TAC emissions estimates and the potential for27
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations in the Delta and Delta watershed28
cannot be accurately quantified. Construction, operations, and maintenance of levees or other flood risk29
reduction projects would not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant30
concentrations because CO and TAC emissions from stationary sources would be subject to air district31
permitting requirements to limit exposure to sensitive receptors. In addition, mobile sources would be32
subject to ARB emission standards and Airborne Toxic Control Measures.33

Project-level impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental analysis conducted by the34
lead agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating35
conditions would be reflected in required permits and approvals for the projects. However, because of the36
potential for sensitive receptors in the vicinity of facilities to be exposed to pollutants, the potential37
impact of emissions from future flood risk reduction projects is considered significant.38

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the39
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts of air quality impacts on sensitive receptors40
resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.41

9.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures42

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 9-1, 9-2, and 9-3 of43
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 9.5.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and44
summarized below.45
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Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for1
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts2
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the3
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would4
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.5
Therefore, significant impacts of covered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.6

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,7
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be8
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.9
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the10
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, significant11
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.12

For projects with the potential to result in significant air quality impacts, the project proponent should13
prepare and include a project-specific Air Quality Technical Report as part of the environmental14
documentation, prior to approval of the projects. The technical report should include an analysis of15
potential air quality impacts, including:16

 An analysis as to whether construction- and operation-related criteria air pollutant emissions17
would exceed applicable air district significance or general conformity thresholds18

 An evaluation of potential health risks associated with human exposures to TACs from project19
sources20

 Air quality benefits of compliance with required permits, conditions, and approvals21

 Air quality benefits of required and recommended emission reduction measures (e.g., measures22
listed in Mitigation Measure 9-1)23

Preparation of the technical report should be based on the Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs),24
policies, and regulations of the appropriate local air district(s) and should identify compliance with25
applicable district guidelines for environmental review and mitigation, and requirements for air quality26
impact analysis, health risk assessment, New Source Review permitting, and best available control27
technology. As applicable, project proponents should obtain air permits for facilities and equipment, such28
as concrete batch plants, boilers, generators, or fuel storage and dispensing facilities. Portable equipment29
should be registered or permitted. Projects should be consistent with the emission reduction policies and30
control measures documented in applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP) and AQMPs. The technical31
report should identify project emissions from construction and operation of permitted (stationary) and32
non-permitted (mobile and area) sources, and mitigation measures (as appropriate) that will be33
implemented to reduce significant emissions to below the applicable air district thresholds of significance.34
If these thresholds cannot be met with mitigation, then the individual project would require additional35
environmental review, additional mitigation measures, a general conformity determination, permits or36
other approvals, and/or a statement of over-riding considerations.37

9.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 9-138

The following mitigation measures and BMPs, when implemented (as applicable) during construction of39
projects and continued during operations and maintenance, would reduce the effects of Impacts 9-1a40
through 9-1e, Conflict with an Applicable Air Quality Plan, Contribute Substantially to an Air Quality41
Violation, and/or Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Nonattainment Pollutants:42

 Use equipment and vehicles that are compliant with ARB requirements and emission standards43
for on-road and off-road fleets and engines. New engines and retrofit control systems should44
reduce NOx and PM from diesel-fueled on-road and off-road vehicles and equipment.45
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 Minimize idling times either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum1
idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control measure Title 13,2
Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]).Clear signage should be posted for3
construction workers at all entrances to the site.4

 Maintain all equipment in proper working condition according to manufacturer's specifications.5

 Use electric equipment when possible. Use lower-emitting alternative fuels to power vehicles and6
equipment where feasible.7

 Use low Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) coatings and chemicals; minimize chemical use.8

 Prepare a dust control plan and apply dust control measures at the construction sites.9

 For projects involving land fallowing, land conversion, or other agricultural operations,10
implement applicable BMPs from agencies such as the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural11
Resources Conservation Service to reduce potential dust emissions.12

BMPs for fallowed lands could include, but are not limited to, the following:13

 Implement conservation cropping sequences and wind erosion protection measures, such as:14

 Plan ahead to start with plenty of vegetation residue, and maintain as much residue on15
fallowed fields as possible. Residue is more effective for wind erosion protection if left16
standing.17

 If residues are not adequate, small grain can be seeded about the first of the year to take18
advantage of the winter rains and irrigated with a light irrigation if needed to get adequate19
growth.20

 Avoid any tillage if possible.21

 Avoid any traffic or tillage when fields are extremely dry to avoid pulverization.22

 Apply soil stabilization chemicals to fallowed lands.23

 Re-apply drain water to allow protective vegetation to be established.24

 Reuse irrigation return flows to irrigate windbreaks across blocks of land including many fields to25
reduce wind fetch and reduce emissions from fallowed, farmed, and other lands within the block.26
Windbreak species, management, and layout would be optimized to achieve the largest feasible27
dust emissions reduction per unit water available for their irrigation. Windbreak corridors would28
provide ancillary aesthetic and habitat benefits.29

Project-specific lists of mitigation measures should also include the recommendations or requirements of30
the local air district(s). For example, the BAAQMD lists the following basic and additional mitigation31
measures to reduce emissions from project construction (BAAQMD 2010).32
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Basic Construction Mitigation Measures Recommended for ALL Proposed Projects

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and
unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered.

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet
power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping is
prohibited.

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as
possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding
or soil binders are used.

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne
toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations
[CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer‘s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified visible
emissions evaluator.

8. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the
lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure
compliance with applicable regulations.

Additional Construction Mitigation Measures Recommended for Projects with
Construction Emissions Above the Threshold

1. All exposed surfaces shall be watered at a frequency adequate to maintain minimum
soil moisture of 12 percent. Moisture content can be verified by lab samples or
moisture probe.

2. All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities shall be suspended when average
wind speeds exceed 20 mph.

3. Wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) shall be installed on the windward side(s) of actively
disturbed areas of construction. Wind breaks should have at maximum 50 percent air
porosity.

4. Vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native grass seed) shall be planted in
disturbed areas as soon as possible and watered appropriately until vegetation is
established.

5. The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and ground-disturbing
construction activities on the same area at any one time shall be limited. Activities
shall be phased to reduce the amount of disturbed surfaces at any one time.

6. All trucks and equipment, including their tires, shall be washed off prior to leaving the
site.
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7. Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road shall be treated with a 6- to
12-inch compacted layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel.

8. Sandbags or other erosion control measures shall be installed to prevent silt runoff to
public roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent.

9. Minimizing the idling time of diesel powered construction equipment to two minutes.

10. The project shall develop a plan demonstrating that the off-road equipment (more than
50 horsepower) to be used in the construction project (i.e., owned, leased, and
subcontractor vehicles) would achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx

reduction and 45 percent PM reduction compared to the most recent ARB fleet
average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late model
engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology,
after-treatment products, add-on devices such as particulate filters, and/or other
options as such become available.

11. Use low VOC (i.e., ROG) coatings beyond the local requirements (i.e., Regulation 8,
Rule 3: Architectural Coatings).

12. Requiring that all construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators be equipped
with Best Available Control Technology for emission reductions of NOx and PM.

13. Require all contractors to use equipment that meets ARB‘s most recent certification
standard for off-road heavy duty diesel engines.

9.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 9-21

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 9-2a through 9-2e, Construction2
and Operations of a Project Would Create Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of3
People:4

 Applicants should develop and implement a project-specific Odor Management Plan. Odor5
control measures that can be incorporated into this plan include, but are not limited to, the6
following:7

 A list of potential odor sources8

 Identification and description of the most likely sources of odor9

 Identification of potential, intensity, and frequency of odor from likely sources10

 A list of odor control technologies and management practices that could be implemented to11
minimize odor releases12

 A protocol for monitoring and recording odor events13

 A protocol for reporting and responding to odor events14

9.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 9-315

The Air Quality Technical Report prepared for each project should evaluate human health risks from16
potential exposures of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations on a project-specific17
basis. The need for a human health risk analysis should be evaluated using approved screening tools, and18
discussed with the local AQMD or APCD at the time of preparation of the Air Quality Technical Report.19
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If the health risk is determined to be significant on a project-specific basis, control measures should be1
implemented to reduce health risks to levels below the applicable air district threshold.2

Implementation of one or more of the following requirements, where feasible and appropriate would3
reduce the effects of Impacts 9-3a through 9-3e, Construction or Operation of Projects Would Expose4
Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations:5

 Implement Mitigation Measure 9-1 to reduce air emissions and air quality impacts from6
construction and operations of the Proposed Project.7

 Use equipment with diesel engines designed or retrofitted to minimize DPM emissions, usually8
through the use of catalytic particulate filters in the exhaust.9

 Use electric equipment to eliminate local combustion emissions.10

 Use alternative fuels, such as compressed natural gas or liquefied natural gas.11

If the project would result in significant emissions of airborne, naturally occurring asbestos or metals12
from excavation, hauling, blasting, tunneling, placement, or other handling of rocks or soil, a dust13
mitigation and air monitoring plan would be required to specify site-specific measures to minimize14
emissions and that airborne concentrations of the TACs of concern do not exceed regulatory or risk-based15
trigger levels.16

9.5 References17

The Section 9.6, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.18

19
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Section 101

Cultural Resources2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses cultural resources. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 10 of the Draft Program4
Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

10.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 10.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

10.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 10.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

10.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 10.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

10.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 10.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR..17

10.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise severity and extent of project-24
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific25
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of26
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific27
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for28
implementation.29
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The assessment methods for cultural resources impacts are the same as described in Section 10.4.1,1
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not2
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific3
basis.4

10.4.2 Thresholds of Significance5

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 10.4.2, Thresholds of6
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.7

10.4.3 Revised Project8

10.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply9

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the10
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction, and/or operation11
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as12
described in Section 10.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):13

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,14
hydroelectric facilities)15

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)16

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)17

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)18

 Water transfers19

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation20

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.21
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water22
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream23
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin24
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the25
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in26
groundwater management.27

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the28
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the29
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is30
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater31
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under32
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered33
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater34
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed35
Project. The types of impacts that could occur in these upstream areas are discussed in the Draft PEIR.36

10.4.3.1.1 Impact 10-1a: Disturbance or Destruction of Prehistoric and Historic-Era Archaeological37

Resources38

Effects of Project Construction39

Construction of the Revised Project could cause the same types of impacts to archeological resources as40
described in Section 10.4.3, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. The California Historical41
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Resources Information System (CHRIS) record search described in the Draft PEIR identified1
approximately 276 prehistoric archaeological resources in the Delta, including habitation locales, burial2
sites, and isolated artifacts. Prehistoric archaeological resources tend to be concentrated along water3
courses or in the vicinity of wetlands, where diverse natural resources and water transportation routes4
were abundant and readily accessible to early Native American peoples. These areas would generally be5
where activities in the Delta watershed or areas outside the Delta that use Delta water would be most6
likely to encounter archaeological resources.7

In addition to prehistoric sites, features, and artifacts, archaeological sites dating to the historic era may8
also be found in the Delta, the Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

Construction of water control and supply facilities, and inundation of land as part of water storage10
projects, have the potential to disturb or destroy prehistoric archaeological resources that have been or11
could be identified through additional archival research and field surveys. In addition, project-related12
ground-disturbing activities have the potential to uncover prehistoric archaeological resources not13
documented in archival sources or identified during field surveys.14

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts15
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed16
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,17
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected18
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.19

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the20
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because specific locations of reliable water21
supply projects under the Revised Project are not known at this time, impacts on cultural resources cannot22
be accurately determined. It is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for23
implementation, and therefore, construction activities could result in changes to significant prehistoric24
archaeological resources through the destruction or damage of the data potential retained by significant25
prehistoric archaeological resources.26

Effects of Project Operation27

Operations of new water storage facilities, ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and28
intake structures would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances following construction.29
Therefore, impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated due to implementation of reliable water supply30
projects under the Revised Project.31

Conclusion32

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to cultural resources are not known33
at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural resources from reliable water supply projects cannot be34
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for35
implementation.36

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the37
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to cultural38
resources could result from implementation of reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised39
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.40

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed located upstream of the41
Delta, unlike the Proposed Project, under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts on cultural42
resources resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.43
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10.4.3.1.2 Impact 10-2a: Discovery of Unrecorded Human Remains1

Effects of Project Construction2

Construction of the Revised Project could cause the same types of impacts to unrecorded human remains3
from construction and operation of surface water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes,4
conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric generation described under5
the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.6

The CHRIS records search results indicate that numerous early Native American human interments have7
been documented in the Delta, and interments are also likely to be present in the Delta watershed or areas8
outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts10
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed11
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,12
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected13
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.14

The specific locations of water supply reliability construction projects and potential impacts on human15
remains are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on human remains from constructing reliable16
water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation17
measures would be available for implementation.18

Effects of Project Operation19

Operations of new water storage facilities, ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and20
intake structures would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances following construction.21
Therefore, impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated due to implementation of reliable water supply22
projects under the Revised Project.23

Conclusion24

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to human remains are not known at25
this time. Therefore, impacts on human remains from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately26
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for27
implementation.28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the29
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to human30
remains could result from implementation of reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised31
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.32

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project33
the overall adverse impacts on human remains resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than34
the Proposed Project.35

10.4.3.1.3 Impact 10-3a: Disturbance or Destruction of Historic Buildings, Structures, and Linear36

Features37

Effects of Project Construction38

Construction of treatment plants, surface water and groundwater storage facilities, conveyance facilities39
(intakes, canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants), and groundwater wells, could under the40
Revised Project have impacts to historic structures in the same manner described for the Proposed Project41
in Section 10.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. The facilities could be located in the Delta,42
the Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.43
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In the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water, a denser concentration of1
historic-period resources, such as residences, farmplexes, and commercial or industrial buildings, is2
generally found near established towns, whereas the more rural regions tend to include numerous linear3
features in addition to farmplexes. Areas with a higher concentration of historic-era buildings and4
structures will also have a higher percentage of National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or California5
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)-eligible properties, thereby making these areas, in general,6
more sensitive to land-disturbing activities. The historic-era towns may also include historic districts or7
groups of buildings eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR.8

Construction of water control and supply facilities and inundation of land have a high potential to harm or9
destroy any historic buildings, structures, and linear features located in the area where such facilities or10
inundation would occur. The installation of conveyance facilities could involve the construction of intakes11
and water management facilities with the potential to damage historic structures and features.12
Construction activity associated with conveyance facilities, including pile driving, has the potential to13
cause vibration that could physically damage or alter nearby historic buildings and structures or linear14
features. Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of reliable water supply15
projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would16
apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project.17

The specific locations of water supply reliability construction projects with respect to historic buildings,18
structures, and linear features are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from reliable water supply19
projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would20
be available for implementation.21

Effects of Project Operation22

New structures associated with the Revised Project, such as pumping plants, could be constructed in the23
immediate vicinity of historic buildings and structures. Alterations to the general setting of resources24
eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR could result in a potential impact during project operations if25
the facilities would impair the character-defining features of those resources, including existing26
viewsheds.27

Conclusion28

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to historic buildings, structures, and29
linear features are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on historic buildings, structures, and linear30
features from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether31
feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.32

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the33
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to historic34
buildings, structures, and linear features could result from implementation of reliable water supply35
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.36

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project37
the overall adverse impacts on historic buildings, structures, and linear features resulting from the Revised38
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.39

10.4.3.1.4 Impact 10-4a: Disturbance or Destruction of Cultural Landscapes and Traditional40

Cultural Properties41

Effects of Project Construction42

Construction of treatment plants, surface water and groundwater storage facilities, conveyance facilities43
(intakes, canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants), and groundwater wells, under the44
Revised Project could impact cultural landscapes and traditional cultural properties in the same manner45
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described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. The1
facilities could be located in the Delta, the Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta that use Delta2
water.3

Cultural landscapes, including subtle alterations of the natural landscape by social or cultural groups, are4
considered cultural resources and are protected under existing law and regulations. Construction of water5
supply facilities, including intakes and water conveyance facilities, has the potential to result in the6
alteration or removal of character-defining features of a cultural landscape that has been or could be7
identified through research and field survey. These structures could compromise or alter the character-8
defining features of cultural landscapes, which often include the visual and auditory settings. Alterations9
to the general setting of resources eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR would be a significant10
impact.11

The specific locations of water supply reliability construction projects with respect to cultural landscapes12
and traditional cultural properties are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from reliable water13
supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures14
would be available for implementation.15

Effects of Project Operation16

New structures associated with the Revised Project, such as water control and supply facilities, could be17
constructed in the immediate vicinity of cultural landscapes and traditional cultural properties. Alterations18
to the general setting of resources eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR could result in a potential19
impact during project operations if the facilities would impair the character-defining features of those20
resources, including existing viewsheds.21

Conclusion22

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to cultural landscapes and traditional23
cultural properties are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural landscapes and traditional24
cultural properties from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain25
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.26

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the27
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to cultural28
landscapes and traditional cultural properties could result from implementation of reliable water supply29
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.30

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project31
the overall adverse impacts on cultural landscapes and traditional cultural properties resulting from the32
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.33

10.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration34

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the35
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or36
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as37
described in Section 10.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):38

 Floodplain restoration39

 Riparian restoration40

 Tidal marsh restoration41

 Stressor management42
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 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)1

 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the State Water Resources Control Board2
(SWRCB)3

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.4
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,5
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat6
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass, as potential projects and potential7
locations for implementation.8

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands9
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an10
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of11
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the12
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.13

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including14
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance15
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy. These programs would not be16
expected to affect cultural resources.17

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including18
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could19
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update20
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta21
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority22
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the23
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and24
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water25
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and26
improve water quality.27

The Revised Project unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation28
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and29
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea30
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted31
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect cultural resources because these32
modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs and regulations that prevent33
such impacts.34

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new35
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced36
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound37
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species38
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation39
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a40
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and41
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs42
would not be expected to affect cultural resources.43
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10.4.3.2.1 Impact 10-1b: Disturbance or Destruction of Prehistoric and Historic-Era Archaeological1

Resources2

Effects of Project Construction3

Construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects could cause impacts to prehistoric and historic-era4
archaeological resources as described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem5
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.6

Delta ecosystem restoration activities also would allow for the permanent or seasonal flooding of7
presently reclaimed lands that were created during the latter decades of the 19th century and the early8
years of the 20th century to reduce seasonal inundation. In general, many of the presently reclaimed lands9
did not exist before extensive levee construction, or they were inundated seasonally or by tidal action on a10
routine basis. As a result, many of these areas were not suited for habitation by early Native American11
peoples or by Euro-Americans, and archaeological remains dating before reclamation activities are12
virtually nonexistent in many parts of the Delta. However, some isolated landforms were not historically13
inundated for long periods and exhibit traces of prehistoric occupation, especially in the southern Delta.14
In addition, relatively early historic-era archaeological resources (before the beginning of large-scale15
Delta reclamation efforts starting in the 1870s) may be found on other areas of relatively high ground or16
along riverbanks and at town sites that were the focus of intensive commercial and transportation17
activities and settlements and could be impacted by construction of setback levees or ecosystem18
restoration areas.19

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to20
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project as potential projects for implementation. The21
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration22
projects at Dutch Slough could affect cultural resources during construction; however, the impact would23
be less than significant following implementation of mitigation measures.24

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration construction projects with respect to cultural25
resources are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural resources from construction of Delta26
ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible27
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.28

Effects of Project Operation29

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not result in further excavation or similar30
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated due to31
implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project.32

Conclusion33

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects with respect to cultural resources are not34
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural resources from Delta ecosystem restoration projects35
cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be36
available for implementation.37

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the38
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to cultural39
resources could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the40
Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.41

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse cultural resources impacts resulting from the Revised42
Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.43
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10.4.3.2.2 Impact 10-2b: Discovery of Unrecorded Human Remains1

Effects of Project Construction2

Construction of ecosystem restoration areas could require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators,3
graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes in the Delta, which could cause impacts related to the4
discovery of human remains in the same manner described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.2,5
Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.6

The CHRIS records search results indicate that numerous early Native American human interments have7
been documented in the Delta. The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration construction projects8
with respect to human remains are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on human remains from9
construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain10
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.11

Effects of Project Operation12

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not result in further excavation or similar13
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to human remains are not anticipated due to14
implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project.15

Conclusion16

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects with respect to human remains are not17
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on human remains from Delta ecosystem restoration projects18
cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be19
available for implementation.20

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the21
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to human22
remains could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the23
Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.24

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse cultural resources impacts resulting from the Revised25
Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.26

10.4.3.2.3 Impact 10-3b: Disturbance or Destruction of Historic Buildings, Structures, and Linear27

Features28

Effects of Project Construction29

Construction of some ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could require use30
of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes, which could cause31
impacts to historic buildings, structures, and linear features as described for the Proposed Project in32
Section 10.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.33

Most ecosystem restoration would occur on lands currently designated and used for agriculture. Many34
agricultural areas contain houses, barns, walls and fences, storage and processing facilities, and other35
buildings and structures that could qualify as historic sites or buildings under State and federal guidelines.36

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to37
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project, as potential projects for implementation. The38
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determines that habitat restoration39
projects at Dutch Slough could have impacts on historic buildings, structures, and linear features during40
construction and mitigation measures may not be available to reduce the impacts to a level of less than41
significant.42
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The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration construction projects with respect to historic1
buildings, structures, and linear features are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on historic2
buildings, structures, and linear features from construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot3
be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for4
implementation.5

Effects of Project Operation6

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not result in further excavation or similar7
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts on historic buildings, structures, and linear8
features from construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects are not anticipated due to9
implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project.10

Conclusion11

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects with respect to historic buildings and12
structures are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on historic buildings and structures from Delta13
ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible14
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to historic17
buildings and structures could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects18
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.19

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse cultural resources impacts resulting from the Revised20
Project would be the same as those impacts under the Proposed Project. Impact21

10.4.3.2.4 10-4b: Disturbance or Destruction of Cultural Landscapes and Traditional Cultural22

Properties23

Effects of Project Construction24

Cultural landscapes, including subtle alterations of the natural landscape by social or cultural groups, are25
considered cultural resources and are protected under existing law and regulations. Several identifiable26
cultural landscapes exist in the Delta region (e.g., Bacon Island and Montezuma Slough Rural Historic27
Landscape). These landscapes typically include agriculture-related buildings and structures dating to the28
early 20th century and typify the large-scale agricultural enterprises that were once common to the region.29
Considering the agricultural nature of much of the land in the Delta, it is likely that unrecorded cultural30
landscapes exist in the area and retain sufficient important historical associations and integrity to be31
eligible for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or California Register of Historical Resources32
(CRHR) listing. In addition to identified cultural landscapes, traditional cultural properties may also be33
present. A traditional cultural property is a property or site that is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or34
CRHR because of its association with cultural practices or the beliefs of a living community that are35
rooted in that community’s history and are important to maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the36
community.37

Construction of some ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could require the38
use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes, which could39
have impacts on cultural landscapes and traditional cultural properties in the same manner as described40
for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. The41
impacts would most likely occur where working (agricultural) landscapes that contribute to the history42
and culture of communities in the Delta are disturbed. Disturbance could occur to landscape features such43
as mature vineyards or orchards; farmhouses, other buildings, walls and fences, and other structures44
associated with the landscape; and other prominent features resulting from human activity that shape the45
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cultural character of the area. The visual changes associated with changes in land cover at ecosystem1
restoration areas could compromise or alter the character-defining features of cultural landscapes, which2
often include the visual and auditory settings.3

It is not known at this time what types of restoration projects would be constructed and where4
construction would occur. Therefore, impacts on cultural landscapes and properties from construction of5
Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible6
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.7

Effects of Project Operation8

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not result in further disturbance or destruction9
of cultural landscapes or cultural properties following construction. Therefore, impacts on cultural10
landscapes or cultural properties from operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects are not11
anticipated under the Revised Project.12

New structures associated with the Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged under the Revised13
Project could be constructed in the immediate vicinity of cultural landscapes and properties. Alterations to14
the general setting of resources could result in a potential impact during project operations if the facilities15
would impair the character-defining features of those resources, including existing viewsheds. However,16
the anticipated impacts would be the same as described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.2, Delta17
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.18

Conclusion19

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects with respect to cultural landscapes and20
properties are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural landscapes and properties from Delta21
ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible22
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.23

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the24
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to cultural25
landscapes and properties could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects26
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.27

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse cultural resources impacts resulting from the Revised28
Project would be the same as those impacts under the Proposed Project.29

10.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place30

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the31
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place, which could lead to completion,32
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as33
described in Section 10.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft34
PEIR):35

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,36
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)37

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)38

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.39
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State parks40
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project also would41
encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State parks near Walnut Grove42
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(Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park near Stockton on the1
Wright-Elmwood Tract.2

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and3
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,4
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)5
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for6
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from7
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational8
resources.9

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 10.4.3.4,10
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.11

10.4.3.3.1 Impact 10-1c: Disturbance or Destruction of Prehistoric and Historic-Era Archaeological12

Resources13

Effects of Project Construction14

Construction of Delta enhancement projects could require the use of heavy equipment, such as15
excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes in the Delta, which could cause the disturbance or16
destruction of prehistoric and historic-era archaeological resources in the same manner described for the17
Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement Delta as an Evolving Place, of the18
Draft PEIR similar to potential impacts described under Impact 10-1a.19

However, three possible projects are identified in both the Proposed Project and the Revised Project as20
potential projects to be implemented: new State parks at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other21
portions of the Delta. The Revised Project would additionally encourage expanded State parks near22
Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park near23
Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.24

The number and location of potential projects associated with trails, gateways, and visitor centers are not25
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural resources from construction of Delta enhancement26
projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would27
be available for implementation. As described in Section 10.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement Delta as28
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, potential impacts associated with most of the future parks29
encouraged by the Revised Project also are not known at this time because site investigations have not30
been completed for these areas. Expansion of the State park lands near Walnut Grove would occur near31
and/or within the town of Locke, a National Historic Landmark district, as described in Section 10.4,32
Environmental Setting, of the Draft PEIR.33

Effects of Project Operation34

Operations of Delta enhancement projects would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances35
following construction. Therefore, impacts to human remains are not anticipated due to implementation of36
Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project.37

Conclusion38

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the39
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for changes to the40
cultural resources from the construction and operations of new retail or restaurant uses, and recreational41
facilities, the potential impacts to cultural resources of the Revised Project Delta enhancement programs42
could be considered significant.43
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Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed1
Project, the overall adverse impacts on cultural resources resulting from the Revised Project would be2
greater than the Proposed Project.3

10.4.3.3.2 Impact 10-2c: Discovery of Unrecorded Human Remains4

Effects of Project Construction5

Construction of ecosystem restoration areas could require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators,6
graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes in the Delta, which could cause impacts related to the7
discovery of unrecorded human remains in the same manner described for the Proposed Project in Section8
10.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.9

CHRIS records search results indicate that numerous early Native American human interments have been10
documented in the Delta. The number and location of potential projects associated with trails, gateways,11
and visitor centers are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on human remains construction of Delta12
enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation13
measures would be available for implementation. As described in Section 10.4.3.5, Protection and14
Enhancement Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, potential impacts associated with future15
parks also are not known at this time because site investigations have not been completed for these areas.16
Expansion of the State park lands near Walnut Grove would occur near and/or within the town of Locke,17
a National Historic Landmark district, as described in Section 10.4, Environmental Setting, of the Draft18
PEIR.19

Effects of Project Operation20

Operations of new Delta enhancement projects would not result in further excavation or similar21
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to human remains are not anticipated due to22
implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project.23

Conclusion24

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the25
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to human26
remains could result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised27
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.28

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project the overall adverse29
impacts on human remains resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed30
Project.31

10.4.3.3.3 Impact 10-3c: Disturbance or Destruction of Historic Buildings, Structures, and Linear32

Features33

Effects of Project Construction34

Construction of ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could require use of35
heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes, which could disturb or36
destroy historic buildings, structures, and linear features in the same manner described for the Proposed37
Project in Section 10.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.38
Delta enhancement projects in recreational communities and agricultural areas could be located where39
historic buildings or structures would be affected. Many recreational communities and agricultural areas40
contain houses, barns, walls and fences, storage and processing facilities, and other buildings and41
structures that could qualify as historic sites or buildings under State and federal guidelines.42

The number and location of potential projects associated with trails, gateways, and visitor centers are not43
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on historic buildings, structures, and linear features from44
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construction of Delta enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether1
feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation. As described in Section 10.4.3.5,2
Protection and Enhancement Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, potential impacts associated3
with future parks also are not known at this time because site designs have not been completed for these4
areas. Expansion of the State park lands near Walnut Grove would occur near and/or within the town of5
Locke, a National Historic Landmark district, as described in Section 10.4, Environmental Setting, of the6
Draft PEIR.7

Effects of Project Operation8

Operations of new Delta enhancement projects would not result in further excavation or similar9
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to historic buildings, structures, and linear10
features are not anticipated due to implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the11
Revised Project.12

Conclusion13

The specific locations of Delta enhancement projects with respect to historic buildings, structures, and14
linear features are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on historic buildings, structures, and linear15
features from Delta enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether16
feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.17

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the18
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to historic19
buildings, structures, and linear features could result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects20
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.21

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed22
Project, the overall adverse impacts on historic buildings, structures, and linear features resulting from the23
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.24

10.4.3.3.4 Impact 10-4c: Disturbance or Destruction of Cultural Landscapes and Traditional25

Cultural Properties26

Effects of Project Construction27

Construction of ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could require the use of28
heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes, which could cause29
disturbance or destruction of cultural landscapes and traditional cultural properties in the same manner30
described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an31
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR and under Impact 1-4b above. The impacts would most likely occur32
where working (agricultural) landscapes that contribute to the history and culture of communities in the33
Delta are disturbed. Disturbance could occur to landscape features such as mature vineyards or orchards;34
farmhouses, other buildings, walls and fences, and other structures associated with the landscape; and35
other prominent features resulting from human activity that shape the cultural character of the area. The36
visual changes associated with changes in land cover at the locations of Delta enhancement projects could37
compromise or alter the character-defining features of cultural landscapes, which often include the visual38
and auditory settings.39

The number and location of potential projects associated with trails, gateways, and visitor centers are not40
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural landscapes and properties from construction of Delta41
enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation42
measures would be available for implementation. As described in Section 10.4.3.5, Protection and43
Enhancement Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, potential impacts associated with future44
parks also are not known at this time because site designs have not been completed for these areas.45
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Expansion of the State park lands near Walnut Grove would occur near and/or within the town of Locke,1
a National Historic Landmark district, as described in Section 10.4, Environmental Setting, of the2
Draft PEIR.3

Effects of Project Operation4

Operations of new Delta enhancement projects would not result in further excavation or similar5
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to cultural landscapes and properties are not6
anticipated due to implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project.7

Conclusion8

The specific locations of Delta enhancement projects with respect to cultural landscapes and properties9
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural landscapes and properties from Delta10
enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation11
measures would be available for implementation.12

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the13
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to cultural14
landscapes and properties could result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects encouraged by15
the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.16

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed17
Project, the overall adverse impacts on cultural landscapes and properties resulting from the Revised18
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.19

10.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement20

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the21
Proposed Project to improve water quality, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation22
of projects that could improve water quality including the following types of projects (as described in23
Section 10.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):24

 Water treatment plants25
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)26
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities27
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities28
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)29
 Wellhead treatment facilities30
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)31

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not32
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking33
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water34
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;35
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;36
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total37
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley38
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments39
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project.40

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water41
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in42
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised43
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Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for1
other water quality criteria and objectives.2

10.4.3.4.1 Impact 10-1d: Disturbance or Destruction of Prehistoric and Historic-Era Archaeological3

Resources4

Effects of Project Construction5

Construction of water quality improvement projects could require the use of heavy equipment, such as6
excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside of7
the Delta that use Delta water, which could cause disturbance or destruction of prehistoric and historic-era8
archaeological resources in the same manner described for the Revised Project in Section 10.4.3.1,9
Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.3,10
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with11
construction of water quality improvement projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed12
Project because of the potential for additional wastewater and stormwater treatment projects.13

It is not known at this time how implementation of water quality improvement projects under the Revised14
Project would result in specific activities, including the location, number, methods, and duration of15
construction activities. However, water quality projects could be located in areas with deposits known to16
contain prehistoric or archeological resources or in areas with similar deposits not yet evaluated but with17
the potential to contain such resources. Therefore, impacts on cultural resources from construction of18
water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible19
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.20

Effects of Project Operation21

Operational impacts to cultural resources due to water quality improvement projects encouraged by the22
Revised Project would be similar to those described in Section 10.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this23
Recirculated Draft PEIR and described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.3, Water Quality24
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.25

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects are not known at this time. Therefore,26
impacts on cultural resources from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined,27
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.28

Conclusion29

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the30
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for changes to31
cultural resources from the construction and operation of water and wastewater treatment plants and32
appurtenant facilities, the potential impacts to cultural resources of implementation of future projects are33
considered significant.34

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised35
Project compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on cultural resources resulting from36
the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.37

10.4.3.4.2 Impact 10-2d: Discovery of Unrecorded Human Remains38

Effects of Project Construction39

Construction of water quality improvement projects could require the use of heavy equipment, such as40
excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes, which could cause impacts related to the41
discovery of unrecorded human remains in the same manner described for the Revised Project in Section42
10.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and for the Proposed Project in Section43
10.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.44



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 10
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT CULTURAL RESOURCES

NOVEMBER 2012 10-17

The CHRIS records search results indicate that numerous early Native American human interments have1
been documented in the Delta, and interments are also likely to be present in the Delta watershed or areas2
outside the Delta that use Delta water.3

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects with respect to human remains are not4
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on human remains from construction of water quality5
improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation6
measures would be available for implementation.7

Effects of Project Operation8

Operations of water quality improvement projects would not result in further excavation or similar9
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to human remains are not anticipated due to10
implementation of water quality improvement projects under the Revised Project.11

Conclusion12

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the13
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential effects on human14
remains, the construction and operations of water or wastewater treatment plants, the potential impacts of15
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are considered significant.16

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project17
the overall adverse impacts on cultural resources resulting from the Revised Project would be greater18
than the Proposed Project.19

10.4.3.4.3 Impact 10-3d: Disturbance or Destruction of Historic Buildings, Structures, and Linear20

Features21

Effects of Project Construction22

Construction of water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could require use23
of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes, which could cause24
disturbance or destruction of historic buildings, structures, and linear features in the same manner25
described for described for the Revised Project in Section 10.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this26
Recirculated Draft PEIR and for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of27
the Draft PEIR. Water quality improvement projects could be constructed in agricultural areas that28
contain houses, barns, walls and fences, storage and processing facilities, and other buildings and29
structures that could qualify as historic sites or buildings under State and federal guidelines.30

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects with respect to historic buildings, structures,31
and linear features are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on historic buildings, structures, and32
linear features from construction of water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined,33
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.34

Effects of Project Operation35

Operations of water quality improvement projects would not result in further excavation or similar36
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated due to37
implementation of water quality improvement projects under the Revised Project.38

Conclusion39

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects with respect to historic buildings, structures,40
and linear features are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on historic buildings, structures, and41
linear features from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is42
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.43
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to historic2
buildings, structures, and linear features could result from implementation of water quality improvement3
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.4

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project5
the overall adverse impacts to historic buildings, structures, and linear features resulting from the Revised6
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.7

10.4.3.4.4 Impact 10-4d: Disturbance or Destruction of Cultural Landscapes and Traditional8

Cultural Properties9

Effects of Project Construction10

Construction of ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could require the use of11
heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes, which could cause the12
disturbance or destruction of cultural landscapes and traditional cultural properties in the same manner as13
described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR14
and under Impact 1-4b above. The impacts would most likely occur where working (agricultural)15
landscapes that contribute to the history and culture of communities in the Delta are disturbed.16
Disturbance could occur to landscape features such as mature vineyards or orchards; farmhouses, other17
buildings, walls and fences, and other structures associated with the landscape; and other prominent18
features resulting from human activity that shape the cultural character of the area. The changes in land19
cover at the locations of water quality improvement projects could compromise or alter the character-20
defining features of cultural landscapes. Alterations to the general setting of resources eligible for listing21
in the NRHP and CRHR would be a significant impact.22

It is not known at this time what types of water quality improvement projects would be constructed and23
where construction would occur. Therefore, impacts on cultural landscapes and properties from24
construction of water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain25
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.26

Effects of Project Operation27

New structures associated with the water quality improvement projects encouraged under the Revised28
Project could be constructed in the immediate vicinity of cultural landscapes and properties. Alterations to29
the general setting of resources could result in a potential impact during project operations if the facilities30
would impair the character-defining features of those resources, including existing viewsheds. However,31
the anticipated impacts would be the same as described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.3,32
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects with respect to cultural landscapes and35
properties are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural landscapes and properties from water36
quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible37
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.38

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the39
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to cultural40
landscapes and properties could result from implementation of water quality improvement projects41
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.42

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project43
the overall adverse impacts on cultural landscapes and properties resulting from the Revised Project44
would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.45



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 10
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT CULTURAL RESOURCES

NOVEMBER 2012 10-19

10.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction1

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the2
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described3
in Section 10.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):4

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)5
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)6
 Levee maintenance7
 Levee modification8
 Dredging9
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies10
 Reservoir reoperation11

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.12
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship13
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-14
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).15

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the16
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta17
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the18
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised19
Project. The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments20
with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses and less21
emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, and22
ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this Recirculated Draft23
PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within the Delta than the24
Proposed Project.25

10.4.3.5.1 Impact 10-1e: Disturbance or Destruction of Prehistoric and Historic-Era Archaeological26

Resources27

Effects of Project Construction28

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees29
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,30
and sediment removal from channels. Construction of water quality improvement projects could require31
the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes in the Delta32
which could cause disturbance or destruction of prehistoric and historic-era archaeological resources in33
the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the34
Draft PEIR. Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of flood risk reduction35
projects would be less than the impacts under the Proposed Project because of the potential for fewer36
projects.37

The same type of impacts from construction of flood risk reduction projects would occur under the38
Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 8.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the39
Draft PEIR.40

It is not known at this time how implementation of Delta flood risk reduction projects under the Revised41
Project would result in specific activities, including the location, number, methods, and duration of42
construction activities. However, Delta flood risk reduction projects could be located in areas with43
deposits known to contain prehistoric or archeological resources or in areas with similar deposits not yet44
evaluated but with the potential to contain such resources. Therefore, impacts on cultural resources from45
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construction of Delta flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain1
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.2

Effects of Project Operation3

Operations of flood risk reduction projects would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances4
following construction. Therefore, impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated due to implementation5
of water quality improvement projects under the Revised Project.6

Conclusion7

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the8
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for changes to9
cultural resources from the construction and operation of Delta flood risk reduction facilities, the potential10
impacts to cultural resources of implementation of future projects are considered significant.11

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the12
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on cultural resources resulting from the Revised Project13
would be less than the Proposed Project.14

10.4.3.5.2 Impact 10-2e: Discovery of Unrecorded Human Remains15

Effects of Project Construction16

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees17
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,18
and sediment removal from channels. Construction of water quality improvement projects could require19
the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes in the Delta20
which could cause impacts related to the discovery of unrecorded human remains in the same manner21
described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.22

The CHRIS records search results indicate that numerous early Native American human interments have23
been documented in the Delta, and interments are also likely to be present in the Delta watershed or areas24
outside the Delta that use Delta water.25

The specific locations of Delta flood risk reduction projects with respect to human remains are not known26
at this time. Therefore, impacts on human remains from construction of Delta flood risk reduction27
projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would28
be available for implementation.29

Effects of Project Operation30

Operations of Delta flood risk reduction projects would not result in further excavation or similar31
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to human remains are not anticipated due to32
implementation of Delta flood risk reduction projects under the Revised Project.33

Conclusion34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential effects on human36
remains, implementation of Delta flood risk reduction projects, the potential impacts of projects37
encouraged by the Revised Project are considered significant.38

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the39
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on human remains resulting from the Revised Project40
would be less than the Proposed Project.41
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10.4.3.5.3 Impact 10-3e: Disturbance or Destruction of Historic Buildings, Structures, and Linear1

Features2

Effects of Project Construction3

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees4
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,5
and sediment removal from channels. Construction of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the6
Revised Project could require use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers,7
and backhoes which could cause disturbance or destruction of historic buildings, structures, and linear8
features in the same manner described for the Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.4, Flood Risk9
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Delta flood risk reduction projects could be constructed in agricultural10
areas that contain houses, barns, walls and fences, storage and processing facilities, and other buildings11
and structures that could qualify as historic sites or buildings under State and federal guidelines.12

The specific locations of Delta flood risk reduction projects with respect to historic buildings, structures,13
and linear features are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on historic buildings, structures, and14
linear features from construction of Delta flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined,15
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.16

Effects of Project Operation17

Operations of flood risk reduction projects would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances18
following construction. Therefore, impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated due to implementation19
of flood risk reduction projects under the Revised Project.20

Conclusion21

The specific locations of Delta flood risk reduction projects with respect to historic buildings, structures,22
and linear features are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on historic buildings, structures, and23
linear features from Delta flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is24
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.25

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the26
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to historic27
buildings, structures, and linear features could result from implementation of Delta flood risk reduction28
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.29

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the30
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts on historic buildings, structures, and linear31
features from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.32

10.4.3.5.4 Impact 10-4e: Disturbance or Destruction of Cultural Landscapes and Traditional33

Cultural Properties34

Effects of Project Construction35

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees36
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,37
and sediment removal from channels. Construction of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the38
Revised Project could require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers,39
bulldozers, and backhoes which could cause disturbance or destruction of cultural landscapes and40
traditional cultural properties in the same manner as those described for the Proposed Project in Section41
10.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. The impacts would most likely occur where working42
(agricultural) landscapes that contribute to the history and culture of communities in the Delta are43
disturbed. Disturbance could occur to landscape features such as mature vineyards or orchards;44
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farmhouses, other buildings, walls and fences, and other structures associated with the landscape; and1
other prominent features resulting from human activity that shape the cultural character of the area. The2
changes in land cover at the locations of Delta flood risk reduction projects could compromise or alter the3
character-defining features of cultural landscapes. Alterations to the general setting of resources eligible4
for listing in the NRHP and CRHR would be a significant impact.5

It is not known at this time what types of Delta flood risk reduction projects would be constructed and6
where construction would occur. Therefore, impacts on cultural landscapes and properties from7
construction of Delta flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain8
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.9

Effects of Project Operation10

Levees are the primary physical structures associated with flood protection projects encouraged by the11
Revised Project. Alterations to the general setting of resources could result in a potential impact during12
project operations if the facilities would impair the character-defining features of those resources,13
including existing viewsheds. However, the anticipated impacts would be the same as described for the14
Proposed Project in Section 10.4.3.3, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.15

Conclusion16

The specific locations of Delta flood risk reduction projects with respect to cultural landscapes and17
properties are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on cultural landscapes and properties from Delta18
flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible19
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.20

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the21
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to cultural22
landscapes and properties could result from implementation of Delta flood risk reduction projects23
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.24

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the25
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts on cultural landscapes and properties resulting26
from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.27

10.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures28

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 10-1through 10-4 of29
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 10.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and30
summarized below.31

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for32
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts33
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the34
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would35
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.36

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,37
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be38
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.39
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the40
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, significant41
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.42
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10.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 10-11

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 10-1a through e, Disturbance or2
Destruction of Prehistoric and Historic-era Archaeological Resources:3

 Before any ground-disturbing activities begin, conduct intensive archaeological surveys,4
including subsurface investigations to identify the locations, extent, and integrity of presently5
undocumented archaeological resources that may be located in areas of potential disturbance. In6
addition, if ground-disturbing activities are planned for an area where a previously documented7
prehistoric archaeological site has been recorded but no longer may be visible on the ground8
surface, conduct test excavations to determine whether intact archaeological subsurface deposits9
are present. Also conduct surveys at the project site for the possible presence of cultural10
landscapes and traditional cultural properties.11

 If potentially CRHR-eligible prehistoric or historic-era archeological resources are discovered12
during the survey phase, additional investigations may be necessary. These investigations could13
include, but not necessarily be limited to, measures providing resource avoidance, archival14
research, archaeological testing and CRHR eligibility evaluations, and contiguous excavation unit15
data recovery. In addition, upon discovery of potentially CRHR-eligible prehistoric resources,16
coordinate with the California Native American Heritage Commission (CNAHC), Native17
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and the Native American community to provide for an18
opportunity for suitable individuals and tribal organizations to comment on the proposed19
research.20

 If CRHR-eligible archaeological resources or cultural landscapes/properties are present and21
would be physically impacted, specific strategies to avoid or protect these resources should be22
implemented if feasible. These measures may include:23

 Planning construction to avoid the sensitive sites24
 Deeding the sensitive sites into permanent conservation easements25
 Capping or covering archaeological sites26
 Planning parks, green space, or other open space to incorporate the sensitive sites27

 If federal agencies are participants in the activity and Section 106 of the National Historic28
Preservation Act (NHPA) applies, conduct formal consultation with the State Historic29
Preservation Officer and the Native American community. Potential adverse effects on cultural30
resources recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP will be resolved through the31
development of a memorandum of agreement and/or a program-level agreement.32

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce33
potential significant impacts on archaeological resources and cultural landscapes/properties to less than34
significant levels. The reference EIRs mentioned for Impact 10-1 in the Draft PEIR generally applied35
these types of mitigation measures for archaeological resource impacts and concluded they would36
mitigate the impacts to less than significant levels, except when subsurface areas that had not yet been37
evaluated for the presence of archeological resources could be disturbed by the project.38

Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above would reduce the significance of impacts on39
archaeological resources, cultural landscapes, and traditional cultural properties by requiring that surveys40
for the presence of cultural and archaeological resources be conducted prior to beginning construction41
activities and requiring that construction and/or project siting be planned to avoid archaeological sites42
where possible. In cases where it is not feasible to relocate construction/project activities away from43
cultural resources, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.44
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Although the details of many of the aspects of named projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not1
known, based on these examples, it is likely that the archaeological resources impacts of at least some2
projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be significant prior to mitigation, particularly if ground3
disturbing activities affect subsurface areas that have not yet been evaluated for the presence of cultural4
resources. Even with mitigation, is possible that an impact would remain significant and unavoidable if5
project redesign cannot avoid destruction or alteration of cultural resources or if these resources cannot be6
properly evaluated and documented.7

10.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 10-28

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 10-2a through e, Discovery of9
Unrecorded Human Remains:10

 If human remains are encountered during ground-disturbing construction activities, stop work that11
would potentially affect the find and contact the county coroner.12

 In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code and the California Native13
American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act (CNAGPRA), if human remains are14
uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, the contractor shall immediately halt15
potentially damaging excavation in the area of the burial and notify the county coroner, a16
professional archaeologist to determine the nature of the remains, and a representative of17
California Indian tribes. The coroner is required to examine all discoveries of human remains18
within 48 hours of receiving notice of a discovery on private or State lands (Health and19
Safety Code section 7050.5[b]). If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a20
Native American, he or she must contact the NAHC by telephone within 24 hours of making21
that determination (Health and Safety Code section 7050[c]).22

 Following the coroner’s findings, the property owner, contractor or project proponent, an23
archaeologist, and the NAHC-designated Most Likely Descendent (MLD) shall determine the24
ultimate treatment and disposition of the remains and take appropriate steps to ensure that25
additional human interments are not disturbed. The responsibilities for acting upon26
notification of a discovery of Native American human remains are identified in California27
Public Resources Code section 5097.9.28

 Upon the discovery of Native American remains, the landowner shall ensure that the29
immediate vicinity (according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards and30
practices) is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until consultation with31
the MLD has taken place. The MLD shall have 48 hours to complete a site inspection and32
make recommendations after being granted access to the site.33

 A range of possible treatments for the remains, including nondestructive removal and34
analysis, preservation in place, relinquishment of the remains and associated items to the35
descendents, or other culturally appropriate treatment, may be discussed. California Public36
Resources Code section 5097.9 suggests that the concerned parties may extend discussions37
beyond the initial 48 hours to allow for the discovery of additional remains. The following is38
a list of site protection measures that the landowner shall employ:39

(1) Record the site with the NAHC or the appropriate information center.40

(2) Use an open space or conservation zoning designation or easement.41

(3) Record a document with the county in which the property is located.42

 The landowner or his or her authorized representative shall rebury the Native American43
human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a44
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location not subject to further subsurface disturbance if the NAHC is unable to identify a1
MLD or if the MLD fails to make a recommendation within 48 hours after being granted2
access to the site. The landowner or his or her authorized representative may also reinter the3
remains in a location not subject to further disturbance if he or she rejects the4
recommendation of the MLD and mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures5
acceptable to the landowner.6

 If the discovery of human remains occurs on lands owned and administered by a federal agency,7
the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) will8
apply. NAGPRA requires federal agencies and certain recipients of federal funds to document9
Native American human remains and cultural items in their collections, notify native groups of10
their holdings, and provide an opportunity for repatriation of these materials. The act also requires11
planning for dealing with potential future collections of Native American human remains and12
associated funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony.13

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In most cases, they reduce14
significant impacts on undiscovered human remains to less than significant levels. The reference EIRs15
mentioned earlier for Impact 10-2 across the five general categories of potential Delta-Plan-influenced16
projects generally (applied these types of mitigation measures for potential impacts to undiscovered17
human remains and concluded they would mitigate the impacts to less than significant levels, except18
when subsurface areas that had not yet been evaluated for the pretense of archeological resources could be19
disturbed by the project.)20

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of impacts of21
Delta-Plan-influenced projects on human remains by requiring training of workers, notification of the22
coroner and professional archaeologist, and notification of MLDs. In cases where it is not feasible to23
relocate construction activities away from human remains or in the case of large discoveries, these24
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.25

Although the details of many of the aspects of named projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not26
known, based on these examples, it is likely that potential impacts on unrecorded human remains of at27
least some projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be significant prior to mitigation. Even with28
mitigation, is possible that an impact would remain significant and unavoidable if project redesign cannot29
avoid destruction or alteration of cultural resources or if these resources cannot be properly evaluated and30
documented.31

10.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 10-332

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 10-3a through e, Disturbance or33
Destruction of Historic Buildings, Structures, and Linear Features:34

 Inventory and evaluate historic-era buildings, structures, and linear features. Conduct cultural35
resources studies to determine whether historic-era buildings, structures, and linear features in the36
project area are eligible for listing in the CRHR.37

 Before construction activities begin, an inventory and evaluation of historic-era resources in the38
project area should be conducted under the direct supervision of an architectural historian39
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for history or40
architectural history. The documentation should include conducting an intensive field survey,41
background research on the history of the project area, and property-specific research. Based on42
this research, the eligibility of historic-era resources located in the project area should be43
evaluated by the architectural historian using criteria for listing in the CRHR. The resources44
would be recorded on DPR 523 forms and the findings documented in a technical report. If45
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federal funding or approval is required, then the project implementation agencies would comply1
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act2

 Identify measures to avoid significant historic resources. Avoidance through project redesign is3
the preferred mitigation measure for mitigating potential effects on historic-era buildings,4
structures, linear features, and archaeological sites that appear to be eligible for listing in the5
NRHP or CRHR.6

 Record photographic and written documentation to Historic American Building Survey7
(HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) standards. If avoidance of a significant8
historic resource is not feasible, the lead agency should ensure that HABS/HAER documentation9
is completed. Through HABS/HAER documentation, a qualified architectural historian and10
qualified photographer should formally document the historic resource through large-format11
photography, measured drawings, written architectural descriptions, and historical narratives. The12
completed documentation should be submitted to the Library of Congress.13

 Conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for14
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings in the event of relocation. If any historic buildings, structures,15
or levees are relocated or altered, the lead agency should ensure that any changes to significant16
buildings or structures conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and17
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Implementation of this measure can mitigate18
potential changes to significant architectural resources19

 Conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidance for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes to20
preserve landscapes’ historic form, features, and details that have evolved over time.21

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce22
significant impacts on historic resources to less than significant levels. The reference EIRs mentioned23
earlier for Impact 10-3 across the five general categories of potential Delta-Plan-influenced projects24
generally (applied these types of mitigation measures for potential impacts to historic resources and25
concluded they would mitigate the impacts to less than significant levels, except when subsurface areas26
that had not yet been evaluated for the pretense of archeological resources could be disturbed by the27
project).28

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of construction-related29
impacts on historic resources by requiring that historic resources be inventoried prior to beginning30
construction activities and requiring that construction be planned to avoid these resources where possible.31
In cases where it is not feasible to relocate construction activities away from cultural resources,32
construction-related impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.33

Although the details of many of the aspects of named projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not34
known, based on these examples, it is likely that potential impacts on historic resources of at least some35
projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be significant prior to mitigation. Even with mitigation,36
is possible that an impact would remain significant and unavoidable if project redesign cannot avoid37
destruction or alteration of cultural resources or if these resources cannot be properly evaluated and38
documented.39

10.4.3.6.4 Mitigation Measure 10-440

Mitigation measures 10-1 and 10-3 will also mitigate Impact 10-4a through e, Disturbance or Destruction41
of Cultural Landscapes and Traditional Cultural Properties. However, to mitigate Impact 10-4, Mitigation42
Measure 10-1 surveys and Mitigation Measure 3 inventories would focus on cultural landscapes and43
traditional cultural properties. It is anticipated that the mitigation measures would reduce the status of the44
impacts to a less than significant level, except when subsurface areas that had not yet been evaluated for45
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archeological resources that could be disturbed by the project. Even with mitigation, is possible that an1
impact would remain significant and unavoidable if project redesign cannot avoid destruction or2
alteration of cultural resources or if these resources cannot be properly evaluated and documented.3

10.5 References4

The Section 10.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.5

6
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Section 111

Geology and Soils2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses geologic and seismologic conditions and soil resources. The discussion, below, cross-references4
Section 11 of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

11.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 11.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

11.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 11.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

11.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 11.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

11.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 11.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

11.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise severity and extent of project-24
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific25
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of26
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific27
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for28
implementation.29
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The assessment methods for impacts to geology and soils are the same as described in Section 11.5.1,1
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not2
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific3
basis.4

11.4.2 Thresholds of Significance5

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 11.5.2, Thresholds of6
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.7

11.4.3 Revised Project8

11.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply9

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the10
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction, and/or operation11
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as12
described in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):13

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,14
hydroelectric facilities)15

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)16

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)17

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)18

 Water transfers19

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation20

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.21
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water22
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream23
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin24
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the25
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in26
groundwater management.27

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the28
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the29
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is30
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater31
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under32
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered33
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater34
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed35
Project.36
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11.4.3.1.1 Impact 11-1a: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects,1

Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Rupture of a Known Earthquake2

Fault3

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation4

Because reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be located near5
earthquake faults, the Revised Project could result in exposure of people or structures to adverse effects6
involving the rupture of known earthquake faults in a similar manner as described for the Proposed7
Project in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.8

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts9
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed10
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,11
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected12
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.13

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the14
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because specific locations of reliable water15
supply projects under the Revised Project are not known at this time, impacts due to increased exposure16
of people or structures to adverse seismic effects cannot be accurately determined. It is uncertain whether17
feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.18

Conclusion19

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to seismic faults are not known at20
this time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects21
from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible22
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.23

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the24
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial impacts due to increased25
exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects could result from implementation of reliable26
water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.27

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed located upstream of the28
Delta, unlike the Proposed Project, under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts due to increased29
exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects resulting from the Revised Project would be30
greater than the Proposed Project.31

11.4.3.1.2 Impact 11-2a: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects,32

Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Due to Strong Ground Motion Associated33

with Seismic Shaking34

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation35

Because treatment plants, surface water and groundwater storage facilities, conveyance facilities (intakes,36
canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants), and groundwater wells encouraged by the37
Revised Project could be located near earthquake faults, the Revised Project could result in exposure of38
people or structures to adverse effects involving strong ground motion associated with seismic shaking in39
a similar manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the40
Draft PEIR. The effects of strong ground motion (shaking) are many, among which the most significant41
are direct structural deformation and failure of inhabited structures, ground failure beneath inhabited42
structures, or ground failure beneath critical infrastructure such as dams and levees. Other, less significant43
effects can include damage to uninhabited structures, pipelines, canals, and other constructed44
improvements.45
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Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts1
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed2
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,3
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected4
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.5

The specific locations of water supply reliability construction projects and potential impacts due to6
increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects are not known at this time.7
Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects from8
constructing reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether9
feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.10

Conclusion11

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to areas with potential strong ground12
motion are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to13
adverse seismic effects from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is14
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial impacts due to increased17
exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects could result from implementation of reliable18
water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.19

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project20
the overall adverse impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects21
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.22

11.4.3.1.3 Impact 11-3a: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Be Located on a Geologic23

Unit or Soil That Is Unstable, or That Would Become Unstable as a Result of the Project,24
and Potentially Result in Loss of Bearing Value, Lateral Spreading, Subsidence,25

Liquefaction or Collapse26

Effects of Project Construction27

Because reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be located on unstable28
geologic units or soils, the Revised Project could result in exposure of people or structures to adverse29
effects involving unstable geologic units or soils in a similar manner as described for the Proposed Project30
in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. In areas of unstable soils, with the31
potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse, heavy and/or tall equipment could32
sink, tip over and/or be difficult to handle (driving or moving controls) causing unsafe working33
conditions. Construction activities for intakes, sedimentation basins, pumping plants, pipelines and34
forebays could occur in areas underlain by soft or loose soils, where high groundwater or seepage may be35
present and on sloping ground.36

Construction-related modifications of existing fluvial sediments, Delta peat soil, and topsoils arising from37
grading required for development of various projects may result in a reduction of stability. Surcharging38
loads arising from placement of fill to locally raise grades may accelerate subsidence by causing39
consolidation of the peat and other unconsolidated sediments. Collapse of pore space in peat layers is the40
chief concern, but consolidation by compaction of saturated silts and sands is also a potential impact.41
Subsidence, particularly differential subsidence occurring after construction, can also result in distress to42
improvements.43

Where existing surficial layers are removed by grading along the edges of rivers and streams, potentially44
liquefiable sands may be exposed which increased the risk of loss of bearing value, soil settlement and45
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lateral spreading during fault rupture-related seismic shaking events where transient higher pore-water1
pressures in groundwater cause the soil to liquefy. Repeated trips of loaded haul trucks on paved roads2
situated on top of shallow saturated sediments may also result in liquefaction and resultant deformational3
damage to roadbeds.4

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the5
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, the specific locations of water supply6
reliability construction projects with respect to unstable soils are not known at this time. Therefore,7
impacts from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether8
feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.9

Effects of Project Operation10

The operation of canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, pumping plants and groundwater wells in areas of11
unstable soils, and with the potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, could be12
disrupted for several reasons including roadway collapse, differential subsidence and compaction, pipe13
breaking or collapse. Where groundwater well fields are planned, potential subsidence could encompass14
the entire well field.15

Operation of surface water storage facilities and canals may result in leakage to the subsurface, possibly16
resulting in expansion of clayey sediments at shallow depths beneath the reservoirs or canals. These17
impacts under the Revised Project are similar to those impacts described under the Proposed Project in18
Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.19

Conclusion20

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to unstable soils are not known at21
this time. Therefore, impacts due to unstable soils from reliable water supply projects cannot be22
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for23
implementation.24

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the25
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes due to unstable26
soils could result from implementation of reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised27
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.28

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project29
the overall adverse impacts due to unstable soils resulting from the Revised Project would be greater30
than the Proposed Project.31

11.4.3.1.4 Impact 11-4a: Construction of Projects Could Result in Substantial Soil Erosion or the32

Loss of Topsoil33

Effects of Project Construction34

Because reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be located on unstable35
geologic units or soils, the Revised Project could result in exposure of people or structures to adverse36
effects involving soil erosion or the loss of topsoil in a similar manner as described for the Proposed37
Project in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Any construction project more than38
1 acre in size would be required to comply with the California General Permit for Stormwater Discharges39
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (General Permit), SWRCB Order No.40
2009-0009-DWQ. This permit requires development and implementation of an effective combination of41
erosion and sediment control BMP to manage erosion and topsoil loss. Construction and post-42
construction BMPs would be identified in the project’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).43
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Because reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to comply1
with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a site-specific SWPPP,2
soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during construction as described for the Proposed3
Project in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR. The details of many of the aspects4
of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant soils loss could5
occur.6

The specific locations of water supply reliability construction projects with respect to areas subject to soil7
erosion or loss are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from reliable water supply projects cannot8
be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for9
implementation.10

Effects of Project Operation11

Because reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to comply12
with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a site-specific SWPPP,13
soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during operations as described for the Proposed14
Project in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR. The details of many of the aspects15
of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant soils loss could16
occur.17

The specific locations of reliable water supply projects with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or loss18
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately19
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for20
implementation.21

Conclusion22

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or loss23
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or loss from24
reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible25
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.26

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the27
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial soil erosion or loss could28
result from implementation of reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the29
potential impacts are considered significant.30

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project31
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or loss resulting from the Revised32
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.33

11.4.3.1.5 Impact 11-5a: Construction of Projects Could Lead to Impacts Associated with the34

Presence of Expansive Soils35

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation36

Because reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be located near or on37
expansive soils, the Revised Project could result in exposure of people or structures to adverse effects38
involving the presence of expansive soils in a similar manner as described for the Proposed Project in39
Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Expansive clays can cause heaving,40
particularly differential heaving that can be damaging to improvements. Linear improvements such as41
pipelines and canals are particularly susceptible to such impacts as they must meet stringent tolerances for42
line and grade. If not accounted for in project design, expansive soils could lead to degradation or even43
structural failure of facilities.44
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In general, expansive soils are more likely to be present in well-developed soils in valley basins within the1
Delta and Delta watershed that have high clay contents, rather than in more organic rich soils or younger2
alluvial soils on floodplains. Without mitigation, project impacts related to expansive soils could be3
significant as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft4
PEIR.5

The specific locations of water supply reliability construction projects with respect to areas with6
expansive soils are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from reliable water supply projects cannot7
be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for8
implementation.9

Conclusion10

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to areas with expansive soils are not11
known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils from reliable water12
supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures13
would be available for implementation.14

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the15
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to expansive16
soils could result from implementation of reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised17
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.18

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project19
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils resulting from the Revised Project20
would be greater than the Proposed Project.21

11.4.3.1.6 Impact 11-6a: Operation of Projects Could Result in Impacts Associated with the22

Occurrence of Nuisance Water in Adjacent Areas Due to Leakage23

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation24

Reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in the occurrence of25
nuisance water (formation of surface springs and seeps) in adjacent areas due to leakage from such26
facilities. Nuisance water due to leakage could result in formation of areas of unstable soils and27
potentially result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse in the28
same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the29
Draft PEIR. The facilities could be located in the Delta, the Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta30
that use Delta water.31

Conclusion32

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to areas with potential for nuisance33
water impacts are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential for34
nuisance water impacts from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is35
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.36

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the37
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for nuisance38
water impacts could result from implementation of reliable water supply projects encouraged by the39
Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.40

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project41
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with potential for nuisance water impacts resulting from42
the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.43
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11.4.3.1.7 Impact 11-7a: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects,1

Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Landslides2

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation3

Because reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be located near or on4
areas with potential for landslides, the Revised Project could result in exposure of people or structures to5
adverse effects involving landslides in a similar manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section6
11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. The specific locations of water supply reliability7
construction projects with respect to areas with potential for landslides are not known at this time.8
Therefore, impacts from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is9
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.10

Conclusion11

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to areas with potential for landslides12
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential for landslides from13
reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible14
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for landslides17
could result from implementation of reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the18
potential impacts are considered significant.19

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project20
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with potential for landslides resulting from the Revised21
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.22

11.4.3.1.8 Impact 11-8a: Have Soils Incapable of Adequately Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks or23

Alternative Waste Water Disposal Systems Where Sewers Are Not Available for the24

Disposal of Waste Water25

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation26

Reliable water supply projects may be sited in locations far from municipalities with sewer connections,27
and therefore could potentially require an on-site wastewater treatment system for the disposal of28
wastewater during project operation. If permanent facilities are constructed in remote locations, a septic29
system or alternative wastewater disposal system would have to be installed for use during operation. The30
facilities could be located in the Delta, the Delta watershed, or areas outside the Delta that use Delta31
water.32

Areas outside the Delta that use Delta water and areas in the Delta watershed, including the areas in33
which the Revised Project would encourage projects not covered in the Proposed Project, are34
characterized by a range of soils from those with slow permeability to soils with relative high hydraulic35
conductivity rates, no shallow water table, and no potential for flooding or ponding. The more permeable36
soils without shallow groundwater, including the Sacramento and San Joaquin valley floors in the Delta37
watershed, would likely be suitable for use of septic systems or alternative waste water disposal systems38
if connection to a centralized wastewater system is not an option as described under the Proposed Project39
in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. In many of the foothill areas of the Delta40
watershed, the soils either may be too shallow (such as in the foothills) or the groundwater may be too41
shallow (such as near streams and rivers) to be suitable for septic systems or alternative waste water42
disposal systems.43

The specific locations of reliable water supply projects with respect to areas that cannot effectively44
support septic systems are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from reliable water supply projects45
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cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be1
available for implementation under the Revised Project, as described under the Proposed Project in2
Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.3

Conclusion4

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to areas that cannot effectively5
support septic systems are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas that cannot6
effectively support septic systems from reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined,7
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.8

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the9
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of potential impacts in areas that10
cannot effectively support septic systems or alternative waste water disposal systems to support reliable11
water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.12

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project13
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas that cannot effectively support septic systems resulting14
from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.15

11.4.3.1.9 Impact 11-9a: Substantial Risks to Life or Property Due to Construction of Project16

Facilities on High Organic Matter Soils17

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation18

Reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could cause risks related to high-19
organic matter soils in the same manner as described under the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.1,20
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. The facilities could be located in the Delta, the Delta21
watershed, or areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.22

Construction of these facilities on soils with high levels of organic matter (such as peat or muck soils)23
could result in structural problems over time because these soils do not provide stable bearing surfaces.24
High organic matter soils tend to settle and may decrease in volume as organic matter is oxidized. If not25
accounted for in project design, soils with high organic matter levels could degrade structural integrity of26
facilities as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft27
PEIR.28

The specific locations of reliable water supply projects with respect to areas with soils with a high29
concentration of organic materials are not known at this time, although organic soils are frequently30
located near water bodies in the Delta and Delta watershed. Therefore, impacts from reliable water supply31
projects that could be located on organic soils cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain32
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.33

Conclusion34

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to areas with soils with a high35
concentration of organic materials are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas36
with soils with a high concentration of organic materials from reliable water supply projects cannot be37
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for38
implementation.39

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the40
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to soils with a41
high concentration of organic materials could result from implementation of reliable water supply projects42
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.43
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Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project1
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with soils with a high concentration of organic materials2
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.3

11.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration4

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the5
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or6
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as7
described in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):8

 Floodplain restoration9

 Riparian restoration10

 Tidal marsh restoration11

 Stressor management12

 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)13

 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the State Water Resources Control Board14
(SWRCB)15

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.16
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,17
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat18
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass, as potential projects and potential19
locations for implementation.20

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands21
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an22
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of23
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the24
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.25

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including26
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance27
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy. These programs would not be28
expected to affect geology and soils.29

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including30
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could31
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update32
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta33
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority34
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the35
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and36
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water37
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and38
improve water quality.39

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation40
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and41
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea42
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted43
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Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect geology and soil resources because these1
modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs and regulations aimed at2
preventing such impacts.3

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new4
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced5
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound6
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species7
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation8
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a9
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and10
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs11
would not be expected to affect geology and soils.12

11.4.3.2.1 Impact 11-1b: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse13

Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Rupture of a Known14

Earthquake Fault15

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation16

Because Delta ecosystem restoration projects could be constructed near earthquake faults, the Revised17
Project could result in exposure of people or structures to adverse effects involving the rupture of known18
earthquake faults in a similar manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta19
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.20

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to21
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration22
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough would have23
no impact due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects.24

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration construction projects with respect to areas25
potentially subject to adverse seismic effects are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to26
increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects from construction of Delta27
ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible28
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.29

Conclusion30

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects with respect to areas with adverse seismic31
effects are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to32
adverse seismic effects from Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it33
is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes due to increased36
exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects could result from implementation of Delta37
ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered38
significant.39

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to40
adverse seismic effects resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.41
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11.4.3.2.2 Impact 11-2b: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse1

Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Due to Strong Ground Motion2

Associated with Seismic Shaking3

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation4

Due to the location of structures that could be constructed under the Revised Project near earthquake5
faults, the Revised Project could result in exposure of people or structures to adverse effects in a similar6
manner described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft7
PEIR. The effects of strong ground motion (shaking) are many, among which the most significant are8
direct structural deformation and failure of inhabited structures, ground failure beneath inhabited9
structures, or ground failure beneath critical infrastructure such as dams and levees. Other, less significant10
effects can include damage to uninhabited structures, pipelines, canals, and other constructed11
improvements.12

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to13
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project, as a potential project to be implemented. The14
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determines that habitat restoration15
projects at Dutch Slough would have no impact due to increased exposure of people or structures to16
adverse seismic effects.17

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration construction projects and potential impacts due to18
increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects are not known at this time.19
Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects from20
construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain21
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.22

Conclusion23

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects with respect to areas with potential strong24
ground motion are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or25
structures to adverse seismic effects from Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately26
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for27
implementation.28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the29
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial impacts due to increased30
exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects could result from implementation of Delta31
ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered32
significant.33

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to34
adverse seismic effects resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.35

11.4.3.2.3 Impact 11-3b: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Be Located on a Geologic36

Unit or Soil That Is Unstable, or That Would Become Unstable as a Result of the Project,37
and Potentially Result in Loss of Bearing Value, Lateral Spreading, Subsidence,38

Liquefaction or Collapse39

Effects of Project Construction40

In areas of unstable soils, with the potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse,41
heavy and/or tall equipment could sink, tip over and/or be difficult to handle (driving or moving controls)42
causing unsafe working conditions. Construction activities for levee modifications, water and wastewater43
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facilities, and other ecosystem restoration facilities could occur in areas underlain by soft or loose soils,1
where high groundwater or seepage may be present and on sloping ground.2

Construction-related modifications of existing fluvial sediments, Delta peat soil, and topsoils arising from3
grading required for development of various projects may result in a reduction of stability. Surcharging4
loads arising from placement of fill to locally raise grades may accelerate subsidence by causing5
consolidation of the peat and other unconsolidated sediments. Collapse of pore space in peat layers is the6
chief concern, but consolidation by compaction of saturated silts and sands is also a potential impact.7
Subsidence, particularly differential subsidence occurring after construction, can also result in distress to8
improvements.9

Where existing surficial layers are removed by grading along the edges of rivers and streams, potentially10
liquefiable sands may be exposed which increased the risk of loss of bearing value, soil settlement and11
lateral spreading during fault rupture-related seismic shaking events where transient higher pore-water12
pressures in groundwater cause the soil to liquefy. Repeated trips of loaded haul trucks on paved roads13
situated on top of shallow saturated sediments may also result in liquefaction and resultant deformational14
damage to roadbeds.15

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to16
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project, as a potential project to be implemented. The17
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that impacts due to18
increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects would be less than significant19
following implementation of mitigation measures.20

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the21
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, the specific locations of Delta ecosystem22
restoration projects with respect to unstable soils are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from23
Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible24
mitigation measures would be available for implementation. These impacts under the Revised Project are25
similar to those impacts described under the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem26
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.27

Effects of Project Operation28

Operations of restored ecosystems associated with the Revised Project constructed in the immediate29
vicinity of unstable soils could result in leakage to the subsurface, possibly resulting in expansion of30
clayey sediments at shallow depths beneath the structures. These impacts under the Revised Project are31
similar to those impacts described under the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem32
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects with respect to unstable soils are not known35
at this time. Therefore, impacts due to unstable soils from Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be36
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for37
implementation.38

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the39
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes due to unstable40
soils could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised41
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.42

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts due to unstable soils resulting from the Revised43
Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.44
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11.4.3.2.4 Impact 11-4b: Construction of Projects Could Result in Substantial Soil Erosion or the1

Loss of Topsoil2

Effects of Project Construction3

Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could cause soil erosion or the4
loss of topsoil in the same manner described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta5
Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR.6

Any construction project more than 1 acre in size would be required to comply with the California7
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities8
(General Permit), State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. This9
permit requires development and implementation of an effective combination of erosion and sediment10
control BMPs to manage erosion and topsoil loss. Construction and post-construction BMPs would be11
identified in the project’s SWPPP.12

Because Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to13
comply with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a site-specific14
SWPPP, soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during construction as described for the15
Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR. The details of16
many of the aspects of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant17
soils loss could occur.18

Effects of Project Operation19

Because Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to20
comply with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a site-specific21
SWPPP, soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during operations as described for the22
Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR. The details of23
many of the aspects of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant24
soils loss could occur.25

Conclusion26

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects with respect to areas subject to soil erosion27
or loss are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts related to areas subject to soil erosion or loss from28
Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible29
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.30

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the31
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial soil erosion or loss could32
result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project,33
the potential impacts are considered significant.34

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or loss35
resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.36

11.4.3.2.5 Impact 11-5b: Construction of Projects Could Lead to Impacts Associated with the37

Presence of Expansive Soils38

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation39

Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could cause impacts related to40
expansive soils in the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta41
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.42
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Construction-related grading activities for these types of projects could expose or reduce the vertical1
distance to expansive clays in the subsurface, exacerbating the problem of expansive soils. Expansive2
clays can cause heaving, particularly differential heaving that can be damaging to improvements. Linear3
improvements such as pipelines and canals are particularly susceptible to such impacts as they must meet4
stringent tolerances for line and grade. If not accounted for in project design, expansive soils could lead to5
degradation or even structural failure of facilities.6

In general, expansive soils are more likely to be present in well-developed soils in valley basins within the7
Delta and Delta watershed that have high clay contents, rather than in more organic rich soils or younger8
alluvial soils on floodplains. Without mitigation, project impacts related to expansive soils could be9
significant as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the10
Draft PEIR.11

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to12
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project, as a potential project to be implemented. The13
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that the impacts with14
respect to areas with expansive soils would be less than significant following implementation of15
mitigation measures.16

Conclusion17

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities with respect to areas with expansive soils18
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils from Delta19
ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible20
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.21

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the22
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to expansive23
soils could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised24
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.25

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils resulting26
from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.27

11.4.3.2.6 Impact 11-6b: Operation of Projects Could Result in Impacts Associated with the28

Occurrence of Nuisance Water in Adjacent Areas Due to Leakage29

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation30

Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in the occurrence of31
nuisance water (formation of surface springs and seeps) in adjacent areas due to leakage from such32
facilities. Nuisance water due to leakage could result in formation of areas of unstable soils and33
potentially result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse in the34
same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of35
the Draft PEIR. The facilities would be located in the Delta.36

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to37
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project as a potential project for implementation. The38
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that the impacts with39
respect to areas with potential for nuisance water impacts would be less than significant following40
implementation of mitigation measures.41

Conclusion42

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities with respect to areas with potential for43
nuisance water impacts are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential44
for nuisance water impacts from Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined,45
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.46
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for nuisance2
water impacts could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by3
the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.4

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with potential for nuisance5
water impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.6

11.4.3.2.7 Impact 11-7b: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse7

Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Landslides8

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation9

Delta ecosystem restoration projects could involve construction of berms and other embankments, which10
may result in an increased occurrence of landslides, typically shallow surficial failures on fill slopes, in11
the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,12
of the Draft PEIR. Landslides on fill embankments can occur especially during wet months, and also13
when seismic shaking events occur. The facilities would be located in the Delta.14

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to15
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project, as a potential project to be implemented. The16
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that the impacts with17
respect to areas with potential for landslides would be less than significant.18

Conclusion19

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities with respect to areas with potential for20
landslides are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential for21
landslides from Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain22
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.23

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the24
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for landslides25
could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised26
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.27

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with potential for landslides28
resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.29

11.4.3.2.8 Impact 11-8b: Have Soils Incapable of Adequately Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks or30

Alternative Waste Water Disposal Systems Where Sewers Are Not Available for the31

Disposal of Waste Water32

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation33

Delta ecosystem restoration projects may be sited in locations far from municipalities with sewer34
connections, and therefore could potentially require an on-site wastewater treatment system for the35
disposal of wastewater during project operation. If permanent facilities are constructed in remote36
locations, a septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal system would have to be installed for use37
during operation as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,38
of the Draft PEIR.39

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration construction projects with respect to areas that40
cannot effectively support septic systems are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from Delta41
ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible42
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.43
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Conclusion1

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities with respect to areas that cannot effectively2
support septic systems are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas that cannot3
effectively support septic systems from Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately4
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for5
implementation.6

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the7
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of impacts in areas that cannot8
effectively support septic systems could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration9
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.10

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas that cannot effectively11
support septic systems resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.12

11.4.3.2.9 Impact 11-9b: Substantial Risks to Life or Property Due to Construction of Project13

Facilities on High Organic Matter Soils14

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation15

Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project on soils with high levels of16
organic matter (such as peat or muck soils) could result in structural problems over time because these17
soils do not provide stable bearing surfaces. High organic matter soils tend to settle and may decrease in18
volume as organic matter is oxidized. If not accounted for in project design, soils with high organic matter19
levels could degrade structural integrity of facilities as described for the Proposed Project in Section20
11.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR.21

Conclusion22

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities with respect to areas with soils with a high23
concentration of organic materials are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas24
with soils with a high concentration of organic materials from Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot25
be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for26
implementation.27

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the28
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to soils with a29
high concentration of organic materials could result from implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration30
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.31

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with soils with a high32
concentration of organic materials resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed33
Project.34

11.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place35

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the36
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place, which could lead to completion,37
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as38
described in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement Delta as an Evolving Place, of the39
Draft PEIR):40

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,41
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)42

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)43
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The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.1
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State parks2
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the3
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State4
parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park5
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.6

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and7
planned land uses : 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas, and8
flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)9
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for10
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from11
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational12
resources.13

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 11.5.3.4,14
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.15

11.4.3.3.1 Impact 11-1c: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects,16

Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Rupture of a Known Earthquake17

Fault18

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation19

Because Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be located near earthquake20
faults, the Revised Project could expose people or structures to adverse effects involving the rupture of21
known earthquake faults and would be similar to those impacts for the Proposed Project in Section22
11.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Structural setbacks23
may be required where active fault traces are present. Special design considerations may also be required24
in proximity to these faults to mitigate potential high ground acceleration.25

Conclusion26

The specific locations and types of structures of Delta enhancement projects with respect to areas with27
adverse seismic effects are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people28
or structures to adverse seismic effects from Delta enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined,29
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.30

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the31
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes due to increased32
exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects could result from implementation of Delta33
enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered34
significant.35

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed36
Project, the overall adverse impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic37
effects resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.38

11.4.3.3.2 Impact 11-2c: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects,39

Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Due to Strong Ground Motion Associated40

with Seismic Shaking41

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation42

Because some Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be constructed under43
the Revised Project near earthquake faults, the Revised Project could result in exposure of people or44
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structures to adverse effects in a similar manner described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.5,1
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. The effects of strong2
ground motion (shaking) are many, among which the most significant are direct structural deformation3
and failure of inhabited structures, ground failure beneath inhabited structures, or ground failure beneath4
critical infrastructure such as dams and levees. Other, less significant effects can include damage to5
uninhabited structures, pipelines, canals, and other constructed improvements.6

The specific locations or the types of structures of Delta enhancement projects with respect to areas with7
potential strong ground motion are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure8
of people or structures to adverse seismic effects from construction of Delta enhancement projects cannot9
be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for10
implementation.11

Conclusion12

The specific locations of Delta enhancement projects with respect to areas with potential strong ground13
motion are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to14
adverse seismic effects from Delta enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is15
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.16

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the17
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial impacts due to increased18
exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects could result from implementation of Delta19
enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered20
significant.21

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project the overall adverse22
impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects resulting from the23
Revised Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.24

11.4.3.3.3 Impact 11-3c: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Be Located on a Geologic25

Unit or Soil That Is Unstable, or That Would Become Unstable as a Result of the Project,26
and Potentially Result in Loss of Bearing Value, Lateral Spreading, Subsidence,27

Liquefaction or Collapse28

Effects of Project Construction29

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be located in areas of unstable soils,30
with the potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse, heavy and/or tall equipment31
could sink, tip over and/or be difficult to handle (driving or moving controls) causing unsafe working32
conditions. Construction activities for Delta enhancement facilities could occur in areas underlain by soft33
or loose soils, where high groundwater or seepage may be present and on sloping ground.34

Construction-related modifications of existing delta fluvial sediments, peats, and topsoils arising from35
grading required for development of various projects may result in a reduction of stability. Surcharging36
loads arising from placement of fill to locally raise grades may accelerate subsidence by causing37
consolidation of the peat and other unconsolidated sediments. Collapse of pore space in peat layers is the38
chief concern, but consolidation by compaction of saturated silts and sands is also a potential impact.39
Subsidence, particularly differential subsidence occurring after construction, can also result in distress to40
improvements.41

Where existing surficial layers are removed by grading potentially liquefiable sands may be exposed42
which increased the risk of loss of bearing value, soil settlement and lateral spreading during fault43
rupture-related seismic shaking events where transient higher pore-water pressures in groundwater cause44
the soil to liquefy. Repeated trips of loaded haul trucks on paved roads situated on top of shallow45
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saturated sediments may also result in liquefaction and resultant deformational damage to roadbeds.1
These impacts under the Revised Project are similar to those impacts described under the Proposed2
Project in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.3

Effects of Project Operation4

Operations of Delta enhancement projects associated with the Revised Project constructed in the5
immediate vicinity of unstable soils could result in leakage to the subsurface, possibly resulting in6
expansion of clayey sediments at shallow depths beneath the structures. These impacts under the Revised7
Project are similar to those impacts described under the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection8
and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.9

Conclusion10

The specific locations and the types of structures of Delta enhancement projects with respect to unstable11
soils are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to unstable soils from Delta enhancement projects12
cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be13
available for implementation.14

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the15
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes due to unstable16
soils could result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project,17
the potential impacts are considered significant.18

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed19
Project, the overall adverse impacts due to unstable soils resulting from the Revised Project would be20
greater than the Proposed Project.21

11.4.3.3.4 Impact 11-4c: Construction of Projects Could Result in Substantial Soil Erosion or the22

Loss of Topsoil23

Effects of Project Construction24

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in soil erosion or the loss of25
topsoil, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as26
an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR.27

Any construction project more than 1 acre in size would be required to comply with the California28
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities29
(General Permit), State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. This30
permit requires development and implementation of an effective combination of erosion and sediment31
control BMPs to manage erosion and topsoil loss. Construction and post-construction BMPs would be32
identified in the project’s SWPPP.33

Because Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to comply34
with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a site-specific SWPPP,35
soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during construction as described for the Proposed36
Project in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR.37
The details of many of the aspects of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible38
that significant soils loss could occur.39
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Effects of Project Operation1

Because Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to comply2
with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a site-specific SWPPP,3
soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during operations as described for the Proposed4
Project in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR.5
The details of many of the aspects of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible6
that significant soils loss could occur.7

Conclusion8

The specific locations of Delta enhancement projects with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or loss9
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts related to areas subject to soil erosion or loss from Delta10
enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation11
measures would be available for implementation.12

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the13
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial soil erosion or loss could14
result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the15
potential impacts are considered significant.16

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed17
Project, the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or loss resulting from the18
Revised Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.19

11.4.3.3.5 Impact 11-5c: Construction of Projects Could Lead to Impacts Associated with the20

Presence of Expansive Soils21

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation22

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could expose structures to damage due to23
expansive soils. Expansive clays can cause heaving, particularly differential heaving that can be24
damaging to improvements. Linear improvements such as pipelines and canals are particularly susceptible25
to such impacts as they must meet stringent tolerances for line and grade. If not accounted for in project26
design, expansive soils could lead to degradation or even structural failure of facilities.27

In general, expansive soils are more likely to be present in well-developed soils in valley basins within the28
Delta and Delta watershed that have high clay contents, rather than in more organic rich soils or younger29
alluvial soils on floodplains. Without mitigation, project impacts related to expansive soils could be30
significant as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of31
Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR.32

Conclusion33

The specific locations of Delta enhancement facilities with respect to areas with expansive soils are not34
known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils from Delta enhancement35
projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would36
be available for implementation.37

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the38
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to expansive39
soils could result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project,40
the potential impacts are considered significant.41

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed42
Project, the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils resulting from the Revised43
Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.44
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11.4.3.3.6 Impact 11-6c: Operation of Projects Could Result in Impacts Associated with the1

Occurrence of Nuisance Water in Adjacent Areas Due to Leakage2

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation3

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in the occurrence of nuisance4
water (formation of surface springs and seeps) in adjacent areas due to leakage from such facilities.5
Nuisance water due to leakage could result in formation of areas of unstable soils and potentially result in6
on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse in the same manner as7
described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an8
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. The facilities would be located in the Delta.9

Conclusion10

The specific locations of Delta enhancement facilities with respect to areas with potential for nuisance11
water impacts are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential for12
nuisance water impacts from Delta enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is13
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.14

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the15
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for nuisance16
water impacts could result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the17
Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.18

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project the overall adverse19
impacts with respect to areas with potential for nuisance water impacts resulting from the Revised Project20
would be greater than the Proposed Project.21

11.4.3.3.7 Impact 11-7c: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects,22

Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Landslides23

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation24

Delta enhancement projects could involve construction of berms and other embankments around wildlife25
viewing or hunting areas, which may result in an increased occurrence of landslides, typically shallow26
surficial failures on fill slopes. Landslides on fill embankments can occur especially during wet months,27
and also when seismic shaking events occur as described under the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.5,28
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. The facilities would be29
located in the Delta.30

Conclusion31

The specific locations of Delta enhancement facilities with respect to areas with potential for landslides32
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential for landslides from33
Delta enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible34
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.35

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the36
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for landslides37
could result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the38
potential impacts are considered significant.39

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project the overall adverse40
impacts with respect to areas with potential for landslides resulting from the Revised Project would be41
greater than the Proposed Project.42
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11.4.3.3.8 Impact 11-8c: Have Soils Incapable of Adequately Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks or1

Alternative Waste Water Disposal Systems Where Sewers Are Not Available for the2

Disposal of Waste Water3

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation4

Delta enhancement projects may be sited in locations far from municipalities with sewer connections, and5
therefore could potentially require an on-site wastewater treatment system for the disposal of wastewater6
during project operation. If permanent facilities are constructed in remote locations, a septic tank or7
alternative wastewater disposal system would have to be installed for use during operation as described8
under the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving9
Place, of the Draft PEIR.10

The specific locations and structures of Delta enhancement projects with respect to areas that cannot11
effectively support septic systems are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts from Delta enhancement12
projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would13
be available for implementation.14

Conclusion15

The specific locations of Delta enhancement projects with respect to areas that cannot effectively support16
septic systems are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas that cannot effectively17
support septic systems from Delta enhancement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is18
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.19

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the20
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of impacts in areas that cannot21
effectively support septic systems could result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects22
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.23

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project the overall adverse24
impacts with respect to areas that cannot effectively support septic systems resulting from the Revised25
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.26

11.4.3.3.9 Impact 11-9c: Substantial Risks to Life or Property Due to Construction of Project27

Facilities on High Organic Matter Soils28

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation29

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could cause risks related to high-organic30
matter soils in the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.5, Protection and31
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.32

Conclusion33

The specific locations of Delta enhancement facilities with respect to areas with soils with a high34
concentration of organic materials are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas35
with soils with a high concentration of organic materials from Delta enhancement projects cannot be36
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for37
implementation.38

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the39
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to soils with a40
high concentration of organic materials could result from implementation of Delta enhancement projects41
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.42
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Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project the overall adverse1
impacts with respect to areas with soils with a high concentration of organic materials resulting from the2
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.3

11.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement4

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the5
Proposed Project to improve water quality, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation6
of projects that could improve water quality including the following types of projects (as described in7
Section 11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):8

 Water treatment plants9
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)10
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities11
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities12
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)13
 Wellhead treatment facilities14
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)15

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not16
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking17
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water18
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;19
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;20
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total21
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley22
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments23
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project.24

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water25
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in26
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised27
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for28
other water quality criteria and objectives.29

11.4.3.4.1 Impact 11-1d: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse30

Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Rupture of a Known31

Earthquake Fault32

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation33

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the proposed project could be located near earthquake34
faults, and could thus result in exposure of people or structures to adverse effects involving the rupture of35
known earthquake faults in a similar manner described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3,36
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.37

Conclusion38

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects with respect to areas with adverse seismic39
effects are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to40
adverse seismic effects from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it41
is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.42

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the43
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes due to increased44
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exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects could result from implementation of water1
quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered2
significant.3

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement actions under the Revised4
Project compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts due to increased exposure of5
people or structures to adverse seismic effects resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than6
the Proposed Project.7

11.4.3.4.2 Impact 11-2d: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse8

Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Due to Strong Ground Motion9

Associated with Seismic Shaking10

Effects of Project Construction11

Because water quality improvement projects could be located near earthquake faults, the Revised Project12
could result in exposure of people or structures to adverse effects in a similar manner described for the13
Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. The effects of14
strong ground motion (shaking) are many, among which the most significant are direct structural15
deformation and failure of inhabited structures, ground failure beneath inhabited structures, or ground16
failure beneath critical infrastructure such as dams and levees. Other, less significant effects can include17
damage to uninhabited structures, pipelines, canals, and other constructed improvements.18

Conclusion19

The specific locations of water quality improvement facilities with respect to areas with potential strong20
ground motion are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or21
structures to adverse seismic effects from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately22
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for23
implementation.24

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the25
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial impacts due to increased26
exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects could result from implementation of water27
quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered28
significant.29

Given the potential for an increased number of actions water quality improvement actions under the30
Revised Project the overall adverse impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse31
seismic effects resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.32

11.4.3.4.3 Impact 11-3d: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Be Located on a Geologic33
Unit or Soil That Is Unstable, or That Would Become Unstable as a Result of the Project,34

and Potentially Result in Loss of Bearing Value, Lateral Spreading, Subsidence,35

Liquefaction or Collapse36

Effects of Project Construction37

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include new and expanded38
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants). Some water quality39
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be located in areas of unstable soils, with40
the potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse, in which heavy and/or tall41
equipment could sink, tip over and/or be difficult to handle (driving or moving controls) causing unsafe42
working conditions. Construction activities for levee modifications, water and wastewater facilities, and43
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other water quality improvement facilities could occur in areas underlain by soft or loose soils, where1
high groundwater or seepage may be present and on sloping ground.2

Construction-related modifications of existing fluvial sediments, Delta peat soils, and topsoils arising3
from grading required for development of various projects may result in a reduction of stability.4
Surcharging loads arising from placement of fill to locally raise grades may accelerate subsidence by5
causing consolidation of the peat and other unconsolidated sediments. Collapse of pore space in peat6
layers is the chief concern, but consolidation by compaction of saturated silts and sands is also a potential7
impact. Subsidence, particularly differential subsidence occurring after construction, can also result in8
distress to improvements.9

Where existing surficial layers are removed by grading along the edges of rivers and streams potentially10
liquefiable sands may be exposed which increased the risk of loss of bearing value, soil settlement and11
lateral spreading during fault rupture-related seismic shaking events where transient higher pore-water12
pressures in groundwater cause the soil to liquefy. Repeated trips of loaded haul trucks on paved roads13
situated on top of shallow saturated sediments may also result in liquefaction and resultant deformational14
damage to roadbeds.15

The Revised Project could cause these impacts in the same manner as described under the Proposed16
Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.17

Effects of Project Operation18

Operational impacts for water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be19
similar to those described in Section 11.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and20
described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.21

Operations of water quality improvement projects associated with the Revised Project constructed in the22
immediate vicinity unstable soils could result in leakage to the subsurface, possibly resulting in expansion23
of clayey sediments at shallow depths beneath the structures.24

Conclusion25

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects with respect to unstable soils are not known26
at this time. Therefore, impacts due to unstable soils from water quality improvement projects cannot be27
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for28
implementation.29

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the30
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes due to unstable31
soils could result from implementation of water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised32
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.33

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project34
the overall adverse impacts due to unstable soils resulting from the Revised Project would be greater35
than the Proposed Project.36

11.4.3.4.4 Impact 11-4d: Construction of Projects Could Result in Substantial Soil Erosion or the37

Loss of Topsoil38

Effects of Project Construction39

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include new and expanded40
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) which could cause soil erosion41
or the loss of topsoil in the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Water42
Quality Improvement, in the Draft PEIR The facilities could be located in or adjacent to the Delta.43
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Any construction project more than 1 acre in size would be required to comply with the California1
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities2
(General Permit), State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. This3
permit requires development and implementation of an effective combination of erosion and sediment4
control BMPs to manage erosion and topsoil loss. Construction and post-construction BMPs would be5
identified in the project’s SWPPP.6

Because water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to7
comply with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a site-specific8
SWPPP, soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during construction as described for the9
Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, in the Draft PEIR. The details of many10
of the aspects of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant soils11
loss could occur.12

Effects of Project Operation13

Because water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to14
comply with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a site-specific15
SWPPP, soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during operations as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, in the Draft PEIR. The details of many17
of the aspects of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant soils18
loss could occur.19

Conclusion20

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects with respect to areas subject to soil erosion21
or loss are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts related to areas subject to soil erosion or loss from22
water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible23
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.24

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the25
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial soil erosion or loss could26
result from implementation of water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the27
potential impacts are considered significant.28

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project29
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or loss resulting from the Revised30
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.31

11.4.3.4.5 Impact 11-5d: Construction of Projects Could Lead to Impacts Associated with the32

Presence of Expansive Soils33

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation34

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project in or adjacent to the Delta could35
be located near or on expansive soils. Expansive clays can cause heaving, particularly differential heaving36
that can be damaging to improvements. Linear improvements such as pipelines and canals are particularly37
susceptible to such impacts as they must meet stringent tolerances for line and grade. If not accounted for38
in project design, expansive soils could lead to degradation or even structural failure of facilities.39

In general, expansive soils are more likely to be present in well-developed soils in valley basins within the40
Delta and Delta watershed that have high clay contents, rather than in more organic rich soils or younger41
alluvial soils on floodplains. Without mitigation, project impacts related to expansive soils could be42
significant as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, in the43
Draft PEIR.44
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Conclusion1

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects with respect to areas with expansive soils2
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils from water3
quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible4
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.5

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the6
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to expansive7
soils could result from implementation of water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised8
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.9

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project10
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils resulting from the Revised Project11
would be greater than the Proposed Project.12

11.4.3.4.6 Impact 11-6d: Operation of Projects Could Result in Impacts Associated with the13

Occurrence of Nuisance Water in Adjacent Areas Due to Leakage14

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation15

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in the occurrence of16
nuisance water (formation of surface springs and seeps) in adjacent areas due to leakage from such17
facilities. Nuisance water due to leakage could result in formation of areas of unstable soils and18
potentially result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse in the19
same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of20
the Draft PEIR.21

Conclusion22

The specific locations of water quality improvement facilities with respect to areas with potential for23
nuisance water impacts are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential24
for nuisance water impacts from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined,25
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.26

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the27
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for nuisance28
water impacts could result from implementation of water quality improvement projects encouraged by the29
Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.30

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project31
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with potential for nuisance water impacts resulting from32
the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.33

11.4.3.4.7 Impact 11-7d: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse34

Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Landslides35

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation36

Water quality improvement projects could involve construction of berms and other embankments, which37
may result in an increased occurrence of landslides, typically shallow surficial failures on fill slopes, in38
the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement,39
of the Draft PEIR. Landslides on fill embankments can occur especially during wet months, and also40
when seismic shaking events occur.41
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Conclusion1

The specific locations of water quality improvement facilities with respect to areas with potential for2
landslides are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential for3
landslides from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain4
whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.5

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the6
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for landslides7
could result from implementation of water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised8
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.9

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project10
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with potential for landslides resulting from the Revised11
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.12

11.4.3.4.8 Impact 11-8d: Have Soils Incapable of Adequately Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks or13
Alternative Waste Water Disposal Systems Where Sewers Are Not Available for the14

Disposal of Waste Water15

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation16

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be sited in locations far from17
municipalities with sewer connections, and therefore could potentially require an on-site wastewater18
treatment system for the disposal of wastewater during project operation. If permanent facilities are19
constructed in remote locations, a septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal system would have to be20
installed for use during operation in the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section21
11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.22

Based on the soil associations found within the Delta and Suisun Marsh, it is expected that the majority of23
the soils in this area will have some limitations for on-site wastewater disposal. The majority of the soils24
have a slow permeability, a shallow duripan or hardpan, or high potential for flooding or ponding,25
preventing the soil from properly treating effluent. Because soils in extensive areas within the Delta and26
Suisun Marsh appear to have limited suitability for supporting septic systems, impacts could be27
significant without appropriate project design and/or mitigation.28

Upland regions of the Delta watershed and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water are characterized29
by a range of soils from those with slow permeability to soils with relative high hydraulic conductivity30
rates, no shallow water table, and no potential for flooding or ponding. The more permeable soils without31
shallow groundwater would likely be suitable for use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal32
systems if connection to a centralized wastewater system is not an option.33

Conclusion34

The specific locations of water quality improvement facilities with respect to areas that cannot effectively35
support septic systems are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas that cannot36
effectively support septic systems from water quality improvement projects cannot be accurately37
determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for38
implementation.39

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the40
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of impacts in areas that cannot41
effectively support septic systems could result from implementation of water quality improvement42
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.43
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Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project1
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas that cannot effectively support septic systems resulting2
from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.3

11.4.3.4.9 Impact 11-9d: Substantial Risks to Life or Property Due to Construction of Project4

Facilities on High Organic Matter Soils5

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation6

Water quality improvement projects on soils with high levels of organic matter (such as peat or muck7
soils) could result in structural problems over time because these soils do not provide stable bearing8
surfaces. High organic matter soils tend to settle and may decrease in volume as organic matter is9
oxidized. If not accounted for in project design, soils with high organic matter levels could degrade10
structural integrity of facilities in the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section11
11.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.12

Conclusion13

The specific locations of water quality improvement facilities with respect to areas with soils with a high14
concentration of organic materials are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas15
with soils with a high concentration of organic materials from water quality improvement projects cannot16
be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for17
implementation.18

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the19
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to soils with a20
high concentration of organic materials could result from implementation of water quality improvement21
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.22

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project23
the overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with soils with a high concentration of organic materials24
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.25

11.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction26

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the27
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described28
in Section 11.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):29

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)30
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)31
 Levee maintenance32
 Levee modification33
 Dredging34
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies35
 Subsidence reversal36
 Reservoir reoperation37

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.38
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship39
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-40
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).41

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the42
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta43
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the44
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Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised1
Project. The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments2
with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses and less3
emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, and4
ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this Recirculated Draft5
PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within the Delta than the6
Proposed Project.7

11.4.3.5.1 Impact 11-1e: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects,8
Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Rupture of a Known Earthquake9

Fault10

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation11

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees12
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,13
and sediment removal from channels. Due to the location of structures that could be constructed under the14
Revised Project near earthquake faults, the Revised Project could result in exposure of people or15
structures to adverse effects involving the rupture of known earthquake faults in the same manner as16
described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.17

Conclusion18

The specific locations of flood risk reduction facilities with respect to seismic faults are not known at this19
time. Therefore, impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects from20
flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible21
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.22

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the23
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial impacts due to increased24
exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects could result from implementation of Delta25
flood risk reduction facilities, the potential impacts are considered significant.26

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the27
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on due to increased exposure of people or structures to28
adverse seismic effects resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.29

11.4.3.5.2 Impact 11-2e: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects,30

Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Due to Strong Ground Motion Associated31

with Seismic Shaking32

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation33

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees34
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,35
and sediment removal from channels.36

Due to the location of structures that could be constructed under the Revised Project near earthquake37
faults, the Revised Project could result in exposure of people or structures to adverse effects in the same38
manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft39
PEIR. The effects of strong ground motion (shaking) are many, among which the most significant are40
direct structural deformation and failure of inhabited structures, ground failure beneath inhabited41
structures, or ground failure beneath critical infrastructure such as dams and levees. Other, less significant42
effects can include damage to uninhabited structures, pipelines, canals, and other constructed43
improvements.44
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Conclusion1

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the2
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential impacts due to3
increased exposure of people or structures to adverse seismic effects, implementation of Delta flood risk4
reduction projects, the potential impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are considered5
significant.6

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the7
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts due to increased exposure of people or structures to adverse8
seismic effects resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.9

11.4.3.5.3 Impact 11-3e: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Be Located on a Geologic10
Unit or Soil That Is Unstable, or That Would Become Unstable as a Result of the Project,11

and Potentially Result in Loss of Bearing Value, Lateral Spreading, Subsidence,12

Liquefaction or Collapse13

Effects of Project Construction14

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees15
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,16
and sediment removal from channels.17

In areas of unstable soils, with the potential for lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse,18
heavy and/or tall equipment could sink, tip over and/or be difficult to handle (driving or moving controls)19
causing unsafe working conditions. Construction activities for levee modifications could occur in areas20
underlain by soft or loose soils, where high groundwater or seepage may be present and on sloping21
ground.22

Construction-related modifications of existing delta fluvial sediments, peats, and topsoils arising from23
grading required for development of various projects may result in a reduction of stability, in the same24
manner as described under the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft25
PEIR.26

Surcharging loads arising from placement of fill to locally raise grades may accelerate subsidence by27
causing consolidation of the peat and other unconsolidated sediments. Collapse of pore space in peat28
layers is the chief concern, but consolidation by compaction of saturated silts and sands is also a potential29
impact. Subsidence, particularly differential subsidence occurring after construction, can also result in30
distress to improvements.31

Where existing surficial layers are removed by grading along the edges of rivers and streams, potentially32
liquefiable sands may be exposed which increased the risk of loss of bearing value, soil settlement and33
lateral spreading during fault rupture-related seismic shaking events where transient higher pore-water34
pressures in groundwater cause the soil to liquefy. Repeated trips of loaded haul trucks on paved roads35
situated on top of shallow saturated sediments may also result in liquefaction and resultant deformational36
damage to roadbeds.37

Effects of Project Operation38

Delta flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project could cause impacts related to39
unstable soils in the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.4, Flood Risk40
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.41

Operations of flood risk reduction projects associated with the Revised Project constructed in the42
immediate vicinity unstable soils could result in leakage to the subsurface, possibly resulting in expansion43
of clayey sediments at shallow depths beneath the structures.44
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Conclusion1

The specific locations of Delta flood risk reduction projects with respect to unstable soils are not known2
at this time. Therefore, impacts due to unstable soils from Delta flood risk reduction projects cannot be3
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for4
implementation.5

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the6
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes due to unstable7
soils could result from implementation of Delta flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised8
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.9

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the10
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts due to unstable soils from the Revised Project11
would be less than the Proposed Project.12

11.4.3.5.4 Impact 11-4e: Construction of Projects Could Result in Substantial Soil Erosion or the13

Loss of Topsoil14

Effects of Project Construction15

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees16
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,17
and sediment removal from channels, which could cause soil erosion or the loss of topsoil as described for18
the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Flood Risk Reduction, in the Draft PEIR.19

Any construction project more than 1 acre in size would be required to comply with the California20
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities21
(General Permit), State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. This22
permit requires development and implementation of an effective combination of erosion and sediment23
control BMP to manage erosion and topsoil loss. Construction and post-construction BMPs would be24
identified in the project’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).25

Because flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to comply26
with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a site-specific SWPPP,27
soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during construction as described for the Proposed28
Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Flood Risk Reduction, in the Draft PEIR. The details of many of the aspects29
of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant soils loss could30
occur.31

Effects of Project Operation32

Levees are the primary physical structures associated with flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the33
Revised Project. Because flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be34
required to comply with local requirements and State regulations, and would develop and implement a35
site-specific SWPPP, soil erosion and topsoil loss would likely be minimized during operations as36
described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Flood Risk Reduction, in the Draft PEIR. The37
details of many of the aspects of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that38
significant soils loss could occur.39

Conclusion40

The specific locations of Delta flood risk reduction projects with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or41
loss are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts to areas subject to soil erosion or loss from Delta flood42
risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation43
measures would be available for implementation.44
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to soil erosion or2
loss could result from implementation of Delta flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised3
Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.4

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the5
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts with respect to areas subject to soil erosion or6
loss resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.7

11.4.3.5.5 Impact 11-5e: Construction of Projects Could Lead to Impacts Associated with the8

Presence of Expansive Soils9

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation10

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees11
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,12
and sediment removal from channels. Construction-related grading activities for these types of projects13
could expose or reduce the vertical distance to expansive clays in the subsurface, exacerbating the14
problem of expansive soils. Expansive clays can cause heaving, particularly differential heaving that can15
be damaging to improvements. Linear improvements such as pipelines and canals are particularly16
susceptible to such impacts as they must meet stringent tolerances for line and grade. If not accounted for17
in project design, expansive soils could lead to degradation or even structural failure of facilities.18

In general, expansive soils are more likely to be present in well-developed soils in valley basins within the19
Delta and Delta watershed that have high clay contents, rather than in more organic rich soils or younger20
alluvial soils on floodplains. It is important that expansive soils be identified and mitigated during project21
design and construction, because structural problems resulting from construction on expansive soils may22
not become apparent for many years. Without mitigation, project impacts related to expansive soils could23
be significant in the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Flood Risk24
Reduction, in the Draft PEIR.25

Conclusion26

The specific locations of flood risk reduction facilities with respect to areas with expansive soils are not27
known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils from flood risk28
reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation29
measures would be available for implementation.30

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the31
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to expansive32
soils could result from implementation of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project,33
the potential impacts are considered significant.34

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the35
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with expansive soils36
resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.37

11.4.3.5.6 Impact 11-6e: Operation of Projects Could Result in Impacts Associated with the38

Occurrence of Nuisance Water in Adjacent Areas Due to Leakage39

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation40

Construction of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in the41
occurrence of nuisance water (formation of surface springs and seeps) in adjacent areas due to leakage42
from such facilities. Nuisance water due to leakage could result in formation of areas of unstable soils and43
potentially result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse in the44
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same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Flood Risk Reduction, of the1
Draft PEIR. The facilities would be located in the Delta.2

Conclusion3

The specific locations of flood risk reduction facilities with respect to areas with potential for nuisance4
water impacts are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential for5
nuisance water impacts from flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is6
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.7

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the8
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for nuisance9
water impacts could result from implementation of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the10
Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.11

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the12
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with potential for13
nuisance water impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.14

11.4.3.5.7 Impact 11-7e: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects,15

Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Landslides16

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation17

Construction of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project could involve18
construction of berms and other embankments, which may result in an increased occurrence of landslides,19
typically shallow surficial failures on fill slopes, in the same manner as described under the Proposed20
Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. . Landslides on fill embankments21
can occur especially during wet months, and also when seismic shaking events occur. The facilities would22
be located in the Delta.23

Conclusion24

The specific locations of flood risk reduction facilities with respect to areas with potential for landslides25
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas with potential for landslides from26
flood risk reduction projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible27
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the29
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because areas with potential for landslides30
could result from implementation of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the31
potential impacts are considered significant.32

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the33
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with potential for34
landslides resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.35

11.4.3.5.8 Impact 11-8e: Have Soils Incapable of Adequately Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks or36
Alternative Waste Water Disposal Systems Where Sewers Are Not Available for the37

Disposal of Waste Water38

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation39

Flood risk reduction projects are not anticipated to have permanent on-site personnel and therefore will40
not require septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal systems.41
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Conclusion1

Flood risk reduction projects are not anticipated to require septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal2
systems at this time. Therefore, there would be no impact, which is the same as under the Proposed3
Project.4

11.4.3.5.9 Impact 11-9e: Substantial Risks to Life or Property Due to Construction of Project5

Facilities on High Organic Matter Soils6

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation7

Flood risk reduction projects sited on soils with high levels of organic matter (such as peat or muck soils)8
could result in structural problems over time because these soils do not provide stable bearing surfaces.9
High organic matter soils tend to settle and may decrease in volume as organic matter is oxidized. If not10
accounted for in project design, soils with high organic matter levels could degrade structural integrity of11
facilities in the same manner as described for the Proposed Project in Section 11.5.3.3, Flood Risk12
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.13

Conclusion14

The specific locations of flood risk reduction facilities with respect to areas with soils with a high15
concentration of organic materials are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts with respect to areas16
with soils with a high concentration of organic materials from flood risk reduction projects cannot be17
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for18
implementation.19

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the20
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial exposure to soils with a21
high concentration of organic materials could result from implementation of flood risk reduction projects22
encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.23

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the24
Proposed Project, the potential for overall adverse impacts with respect to areas with soils with a high25
concentration of organic materials resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed26
Project.27

11.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures28

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 11-1through 11-9 of29
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 11.5.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and30
summarized below.31

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for32
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts33
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the34
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would35
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.36

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,37
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be38
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.39
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the40
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, significant41
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.42
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11.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 11-11

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 11-1a through 11-1e, Exposure of2
People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death3
Involving Rupture of a Known Earthquake Fault:4

 For construction that occurs in an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone, a determination must be5
made by a licensed practitioner (California Certified Engineering Geologist) that no fault traces6
are present within the building footprint of any structure intended for human occupancy. The7
standard of care for such determinations includes direct examination of potentially affected8
subsurface materials (soil and/or bedrock) by logging of subsurface trenches. Uncertainties9
regarding the exact locations of future ground ruptures associated with such determinations10
generally are resolved by providing a minimum setback of 50 feet from any known surface trace11
of an active fault. For critical structures, such as hospitals, dams, and emergency facilities, more12
stringent mitigation measures are required, including but not limited to greater structural setbacks13
and heavier reinforcement against strong ground motion, in compliance not only with California14
regulations but in many cases in compliance with additional Federal regulations.15

 Lead agencies shall ensure that geotechnical design recommendations are included in the design16
of facilities and construction specifications to minimize the potential impacts from seismic events17
and the presence of adverse soil conditions. Recommended measures to address adverse18
conditions shall conform to applicable design codes, guidelines, and standards.19

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,20
they reduce significant impacts due to the rupture of a known earthquake faults to less than significant21
levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of impacts; however,22
due to the potential for facilities constructed to be located on a known earthquake fault, this potential23
impact would remain significant.24

11.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 11-225

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 11-2a through 11-2e, Exposure of26
People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death27
Due to Strong Ground Motion Associated with Seismic Shaking:28

 Require adherence, at minimum, to the precepts of the current approved version of the29
International Building Code (IBC). Included in the IBC are measures for mitigation of the30
impacts of strong ground motion on constructed works. In addition to the California –required31
conformance with the IBC, for critical structures, such as dams (including levees), hospitals, and32
emergency facilities, additional construction requirements are codified in federal statutes and the33
regulations of various federal agencies. Lead agencies will, by force of law, require conformance34
with these codified mitigation measures.35

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,36
they reduce significant strong ground motion associated with seismic shaking impacts to less than37
significant levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of these38
impacts by requiring compliance to the mitigation measures in the current approved version of the IBC. In39
some cases it will not be feasible to comply with these regulations because of the probability of projects40
to be located in areas where strong ground motion during seismic events can and will occur. For these41
reasons, impacts related to strong ground motion associated with seismic shaking would remain42
significant.43
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11.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 11-31

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 11-3a through 11-3e, Construction2
and Operations of Projects Could Be Located on a Geologic Unit or Soil That Is Unstable, or That Would3
Become Unstable as a Result of the Project, and Potentially Result in Loss of Bearing Value, Lateral4
Spreading, Subsidence, Liquefaction or Collapse:5

 For projects that would result in significant or potentially significant grading operations, a6
geotechnical investigation shall be performed and a geotechnical report prepared.7
The geotechnical report shall include a quantitative analysis to determine whether excavation or8
fill placement would result in a potential for damage due to soil subsidence during and/or after9
construction. Project designs shall incorporate measures to reduce the potential damage to an10
insignificant level, including but not limited to removal and recompaction of existing soils11
susceptible to subsidence, ground improvement (such as densification by compaction or grouting,12
soil cementation), and reinforcement of structural components to resist deformation due to13
subsidence. The site-specific potential for and severity of cyclic seismic loading shall be analyzed14
in the assessment of subsidence for specific projects.15

 A geotechnical investigation shall be performed by an appropriately licensed professional16
engineer and/or geologist to determine the presence and thickness of potentially liquefiable sands17
that could result in loss of bearing value during seismic shaking events. Project designs shall18
incorporate measures to mitigate the potential damage to an insignificant level, including but not19
limited to ground improvement (such as grouting or soil cementation), surcharge loading by20
placement of fill, excavation, soil mixing with non-liquefiable finer-grained materials and21
replacement of liquefiable materials at shallow depths, and reinforcement of structural22
components to resist deformation due to liquefaction. An analysis of site-specific probable and23
credible seismic acceleration values, in accordance with current applicable standards of care, shall24
be performed to provide for suitable project design.25

 For projects that would result in construction of wells intended for groundwater extraction, a26
hydrogeological/geotechnical investigation shall be performed in accordance with the current27
standards of care for such work by an appropriate licensed professional engineer or geologist to28
identify and quantify the potential for groundwater extraction-induced subsidence. The study29
shall include an analysis of existing conditions and modeling of future conditions to assess the30
potential for aquifer compaction/consolidation.31

 For projects that would result in construction of surface reservoirs and canals a32
hydrogeological/geotechnical investigation shall be performed by a licensed professional33
engineer or geologist to identify and quantify the potential for seeps and springs to develop in34
areas adjacent to the proposed improvements and to propose mitigation measures. Mitigation of35
such seepage could include, without limitation, additives to concrete that reduce its permeability,36
construction of impervious liner systems, and design and construction of subdrainage (passive37
control) or dewatering systems (active control).38

Geotechnical investigations and preparation of geotechnical reports shall be performed in the responsible39
care of California licensed geotechnical professionals including professional civil engineers, certified40
geotechnical engineers, professional geologists, certified engineering geologists, and certified41
hydrogeologists, all of whom should be practicing within the current standards of care for such work.42

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,43
they reduce significant impacts due to unstable soils to less than significant levels. Implementation of44
these mitigation measures would provide the information needed to design and construct facilities that45
should be able to withstand unstable soils. In some cases it will not be feasible to design the facility to46
withstand such forces due to cost, etc. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by47
other agencies on the basis of Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered48
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actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and1
jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For these reasons, impacts due2
to unstable geologic units and soils would remain significant.3

11.4.3.6.4 Mitigation Measure 11-44

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 11-4a through 11-4e, Substantial5
Soil Erosion or the Loss of Topsoil:6

 Any covered action that would have significant soil erosion and topsoil loss impacts7
(Impact 11-4) shall incorporate specific measures for future projects that would expand the use of8
BMPs or optional erosion control measures listed in the SWPPPs. The SWPPP shall identify an9
effective combination of BMPs to reduce erosion during construction and to prevent erosion10
during operation. Examples of typical BMPs include:11

 Erosion control measures such as silt fencing, sand bags, straw bales and mats, and rice straw12
wattles shall be placed to reduce erosion and capture sediment. Straw used for erosion control13
shall be new cereal grain straw derived from rice, wheat, or barley; free of mold and noxious14
weed seed; and neither derived from dry-farmed crops nor previously used for stable bedding.15
Clearance shall be obtained from the County Agricultural Commissioner before straw16
obtained from outside the county is delivered to the work site. Monitoring requirements of the17
newly revised General Construction Permit shall be implemented, and more effective BMPs18
shall be identified and installed if runoff samples indicate excessive turbidity.19

 During construction activities, topsoil shall be removed, stockpiled, and saved for20
reapplication following completion of construction. The top 6 inches shall be salvaged and21
reapplied to a comparable thickness. Soil material shall be placed in a manner that minimizes22
compaction and promotes plant reestablishment.23

 If catch basins are used for sediment capture, the site shall be graded to ensure stormwater24
runoff flows into the basins, and basins shall be designed for the appropriate storm interval as25
provided in the General Construction Permit.26

 Temporary work areas shall be surfaced with a compacted layer of well-graded gravel. They27
may be covered with a thin asphalt binder. Where expansive or compressible soils are present28
in temporary work areas, construction trailers shall be supported with concrete pads or29
footings.30

 Dust control shall conform to all federal, State, and local requirements and may include use31
of water trucks, street sweepers, or other methods described in the SWPPP.32

 Spoils shall be placed in 12-inch-thick loose lifts and compacted to reduce erosion and33
minimize future subsidence. Placement of peat spoils shall be on agricultural land where34
possible. Following construction, spoils sites shall be restored to avoid erosion.35

 These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In36
many cases, they reduce significant soil erosion and topsoil loss impacts to less than significant37
levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for soil erosion38
and loss of topsoil due to project construction activities. In some cases it will not be feasible to39
prevent significant soil erosion and loss of topsoil due to cost, construction schedule, soil type,40
and soil behavior. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies41
on the basis of Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the42
implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and43
jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For these reasons,44
construction related soil erosion and loss of topsoil impacts would remain significant.45
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11.4.3.6.5 Mitigation Measure 11-51

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 11-5a through 11-5e, Construction2
of Projects Could Lead to Impacts Associated with the Presence of Expansive Soils:3

 In areas where expansive clays exist, a hydrogeological/geotechnical investigation shall be4
performed by a licensed professional engineer or geologist to identify and quantify the potential5
for expansion, particularly differential expansion of clayey soils due to leakage and saturation6
beneath new improvements. Measures could include, but are not limited to removal and7
recompaction of problematic expansive soils, soil stabilization, and/or reinforcement of8
constructed improvements to resist deformation due to expansion of subsurface soils.9

 These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In10
many cases, they reduce significant impacts due to expansive soils to less than significant levels.11
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for impacts due to12
expansive soils. In some cases it will not be feasible to mitigate for expansive soils because of13
cost, depth of expansive soils, construction schedule, unexpected presence of expansive soils, and14
project design restrictions. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other15
agencies on the basis of Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered16
actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the17
responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For18
these reasons, potential impacts due to expansive soils would remain significant.19

11.4.3.6.6 Mitigation Measure 11-620

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 11-6a through 11-6e, Operation of21
Projects Could Result in Impacts Associated with the Occurrence of Nuisance Water in Adjacent Areas22
Due to Leakage):23

 For projects that would result in construction of canals, storage reservoirs and other surface24
impoundments, project design shall provide for protection from leakage to the subsurface.25
Measures could include, but are not limited to rendering concrete less permeable by specifying26
concrete additives such as bentonite, design of impermeable liner systems, design of leakage27
collection and recovery systems, and construction of impermeable subsurface cutoff walls.28

 These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In29
many cases, they reduce significant nuisance water impacts to less than significant levels.30
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for operation of projects31
to result in nuisance water in adjacent areas due to leakage. In some cases it will not be feasible to32
comply with the mitigation measures due to cost constraints. Moreover, as discussed above, with33
regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of Revised Project recommendations34
(i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these35
measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the36
Delta Stewardship Council. For these reasons, impacts associated with nuisance water in adjacent37
areas due to leakage would remain significant.38

For this impact, the following mitigation measures would apply.39

 For ecosystem restoration projects that might cause subsurface seepage of nuisance water onto40
adjacent lands:41

 Perform seepage monitoring studies by measuring the level of shallow groundwater in the42
adjacent soils, to evaluate the baseline conditions. Continue monitoring for seepage during43
and after the project implementation.44
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 Develop a seepage monitoring plan if subsurface seepage constitutes nuisance water to the1
adjacent land.2

 Implement seepage control measures if adjacent land is not useable, such as installing3
subsurface agricultural drainage systems to avoid raising water levels into crop root zones.4
Cutoff walls and pumping wells can also be used to mitigate for the occurrence of subsurface5
nuisance water.6

11.4.3.6.7 Mitigation Measure 11-77

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 11-7a through 11-7e, Exposure of8
People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death9
Involving Landslides:10

 For projects that would result in construction of levees, surface impoundments and other fill11
embankments project design shall incorporate fill placement in accordance with local and State12
regulations and in accordance with the prevailing standards of care for such work. Measures13
could include, but are not limited to blending of soils most susceptible to landsliding with soils14
having higher cohesion characteristics, installation of slope stabilization measures, designing top-15
of-slope berms or v-ditches, terrace drains and other surface runoff control measures, and16
designing slopes at lower inclinations.17

 These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In18
many cases, they reduce significant impacts due to landslides to less than significant levels.19
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for risks due to20
landslides. In some cases it will not be feasible to apply soil or slope improvements due to cost or21
space constraints. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies22
on the basis of Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the23
implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and24
jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For these reasons,25
impacts due to potential landslides would remain significant.26

11.4.3.6.8 Mitigation Measure 11-827

The following mitigation measure would reduce the effects of Impact 11-8a through 11-8e, Have Soils28
Incapable of Adequately Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks or Alternative Waste Water Disposal29
Systems Where Sewers Are Not Available for the Disposal of Waste Water:30

 A geotechnical investigation shall be performed and a geotechnical report prepared.31
The geotechnical report shall include a quantitative analysis to determine whether on-site soils32
would be suitable for an on-site wastewater treatment system. If it is determined that the soil33
could not support a conventional on-site treatment system, non-conventional systems shall be34
analyzed. Potential alternative systems include (SWRCB, 2011):35

 Containment systems that do not generate waste36
 Anoxic and anaerobic systems37
 Attached and suspended growth aerobic treatment systems38
 Natural treatment systems39
 Disinfection systems40
 Monitoring control systems41

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,42
they reduce significant wastewater impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these43
mitigation measures would reduce the significance of having soils incapable of supporting the use of44
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traditional septic systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater. In some cases it1
will not be feasible to provide alternative wastewater disposal systems due to space constraints, lack of a2
service provider, and/or cost. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other3
agencies on the basis of Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions),4
the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction5
of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For these reasons, wastewater disposal6
impacts would remain significant.7

11.4.3.6.9 Mitigation Measure 11-98

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 11-9a through 11-9e, Substantial9
Risks to Life or Property Due to Construction of Project Facilities on High Organic Matter Soils:10

 For projects that would result in significant or potentially significant risk to structures due to the11
presence of highly organic soils, lead agencies shall require geotechnical evaluation prior to12
construction to identify measures to mitigate organic soils. The following measures may be13
considered:14

 Over-excavation and import of suitable fill material15

 Structural reinforcement of constructed works to resist deformation16

 Construction of structural supports below the depth of highly organic soils into materials with17
suitable bearing strength18

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,19
they reduce significant impacts due to construction on high organic matter soils to less than significant20
levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for impacts due to21
construction on high organic matter soils. In some cases it will not be feasible to comply with the22
measures listed above due to cost, lack of proper materials, or design constraints. Moreover, as discussed23
above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of Revised Project recommendations24
(i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would25
be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.26
For these reasons, impacts due to high organic matter soils would remain significant.27

11.5 References28

The Section 11.6, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.29

30
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Section 121

Paleontological Resources2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses paleontological resources. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 12 of the Draft4
Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

12.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 12.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

12.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 12.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

12.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 12.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

12.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 12.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

12.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise severity and extent of project-24
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific25
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of26
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific27
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for28
implementation.29
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The assessment methods for paleontological resources impacts are the same as described in Section1
12.4.1, Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details2
are not available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-3
specific basis.4

12.4.2 Thresholds of Significance5

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 12.4.2, Thresholds of6
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.7

12.4.3 Revised Project8

12.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply9

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the10
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction, and/or operation11
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as12
described in Section 12.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):13

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,14
hydroelectric facilities)15

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)16

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)17

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)18

 Water transfers19

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation20

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.21
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water22
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream23
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin24
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the25
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in26
groundwater management.27

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the28
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the29
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is30
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater31
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under32
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered33
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater34
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed35
Project.36

12.4.3.1.1 Impact 12-1a: Destruction of Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features37

Effects of Project Construction38

Construction-related activities at construction sites for treatment plants, surface water and groundwater39
storage facilities, conveyance facilities (intakes, canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants),40
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and groundwater wells, could require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers,1
bulldozers, backhoes, and concrete mixing and pumping trucks. The facilities could be located in the2
Delta, in the Delta watershed, or in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.3

Many of these construction activities have the potential to affect previously undisturbed,4
paleontologically sensitive sediments. These include sediments below 60 feet in depth in the Delta and5
surrounding areas. Deep excavations that could affect paleontological resources could occur at6
construction sites for treatment plants, surface water and groundwater storage facilities, conveyance7
facilities (canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants), groundwater wells, and levees. Similar8
to the Proposed Project, it is unlikely that construction activities would destroy a unique geological9
feature under the Revised Project.10

The extent and intensity of effects on paleontological resources would depend on the size and placement11
of reliable water supply facilities. Larger and more numerous facilities, because of their larger12
development footprint, would be more likely to affect paleontological resources, especially if they13
required deep excavation. In addition, the placement of in-channel structures has the potential to affect14
paleontological resources.15

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in specific16
construction activities, including the location, number, capacity, methods, and duration of construction17
activities. Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the18
impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta19
watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with20
groundwater projects, by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised21
Project is not expected to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.22

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the23
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, the location, number, capacity, operational24
criteria, and methods and duration of construction activities to support reliable water supply projects25
under the Proposed Project are not clear at this time. Because of the uncertainties underlying this26
program-level assessment, impacts on paleontological resources cannot be accurately quantified. It is27
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation. The impacts28
under the Revised Project are similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 12.4.3.1,29
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, but would apply to a greater geographic area.30

Effects of Project Operation31

Operations of new water storage facilities, ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and32
intake structures would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances following construction.33
Therefore, impacts to paleontological resources or unique geological features due to implementation of34
reliable water supply projects are not anticipated under the Revised Project.35

Conclusion36

The specific locations of reliable water supply facilities with respect to paleontological resources are not37
known at this time. Therefore, impacts on paleontological resources or unique geological features from38
reliable water supply projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible39
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.40

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the41
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because substantial changes to42
paleontological resources or unique geological features could result from implementation of reliable water43
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project, the potential impacts are considered significant.44
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Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project1
the overall adverse impacts on paleontological resources or unique geological features resulting from the2
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.3

12.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration4

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the5
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem , which could lead to completion, construction, and/or6
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as7
described in Section 12.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):8

 Floodplain restoration9

 Riparian restoration10

 Tidal marsh restoration11

 Stressor management12

 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)13

 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the State Water Resources Control Board14
(SWRCB)15

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.16
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed , specifically names Cache Slough Complex, Cosumnes17
River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat18
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass, as potential projects and potential19
locations for implementation.20

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands21
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an22
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of23
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the24
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta. .25

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including26
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance27
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy. These programs could affect28
paleontological resources if vegetation is removed and levees are modified to provide erosion protection.29

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including30
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could31
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update32
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta33
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority34
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the35
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and36
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water37
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and38
improve water quality. The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San39
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun40
Marsh Protection Plan and the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of41
the ecosystem plans for sea level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta42
Reform Act, and the adopted Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect paleontological43
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resources because these modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs and1
regulations that prevent such impacts.2

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new3
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced4
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound5
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species6
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation7
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a8
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and9
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs10
would not be expected to affect paleontological resources.11

12.4.3.2.1 Impact 12-1b: Destruction of Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features12

Effects of Project Construction13

Construction-related activities encouraged by the Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not result in14
disturbance of previously undisturbed, paleontological sensitive sediments. These include sediments15
below 60 feet in depth in the Delta and surrounding areas. Potential impacts associated with construction16
of ecosystem restoration projects would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section17
12.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. The conclusions of that analysis indicated that18
there is substantial evidence that no significant impact would occur to paleontological resources because19
excavations for Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not extend to depths below 60 feet.20

Similar to the Proposed Project, it is also unlikely that construction activities would destroy unique21
geological features.22

The extent and intensity of effects on paleontological resources or unique geological features would23
depend on the size and placement of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities. Larger and more numerous24
facilities, because of their larger development footprint, would be more likely to affect paleontological25
resources or unique geological features , especially if they required deep excavation.26

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the27
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, the location, number, capacity, operational28
criteria, and methods and duration of construction activities to support Delta ecosystem restoration29
projects under the Proposed Project is not clear at this time. Because of the uncertainties underlying this30
program-level assessment, impacts on paleontological resources cannot be accurately quantified but31
appear to be less than significant. The impacts under the Revised Project are similar to impacts for the32
Proposed Project as described in Section 12.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.33

Effects of Project Operation34

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not result in further excavation or similar35
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to paleontological resources or unique geological36
features due to implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects are not anticipated under the37
Revised Project.38

Conclusion39

The specific locations of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities with respect to paleontological resources40
or unique geological features are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on paleontological resources41
or unique geological features from Delta ecosystem restoration projects cannot be accurately determined,42
and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation, as43
described for reliable water supply projects in Section 12.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this44
Recirculated Draft PEIR.45
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there is substantial evidence that the impact2
to paleontological resources or unique geological features would be less-than-significant because3
excavations for Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not extend to depths below 60 feet. It is4
therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may5
develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for the purposes of this6
program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or7
supported by substantial evidence.8

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts on paleontological resources or unique geological9
features resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.10

12.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place11

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the12
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place, which could lead to completion,13
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as14
described in Section 12.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft15
PEIR):16

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,17
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)18

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)19

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.20
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects : new State parks21
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the22
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State23
parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park24
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.25

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and26
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,27
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)28
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for29
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from30
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational31
resources.32

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 12.4.3.4,33
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.34

12.4.3.3.1 Impact 12-1c: Destruction of Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features35

Effects of Project Construction36

Construction-related activities at construction sites for Delta enhancement projects could require the use37
of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes in the Delta.38

Potential impacts associated with construction of Delta enhancement projects would be similar to those39
described for the Proposed Project in Section 12.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an40
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. The conclusions of that analysis indicated that there is substantial41
evidence that no significant impact would occur to paleontological resources because excavations for42
Delta enhancement projects would not extend to depths below 60 feet.43
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Similar to the Proposed Project, it is unlikely that construction activities would destroy a unique1
paleontological resources or unique geological features under the Revised Project.2

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the3
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, the location, number, capacity, operational4
criteria, and methods and duration of construction activities to support Delta enhancement projects under5
the Proposed Project is not clear at this time. Because of the uncertainties underlying this program-level6
assessment, impacts on paleontological resources or unique geological features cannot be accurately7
quantified but appear to be less than significant. The impacts under the Revised Project are similar to8
impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 12.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta9
as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.10

Effects of Project Operation11

Operations of Delta enhancement projects would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances12
following construction. Therefore, impacts to paleontological resources or unique geological features due13
to implementation of Delta enhancement projects are not anticipated under the Revised Project.14

Conclusion15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there is substantial evidence that the impact17
to paleontological resources or unique geological features would be less-than-significant because18
excavations for Delta enhancement projects would not be extensive. It is therefore concluded that this19
impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate20
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for the purposes of this program-level analysis,21
there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial22
evidence.23

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed24
Project, the overall adverse impacts on paleontological resources resulting from the Revised Project25
would be greater than the Proposed Project. However, because it is concluded that the impact would be26
less than significant, the significance of impacts on paleontological resources or unique geological27
featuresunder the Revised Project would be the same as under Proposed Project.28

12.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement29

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the30
Proposed Project to improve water quality, which could improve water quality including the following31
types of projects (as described in Section 12.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):32

 Water treatment plants33
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)34
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities35
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities36
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)37
 Wellhead treatment facilities38
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)39

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not40
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking41
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water42
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;43
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;44
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total45
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Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley1
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments2
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project as potential3
projects to be implemented.4

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water5
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in6
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised7
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for8
other water quality criteria and objectives.9

12.4.3.4.1 Impact 12-1d: Destruction of Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features10

Effects of Project Construction11

Construction-related activities at construction sites for water quality improvement projects could require12
the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, and backhoes in the Delta13
and in areas near the Delta.14

Because the mechanism for this impact includes ground-disturbing activities, which are generally15
construction activities, the effects of water quality improvement projects related to the disturbance or16
destruction of paleontological resources or unique geological features would be similar to those impacts17
for the Proposed Project in Section 12.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.18

It is not known at this time how implementation of water quality improvement projects under the Revised19
Project would result in specific activities, including the location, number, methods, and duration of20
construction activities. However, water quality projects could be located in areas with deposits known to21
contain paleontological resources or unique geological features. Therefore, impacts on paleontological22
resources or unique geological features from construction of water quality improvement projects cannot23
be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for24
implementation.25

Effects of Project Operation26

Operational impacts to paleontological resources or unique geological features due to water quality27
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be similar to those described in Section28
12.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR and described for the Proposed Project29
in Section 12.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.30

The specific locations of water quality improvement projects are not known at this time. Therefore,31
impacts on paleontological resources or unique geological features from water quality improvement32
projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would33
be available for implementation.34

Conclusion35

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the36
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for changes to37
paleontological resources or unique geological features from the construction and operation of water and38
wastewater treatment plants and appurtenant facilities, the potential impacts to paleontological resources39
or unique geological features of implementation of future projects are considered significant.40

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised41
Project compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on paleontological resources or42
unique geological features resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed43
Project.44
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12.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction1

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the2
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta, including the following types of projects (as described3
in Section 10.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):4

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)5
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)6
 Levee maintenance7
 Levee modification8
 Dredging9
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies10
 Reservoir reoperation11

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.12
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage he Sacramento Deep Water Ship13
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-14
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).15

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the16
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta17
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the18
Draft PEIR. Recommendations for the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised19
Project. For example, the Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State20
investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land21
uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,22
transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this23
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within24
the Delta than the Proposed Project.25

12.4.3.5.1 Impact 12-1e: Destruction of Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features26

Effects of Project Construction27

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of levees28
and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains,29
and sediment removal from channels. Construction-related activities at construction sites for water quality30
improvement projects could require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers,31
bulldozers, and backhoes in the Delta.32

Because the mechanism for this impact includes ground-disturbing activities, which are generally33
construction activities, the effects of Delta flood improvement projects related to the disturbance or34
destruction of paleontological resources or unique geological features would be similar to those impacts35
for the Proposed Project in Section 12.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.36

The same type of impacts from construction of flood risk reduction projects would occur under the37
Revised Project as described under the Proposed Project in Section 12.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the38
Draft PEIR.39

It is not known at this time how implementation of Delta flood risk reduction projects under the Revised40
Project would result in specific activities, including the location, number, methods, and duration of41
construction activities. However, Delta flood risk reduction projects could be located in areas with42
deposits known to contain paleontological resources or unique geological features. Therefore, impacts on43
paleontological resources or unique geological features from construction of Delta flood risk reduction44
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projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would1
be available for implementation.2

Effects of Project Operation3

Operations of new water storage facilities, ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and4
intake structures would not result in further excavation or similar disturbances following construction.5
Therefore, impacts to paleontological resources or unique geological features are not anticipated due to6
implementation of flood risk reduction projects under the Revised Project.7

Conclusion8

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the9
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for changes to10
paleontological resources from the construction and operation of Delta flood risk reduction facilities, the11
potential impacts to paleontological resources or unique geological features due to implementation of12
flood risk reduction projects are considered significant.13

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the14
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on paleontological resources or unique geological features15
resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those under the Proposed Project.16

12.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures17

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impact 12-1 of the Proposed18
Project, as described in Section 12.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and summarized below.19

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for20
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts21
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the22
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would23
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.24

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,25
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be26
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.27
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the28
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, the significant29
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.30

12.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 12-131

The following mitigation measure would reduce the effects of Impacts 12-1a, 12-1c, and 12-1d.32

 During the project-level analysis, a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Recovery Plan33
(PRMRP) shall be developed and implemented for all actions. The PRMRP shall include34
protocols for paleontological resources monitoring in those areas where sediment with moderate35
to high paleontological sensitivity would be affected by construction-related excavations. The36
PRMRP also shall set forth the following procedures:37

 Confirming the paleontological sensitivity (high, moderate, or low) of the areas to be38
impacted through review of project-level geological and geotechnical data39

 Determining the qualifications of the paleontologist as established by the Society of40
Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP 1991, 1995, 1996)41
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 The assessment and recovery of discovered fossil resources1

 The preparation and curation of fossil finds2

The PRMRP would provide guidelines for the establishment of a yearly or biannual monitoring program3
led by a qualified paleontologist to determine the extent of fossiliferous sediment being exposed and4
affected by erosion, and determine whether paleontological resources are being lost. If loss of5
scientifically significant paleontological resources can be documented, then a recovery program should be6
implemented.7

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 12-1 has the ability to reduce impacts associated with projects to8
a less than significant level in all foreseeable cases if implemented, as evidenced (by analogy) by the9
reference EIRs/EISs mentioned above in the impact analysis. However, because the Council cannot10
guarantee mitigation implementation in all cases (particularly for noncovered actions), potential11
paleontological resource impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.12

12.5 References13

The Section 12.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.14

15
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Section 131

Mineral Resources2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses fuel and non-fuel mineral resources. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 13 of the4
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

13.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 13.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

13.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 13.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

13.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 13.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

13.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 13.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

13.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise magnitude and extent of project-24
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific25
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of26
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific27
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for28
implementation.29
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The assessment methods for mineral resources impacts are the same as described in Section 13.4.1,1
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not2
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific3
basis.4

13.4.2 Thresholds of Significance5

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 13.4.2, Thresholds of6
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.7

13.4.3 Revised Project8

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the9
Proposed Project. The impacts of a project on mineral resources are related to the level of demand for10
mineral resources to implement projects encouraged by the Delta Plan and each project’s footprint of11
disturbance. As for the Proposed Project, the potential impacts on known and locally important mineral12
resources were found to be similar for all of the project categories. In other words, the impacts of Reliable13
Water Supply, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as Evolving Place,14
Water Quality Improvement, and Flood Risk Reduction projects on mineral resources was determined to15
be essentially the same. To avoid unnecessary repetition in the analysis of impacts that could occur under16
the Revised Project, therefore, the impact analyses for all five of the project categories have been17
combined into a single discussion for each potential impact. Impacts would be limited primarily to18
construction activities that would: 1) take place on mineral resource “sectors” designated by the State19
Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) as having regional or statewide significance (i.e., Mineral Resource20
Zones (MRZ)), 2) substantially deplete available construction mineral resources (e.g., aggregate and21
cement), or 3) temporarily or permanently reduce the availability of a known mineral resource recovery22
site. During operations, no new construction would occur that could affect mineral resources, but ongoing23
maintenance of levees and/or other facilities could require limited amounts of rock or aggregate for24
stabilization purposes.25

13.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply26

Actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to reliable water supply projects may27
include construction of surface water and groundwater storage projects, ocean desalination projects,28
wastewater and stormwater recycling projects, water transfers, and water use efficiency and conservation29
programs that could include construction of water intakes, conveyance facilities (canals, pipelines,30
tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants), treatment facilities, and reservoirs, as described in Section 13.4.3,31
Proposed Project, of the Draft PEIR. Under the Revised Project, the potential for construction and32
operation of surface water and groundwater projects would be the same as under the Proposed Project for33
the Delta and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. However, unlike the Proposed Project, the34
Revised Project would encourage these types of projects in areas upstream of the Delta within the Delta35
watershed. In these areas it is anticipated that recycled wastewater and stormwater projects would occur36
more frequently than groundwater projects, which would not be technically feasible in many areas.37

13.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration38

Actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to Delta ecosystem restoration projects39
may include floodplain, riparian, and tidal marsh restoration; stressor and invasive species management;40
levee modification; and modification of Delta flow and water quality objectives by the State Water41
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) as described in Section 13.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft PEIR.42
Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project also would encourage prioritization of habitat restoration43
in the western Delta islands and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following44
the completion of an environmental impact report (DWR 2010). The impacts on mineral resources45
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associated with these actions would be the same as for other habitat restoration areas; however, the1
impacts also would occur in the western Delta, including Dutch Slough.2

Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project also encourages other actions, including Department of3
Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could influence water4
quality), and encouraging the SWRCB to update the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San5
Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow6
requirements for the Delta and high-priority tributaries in the Delta watershed that are necessary to7
achieve the coequal goals. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the Draft8
PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and9
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water10
could respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and improve11
water quality. The impacts on mineral resources associated with these actions would be the same as those12
described for reliable water supply and water quality improvement projects.13

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation14
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and15
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea16
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted17
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect mineral resources because these18
modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs.19

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new20
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced21
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound22
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species23
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation24
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a25
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and26
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs27
would not be expected to affect mineral resources.28

13.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place29

Actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to Delta enhancement projects would be30
the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the Proposed Project, and could include31
construction of gateways, parks, trails, and other recreational facilities; and construction of retail and32
restaurants in Delta legacy towns to support tourism as described in Section 13.4.3, Proposed Project, of33
the Draft PEIR. The Revised Project would encourage three possible projects identified in the Proposed34
Project (new State parks at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other portions of the Delta) and35
consideration of two additional possible projects (expanded State parks near Walnut Grove related to36
Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House and a new state park near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood37
Tract). Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage protection of existing and38
planned land uses related to siting of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas, and flood39
management infrastructure. These programs could affect the location of water resources facilities but40
would not be expected to affect overall implementation of water resources projects.41

The Revised Project also would encourage subsidence reversal projects, like the Proposed Project.42

13.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement43

Actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to water quality improvement projects44
could include construction of water treatment plants, conveyance facilities, wastewater treatment and45
recycling facilities, municipal stormwater treatment facilities, agricultural runoff treatment facilities, and46
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wellhead treatment facilities and wells as described in Section 13.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft1
PEIR. The Revised Project is the same as the Proposed Project with respect to specifically naming the2
Central Valley Drinking Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability3
(CV-SALTS); Water Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin4
Delta Estuary; SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic5
Workplan; completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley6
Pesticide Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL7
and Basin Plan Amendments for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative8
Intake Project as potential projects to be implemented. Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project9
includes more specific recommendations for water quality protection of habitat restoration and10
completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and11
Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised Project could lead to completion,12
construction, and/or operation of the same types of projects listed above for other water quality criteria13
and objectives.14

13.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction15

Actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to flood risk reduction projects could16
include construction of setback levees, floodplain expansion, levee maintenance and modification,17
dredging, stockpiling of materials, and reservoir reoperation. One named project included in the Revised18
Project, the Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the19
USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C,20
Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR), also is included in the Proposed Project as a potential project to be21
implemented.22

The Revised Project does not include one of the named projects in the Proposed Project, DWR’s A23
Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta Integrated Flood Management. This24
report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the Draft PEIR. This report was to be25
used to facilitate prioritization of State investments in Delta levees. The Revised Project includes three26
goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments with a similar emphasis as the Proposed27
Project on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses but with less emphasis than28
the Proposed Project on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,29
transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this30
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within31
the Delta than the Proposed Project.32

13.4.3.6 Results of Impact Analysis of the Revised Project33

The results of the impact assessment of the Revised Project are presented below.34

13.4.3.6.1 Impact 13-1: Loss of Availability of a Known Mineral Resource That Would Be of Value35

to the Region and Residents of the State36

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation37

Impacts related to loss of availability of known mineral resources that are of value to the region or38
residents of the state could occur if projects or activities encouraged by the Revised Project are39
constructed/sited in areas with significant mineral resources known as MRZ-2 sectors, which have been40
designated by the SMGB has having regional and statewide importance (as described in Appendix D of41
the Draft PEIR) and if such construction/siting significantly restricts access to underlying resources.42
Impacts also could occur if project construction results in substantial depletion and loss of availability of43
resources (e.g., aggregate and cement), which are the state’s most economically important mineral44
commodities, causing remaining supplies to be inadequate for future development.45
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Projects implemented in the Delta and Suisun Marsh would have no effect on known mineral resources of1
regional or statewide importance because there are no MRZ-2 sectors within the Delta or Suisun Marsh.2
However, there are MRZ-2 sectors within the counties that lie partially within the Delta, in regions in the3
Delta watershed and in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water, which could be affected by projects,4
depending on where they are located. In the past few years, new MRZ-2 sectors have been designated by5
the SMGB in the Delta watershed and in Delta export areas. Covered projects in areas of the Delta6
watershed and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water would be subject to project specific7
environmental review, and lead agencies are required to consider the presence of MRZ-2 sectors in their8
decision making processes. The lead agency’s land use decisions involving these areas must be made in9
accordance with its established mineral resource management policies and require consideration of the10
importance of the designated mineral resource to the market region or the state as a whole, not just to the11
lead agency’s jurisdiction or project. Because lead agencies are required to give consideration to impacts12
on MRZ-2 sectors when evaluating project-specific environmental effects, as for the Proposed Project in13
Section 13.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft PEIR, it is unlikely that there would be significant adverse14
impacts on MRZ-2 designated areas in the Delta watershed and areas outside the Delta that receive Delta15
water as a result of the Revised Project.16

As mentioned above, within the Delta counties, available supplies of construction aggregate are not17
sufficient to meet the projected 50-year demand for future construction. Regions in the study area with18
less than 10 years of remaining permitted aggregate resources include Sacramento County, North San19
Francisco Bay, Fresno, and northern Tulare County. The only region in the study area with sufficient20
resources to meet the 50 year projected demand is Yuba City-Marysville, in the Sacramento Valley21
(Kohler 2006). However, in the past few years, new operations for extraction of sand and gravel have22
been approved or are in the planning stages. An additional MRZ-2 sector was designated by SMGB in23
Sacramento County, and additional areas in Kern County have been classified as candidates for24
designation. Therefore, availability of construction aggregate resources within the portions of the study25
area is likely to increase in the future (USGS 2011, SMGB 2010).26

Development of the reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could lead to27
substantial depletion of already inadequate aggregate resources to provide large quantities of construction28
aggregate and cement for dams, intakes, pumping plants, roads, water intakes, brine outfalls, and29
treatment and conveyance facilities. Delta ecosystem restoration projects could potentially require30
aggregate and/or cement for levee modifications, construction of pumping facilities and other31
infrastructure. Delta enhancement plans and projects, such as construction of state parks, recreational, and32
commercial facilities, would require aggregate and cement. While most construction aggregate and33
cement demands would likely occur during project construction, project operation could also require34
aggregate (e.g., for maintenance and stabilization of Delta levees). Development of water quality35
improvement projects could require aggregate and cement for construction of new water and wastewater36
treatment plants, pipelines, and other facilities. Some water quality improvement projects (e.g., CV-37
SALTS) would not have a direct effect on mineral resources. Development of flood risk reduction38
projects could require aggregate for new or modified levee construction for stabilization. Dredging39
projects would be unlikely to adversely affect mineral resources.40

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in specific41
construction activities, including the location, number, capacity, methods, and duration of construction42
activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying this program-level assessment, project impacts related43
to substantial depletion of construction aggregate or cement resources cannot be accurately quantified.44
Under the Revised Project, the impacts to mineral resources would be greater than impacts under the45
Proposed Project because the Revised Project would encourage: 1) more reliable water supply projects in46
areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta, including projects encouraged by Delta47
ecosystem restoration actions related to modified SWRCB water quality objectives; 2) more Delta48
enhancement projects related to new or expanded parks, and 3) more water quality improvement projects.49
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Impacts to mineral resources related to flood risk reduction projects may be less under the Revised Project1
than the Proposed Project, however, because fewer levee modifications could occur. The nature and2
severity of impacts related to mineral resources of statewide or regional importance will depend on the3
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific4
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. These impacts would be similar to those5
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 13.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft PEIR.6

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the7
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, the location, number, capacity, operational8
criteria, and methods and duration of construction activities to support projects under the Revised Project9
are not known at this time. Because of the uncertainties underlying this program-level assessment,10
impacts on mineral resources cannot be accurately quantified. It is uncertain whether feasible mitigation11
measures would be available for implementation.12

Conclusion13

The specific locations of facilities encouraged by the Revised Project with respect to mineral resources14
are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on mineral resources under the Revised Project cannot be15
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for16
implementation.17

Impacts from the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be addressed in future site-specific18
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. It is likely that19
project construction and operation under the Revised Project would have less than significant impacts on20
mineral resources of statewide or regional importance, because lead agencies would consider locations of21
MRZ-2 sectors in their decision making process in order to ensure continued ability to extract aggregate22
and other construction minerals in these areas. Because the details of many of the aspects of specific23
actions encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, it is not possible to determine if24
construction demand for aggregate and/or cement could exceed local supplies, resulting in significant25
impacts on mineral resources of statewide or regional importance. Therefore, for the purpose of this26
program-level assessment, impacts related to depletion of construction-grade mineral resources from one27
or more of the actions encouraged by the Revised Project could be significant.28

Given the potential for a greater number of actions and level of activity in the Delta and Delta watershed29
that could result in the construction of large infrastructure (i.e., wastewater and water treatment plants,30
conveyance, reservoirs) under the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts on mineral resources31
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.32

13.4.3.6.2 Impact 13-2: Result in the Loss of Availability of a Locally Important Mineral Resource33

Recovery Site Delineated on a Local General Plan, Specific Plan, or Other Land Use Plan34

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation35

Impacts related to loss of availability of locally important mineral resource recovery sites could occur if36
projects or activities encouraged by the Revised Project are constructed on or near mineral recovery sites37
which have been identified in local general plans, specific plans, or other land use plans. These locally38
important sites could include producing natural gas wells and active, permitted mining operations in the39
study area.40

Resource recovery sites, such as producing oil and natural gas wells, and active mining sites, which are41
delineated in a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plans, could potentially be affected by42
construction of facilities or implementation of actions encouraged by the Revised Project. Many43
producing natural gas wells are located within delineated natural gas fields in the Delta and Suisun Marsh,44
as well as in the Sacramento Valley. Outside of the Delta and Suisun Marsh, producing oil wells are45
located primarily in the San Joaquin, Ventura, Santa Maria, and Los Angeles Basins, with the largest oil46



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 13
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT MINERAL RESOURCES

NOVEMBER 2012 13-7

production in the state occurring in the Midway-Sunset oil field in Kern County (DOC 2010). In addition,1
a number of permitted mining operations are present in the Delta, as well as other locations in the Delta2
watershed and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.3

Extraction wells and mining operations could be temporarily or permanently affected if the projects4
constructed under the Revised Project are sited where these existing resource recovery sites are located.5
For example, implementation of restoration actions in the Delta and Suisun Marsh that entail permanent6
inundation of areas containing natural gas extraction wells may result in the need to modify wells, or7
abandon and relocate wells. Impacts on mineral extraction sites would be temporary if effects are limited8
to the construction period, such as could occur if access to a mining operation were temporarily restricted.9
Impacts would be permanent if a permanent loss of availability of the extraction site would result from10
project construction. These impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in11
Section 13.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft PEIR.12

Construction of the water supply reliability, Delta ecosystem restoration, Delta enhancement, water13
quality improvement, and Delta flood risk reduction projects probably would result in either no effect or a14
less than significant effect on mineral resources if the facilities could be located to avoid mineral15
extraction sites or access to existing sites, such as producing oil and gas wells or permitted mining16
operations.17

The details of many of the aspects of these projects, however, are not currently known, and it is possible18
that significant impacts on locally important mineral resource recovery sites might be encountered. For19
example, large-scale projects that are located in the Delta and Suisun Marsh may have significant adverse20
impacts because producing natural gas wells may be difficult to avoid in many areas, especially in the Rio21
Vista gas field, which contains a high density of wells. However, the projects encouraged by the Revised22
Project also could include relocation of wells (and directional drilling could be used if necessary) so that23
the duration of production loss is minimized.24

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in specific25
construction activities, including the location, number, capacity, methods, and duration of construction26
activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying this program-level assessment, project impacts related27
to substantial depletion of construction aggregate or cement resources cannot be accurately quantified.28
Under the Revised Project, the impacts to mineral resources would be greater than impacts under the29
Proposed Project because the Revised Project would encourage: 1) more reliable water supply projects in30
areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta, including projects encouraged by Delta31
ecosystem restoration actions related to modified SWRCB water quality objectives; 2) more Delta32
enhancement projects related to new or expanded parks, and 3) more water quality improvement projects.33
Impacts to mineral resources related to flood risk reduction projects may be less under the Revised Project34
than the Proposed Project, however, because fewer levee modifications could occur. The nature and35
severity of impacts related to mineral resources of a locally important mineral resource recovery sites will36
depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and37
the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. These impacts would be similar38
to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 13.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft39
PEIR.40

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the41
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, the location, number, capacity, operational42
criteria, and methods and duration of construction activities under the Revised Project are not known at43
this time. Because of the uncertainties underlying this program-level assessment, impacts on locally44
important mineral resource recovery sites cannot be accurately quantified. It is uncertain whether feasible45
mitigation measures would be available for implementation.46
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Conclusion1

The specific locations of facilities encouraged by the Revised Project with respect to locally important2
mineral resource recovery sites are not known at this time. Therefore, impacts on locally important3
mineral resource recovery sites under the Revised Project cannot be accurately determined, and it is4
uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for implementation.5

Impacts from projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be addressed in future site-specific6
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. It is likely that7
project construction and operation under the Revised Project, would have less than significant impacts on8
locally important mineral resource recovery sites because lead agencies would consider locations of9
mineral resource recovery sites in their decision making process in order to ensure continued ability to10
extract minerals in these areas. Because the details of many of the aspects of specific actions encouraged11
by the Revised Project are not currently known, it is not possible to determine if future projects would12
cause impacts to locally important mineral resource recovery sites. Therefore, for the purpose of this13
program-level assessment, impacts related to locally important mineral resource recovery sites due to one14
or more of the actions encouraged by the Revised Project could be significant.15

Given the potential under the Revised Project for an increased number of actions in the Delta and Delta16
watershed that could result in the construction of large infrastructure (i.e., wastewater and water treatment17
plants, conveyance, reservoirs), the overall adverse impacts on locally important mineral resource18
recovery sites resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.19

13.4.3.7 Mitigation Measures20

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 13-1 and 13-2 of the21
Proposed Project, as described in Section 13.4.3.2, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and22
summarized below.23

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for24
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts25
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the26
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would27
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.28

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,29
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be30
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.31
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the32
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, the significant33
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.34

13.4.3.7.1 Mitigation Measure 13-135

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 13-1, Loss of Availability of a36
Known Mineral Resource that Would Be of Value to the Region and Residents of the State:37

 Ensure land use compatibility between existing mineral resource extraction activities and38
projects, activities or actions that may be implemented as the result of the Revised Project.39

 Maintain adequate buffer between future projects and designated MRZ-2 sectors.40

 Explore opportunities to classify and designate new MRZ-2 sectors (e.g., in existing MRZ-341
sectors) to ensure that important mineral resources are conserved and continue to be available for42
future construction needs.43
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 Ensure future land use changes within designated mineral resource extraction areas recognize1
mineral resource extraction as a compatible use.2

 Limit use of construction aggregate to local sources with sufficient capacity to meet both project3
and future local development needs, to the extent possible.4

 Use recycled aggregate where possible, to decrease the demand for new aggregate.5

In most cases, implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts on mineral resources6
of statewide and regional importance to a less than significant level. In cases where construction demand7
may exceed the available supply of aggregate, such as construction of large infrastructure projects, it may8
not be feasible to limit use of aggregate to local sources or use recycled aggregate, and impacts on9
mineral resources would remain significant and unavoidable.10

13.4.3.7.2 Mitigation Measure 13-211

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 13-2, Loss of Availability of a12
Locally-important Mineral Resource Recovery Site Delineated on a Local General Plan, Specific Plan or13
Other Land Use Plan:14

 Ensure access is maintained to existing, active mineral resource extraction sites both during and15
after project construction.16

 Implement recommendations identified in Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources of the17
U.S. Geological Survey (DOGGR) construction site well review program (DOC 2007).18

In cases where construction would require modifications or abandonment of oil and gas wells in the Delta19
and Suisun Marsh, such as construction of large infrastructure projects or ecosystem restoration projects,20
temporary impacts on mineral extraction sites could occur until well modifications are completed or new21
wells are developed following abandonment. In most cases, implementation of the above mitigation22
measures would reduce impacts on locally important mineral resources to a less than significant level.23

13.5 References24

The Section 13.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged and is hereby incorporated by25
reference into this Recirculated Draft PEIR.26

27
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Section 141

Hazards and Hazardous Materials2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses potential effects of environmental hazards and risks due to exposure to hazardous materials.4
The discussion, below, cross-references Section 14 of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report5
(Draft PEIR).6

14.1 Study Area7

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 14.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The8
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the9
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.10

14.2 Regulatory Framework11

The Section 14.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR12
remain unchanged.13

14.3 Environmental Setting14

The Section 14.4, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.15

14.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project16

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the17
Proposed Project in Section 14.5, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.18

14.4.1 Assessment Methods19

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft20
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not21
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of22
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project23
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including24
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise severity and extent of project-25
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific26
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of27
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific28
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environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for1
implementation.2

The assessment methods for hazards and hazardous materials impacts are the same as described in3
Section 14.5.1, Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance4
details are not available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a5
site-specific basis.6

14.4.2 Thresholds of Significance7

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 14.5.2, Thresholds of8
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.9

14.4.3 Revised Project10

14.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply11

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the12
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction, and/or operation13
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as14
described in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):15

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,16
hydroelectric facilities)17

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)18

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)19

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)20

 Water transfers21

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation22

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.23
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water24
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream25
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin26
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the27
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in28
groundwater management.29

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the30
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the31
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is32
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater33
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under34
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered35
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater36
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed37
Project.38
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14.4.3.1.1 Impact 14-1a: Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment Through the1

Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials or Through Reasonably2
Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of Hazardous3

Materials into the Environment4

Effects of Project Construction5

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of surface6
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water7
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed8
Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.9

During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of10
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor11
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.12
The types of paint required are dictated by the types of equipment and structures that must be coated and13
by the service conditions and environment. Most heavy equipment requires petroleum products such as14
fuel, hydraulic fluids, and lubricants for effective operation. Fuel replenishment would be required daily15
for most of the heavy equipment. Lubricant and hydraulic fluid changes and replenishments would be16
required periodically. Typically, service trucks would deliver these types of fluids onsite and perform the17
necessary fuel and oil transfers. A risk of small fuel or oil spills is considered likely, but would have a18
negligible impact on public health. All hazardous materials would likely be stored, handled, and disposed19
of according to manufacturers’ recommendations, and any spills would be cleaned up in accordance with20
existing regulations. Additionally, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared21
for construction sites over 1 acre in size. The SWPPP would incorporate Best Management Practices22
(BMPs) for the transport, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials to prevent the release of23
hazardous materials into the environment.24

Construction-related activities also could involve excavation activities. Ground-disturbing construction25
activities could disturb areas with soil or groundwater contamination or encounter an unrecorded26
hazardous material site. Adverse impacts could result if construction activities inadvertently dispersed27
contaminated material into the environment, such as the release of airborne materials during demolition,28
which could adversely affect construction workers, people in the vicinity of the construction activity, or29
nearby wildlife or habitat.30

Construction activities could also involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of31
existing structures that could generate hazardous waste.32

It is possible that hazards and hazardous materials impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project33
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of34
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is35
possible that significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts could occur. Impacts36
of large-scale reliable water supply projects may be more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less than37
significant level because of the severity of the construction and the scale of the geographic area disturbed.38
Therefore, one or more of the reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result39
in significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts similar to the impacts described40
for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.41

Effects of Project Operation42

Operation and maintenance of reliable water supply projects could result in localized spills and could also43
create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the44
long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those45
facilities that require the use of hazardous materials (e.g., chlorine) as part of ongoing operations.46
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Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with operations of reliable water supply projects1
could potentially cause a substantial increase in hazards and risks at the locations of those projects;2
therefore, the Revised Project would result in impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as3
described in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR, but over a greater geographic4
area.5

Conclusion6

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and7
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,8
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related hazards and hazardous9
materials impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific10
location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation11
measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and12
approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with such projects13
to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for hazards and hazardous materials impacts14
could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction15
of large infrastructure projects, and may be temporary in nature. Longer-term hazards and hazardous16
materials impacts could result from operation and maintenance activities. These impacts may be17
significant, depending on the size and type of project, the frequency of operations and maintenance18
activities, and the types of operations activities.19

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the20
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Most of the risk related to any given project would21
likely occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited. However, because water22
supply reliability actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to23
the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or24
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the25
environment, this potential impact is considered significant.26

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts27
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed28
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,29
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected30
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas. Given the potential for an increased number of31
actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous32
materials impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.33

14.4.3.1.2 Impact 14-2a: Be Located on a Site Which Is Included on a List of Hazardous Materials34

Sites Compiled Pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5 and, as a Result, Would35

Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment36

Effects of Project Construction37

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of surface38
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water39
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed40
Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.41

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites42
(Cortese) List is a reporting document used by the State, local agencies, and developers to comply with43
CEQA requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous materials release sites. The44
information is site-specific, and used for evaluation of project-level environmental impacts. For this45
program-level EIR, the site-specific information is not useful because the specific location of projects and46
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the activities that could disturb known hazardous waste and substances sites are not known. Project-level1
impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such2
projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project proponents would be required to consult the Cortese List3
and address impacts associated with any listed sites located in the construction area.4

Effects of Project Operation5

Operations of reliable water supply projects would not result in further relocation, excavation, or similar6
disturbances following construction. Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts are not7
anticipated due to implementation of reliable water supply projects under the Revised Project.8

Conclusion9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project proponents would be required to consult the11
Cortese List and address impacts associated with any listed sites located in the construction area.12
However, because water supply reliability actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project could13
occur within areas identified on the list, this potential impact is considered significant.14

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project,15
the overall potential for adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the Revised16
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.17

14.4.3.1.3 Impact 14-3a: Create Vector Habitat That Would Pose a Significant Public Health Hazard18

Effects of Project Construction19

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of surface20
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water21
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed22
Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.23

Construction of surface water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities,24
groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities could result in new areas of25
standing water. If the standing water remained onsite after storm events until it evaporated, this could26
cause an adverse impact by creating potential mosquito habitat. Mosquitoes require standing water to27
complete their growth cycles, and any body of standing water that remains undisturbed for multiple days28
represents a potential mosquito breeding site. Construction sites typically use BMPs, such as those29
identified by the State Water Resources Control Board, to control stormwater leaving a site and minimize30
standing water on and adjacent to the site (CDPH and MVC 2010). The implementation of BMPs would31
maintain constant movement of water, thereby preventing the creation of potential mosquito breeding32
sites.33

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the34
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be35
less than significant if the prevalence of standing water is minimized through the use of BMPs required36
by most local agencies and state agencies, such as the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The37
hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with vector habitat related to construction of reliable38
water supply projects under the Revised Project would be similar to the impacts described for the39
Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.40
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Effects of Project Operation1

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in areas of pooled standing2
water and could also create environmental hazards. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future3
site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.4
There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less than significant if the prevalence of standing5
water is minimized through the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) required by most local6
agencies and state agencies, such as the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. These impacts would be7
similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the8
Draft PEIR.9

Conclusion10

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the11
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be12
less than significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects,13
as described in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR. It is therefore concluded that14
this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate15
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there16
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial17
evidence.18

Given the potential for an increased number of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project,19
compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised Project would20
be greater than the Proposed Project, but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s hazards and21
hazardous waste impacts are thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.22

14.4.3.1.4 Impact 14-4a: Emit Hazardous Emissions or Handle Hazardous or Acutely Hazardous23

Materials, Substances, or Waste Within 0.25 Mile of an Existing or Proposed School24

Effects of Project Construction25

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of surface26
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water27
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed28
Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.29

During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of30
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor31
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.32
Construction activities could involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of33
existing structures. Project sites could be located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. A34
release of hazardous material, potentially exposing school occupants, could result if materials were to35
became air-borne, (e.g., gases or asbestos particles) or could occur through ignition of flammable liquids36
or vapors. Construction of these projects also could expose schools within 0.25 mile of the construction37
and haul corridors to the potential for accidental hazardous materials spills. Operation and maintenance of38
facilities or of project features within 0.25 mile of schools could result in localized spills and potential39
releases similar to those discussed under Impact 14-1a.40

It is possible that hazards and hazardous materials impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project41
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of42
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is43
possible that significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts could occur. Impacts44
of large-scale reliable water supply projects may be more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less than45
significant level because of the severity of the construction and the scale of the geographic area disturbed.46
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Therefore, one or more of the reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result1
in significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts similar to the impacts described2
for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.3

Effects of Project Operation4

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in localized spills and could5
also create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the6
long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those7
facilities that require the use of hazardous materials (e.g., chlorine) as part of ongoing operations.8

Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with operations of new water storage facilities,9
ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and intake structures could potentially cause a10
substantial increase in hazards and risks in the locations of those projects; therefore, the Revised Project11
would result in impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 14.5.3.1,12
Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR, but over a greater geographic area.13

Conclusion14

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the15
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. The specific location, number, capacity, methods, and16
duration of construction activities associated with implementation of the Revised Project is not currently17
known, and it is possible that water supply reliability actions or activities could take place within 0.2518
mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, this impact is considered significant.19

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts20
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed21
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,22
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected23
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas. Given the potential for an increased number of24
actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous25
materials impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.26

14.4.3.1.5 Impact 14-5a: Increase Safety Hazards for People Residing in or Working in the Project27

Areas Within the Vicinity of a Private Airstrip, Within an Airport Land Use Plan, or Within28

2 Miles of a Public Airport or Public Use Airport, or Create Airport Safety Hazards29

Effects of Project Construction30

Water supply reliability actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be constructed31
anywhere in the Delta, Delta watershed, or in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water, including32
within the vicinity of airports. Projects that are constructed near airports could have the potential to create33
a safety hazard for people by placing them in proximity to the hazards associated with airport operations.34
The construction of reliable water supply projects near airports also could produce light, glare, or other35
distractions that interfere with airport operations. While the location of reliable water supply projects that36
could be encouraged by the Revised Project is not currently known, it is possible that some projects could37
be constructed within 2 miles of a public airport. Projects constructed in these areas likely would be38
subject to the consistency requirements of an Airport Land Use Plan. Therefore, it is unlikely that new39
construction in proximity to airports would result in significant impacts that could not be mitigated.40

In addition to subjecting people to airport hazards, the construction of water supply projects could41
adversely affect airport safety by increasing the potential for collisions between aircraft and wildlife. For42
example, projects with features that contain open water could attract wildlife, specifically birds, and43
increase the potential for bird strikes. Even areas outside of Airport Operations Areas that attract birds44
could present a risk if they alter or establish migratory or local movement patterns that place birds in the45
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airport flight path. While water supply projects would not likely increase safety hazards for people, the1
large and small surface storage facilities could attract wildlife that could pose a safety hazard for aircraft.2
Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the3
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.4

The same types of safety hazards impacts would occur from construction of surface water and5
groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers,6
and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in7
Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.8

Effects of Project Operation9

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in safety hazards near airports10
due to light, glare, or other distractions that interfere with airport operations, or open water could attract11
wildlife, specifically birds, and increase the potential for bird strikes. The same types of safety hazards12
impacts would occur from operation of surface water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes,13
conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the14
Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the15
Draft PEIR.16

Conclusion17

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the18
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because water supply reliability actions or19
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to the public or the20
environment from construction and operations of surface water and groundwater storage facilities, water21
intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities,22
this potential impact is considered significant.23

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts24
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed25
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,26
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected27
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas. Given the potential for an increased number of28
actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall safety hazards impacts resulting29
from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.30

14.4.3.1.6 Impact 14-6a: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death31

Involving Wildland Fires32

Effects of Project Construction33

In addition to hazardous materials, wildfires could pose a hazard for people or property in many areas of34
California. Wildland fires are a particularly dangerous threat to development located in forest and shrub35
lands. The severity of wildland fires is primarily influenced by vegetation, topography, and weather. CAL36
FIRE has developed a fire severity scale that considers vegetation, climate, and slope to evaluate the level37
of wildfire hazard in all areas where CAL FIRE has primary responsibility for providing fire protection38
assistance. CAL FIRE designates three levels of Fire Hazard Severity Zones (Moderate, High, and Very39
High) to indicate the severity of fire hazard in particular geographic areas. Areas of High and Very High40
hazard severity are typically located in vegetated areas in hilly or mountainous terrain. Areas within the41
Delta generally are not subject to severe fire danger42

Reliable water supply projects constructed in high wildland fire risk areas within the Delta watershed or43
areas outside the Delta that use Delta water could increase the potential for wildland fires caused by44
construction equipment in the hilly or mountainous terrain, such as in the Coast Ranges, Sierra Nevada,45
and southern California, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply,46
of the Draft PEIR.47
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It is possible that wildland fire hazards impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less1
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects2
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that3
significant and unavoidable wildland fire hazards impacts could occur. Impacts of large-scale reliable4
water supply projects may be more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less than significant level because of5
the severity of the construction and the scale of the geographic area disturbed. Therefore, one or more of6
the reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and7
unavoidable wildland fire hazards impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in8
Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.9

Effects of Project Operation10

Operation of reliable water supply projects within hilly or mountainous terrain of the Delta watershed or11
areas outside the Delta that use Delta could increase the exposure of structures, such as pumping plants, to12
wildland fires that could result in a significant loss if a wildland fire occurred, as described for the13
Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, in the Draft PEIR.14

Conclusion15

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and16
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,17
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related wildland fire hazards18
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific location and19
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures20
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals21
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than22
significant level. In some locations, these impacts may be significant, depending on the size and type of23
project, the frequency of operations and maintenance activities, and the types of operations activities.24
Therefore, in some cases, the potential for wildland fire hazards impacts could result in significant,25
unavoidable impacts.26

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the27
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Most of the risk related to any given project would28
likely occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited. However, because29
reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may increase the exposure of structures30
to a significant wildland fire hazard risk, this potential impact is considered significant.31

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts32
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed33
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,34
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected35
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas. Given the potential for an increased number of36
actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall adverse wildland fire hazards37
impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.38

14.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration39

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the40
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or41
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as42
described in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):43

 Floodplain restoration44
 Riparian restoration45
 Tidal marsh restoration46
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 Stressor management1
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)2
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB3

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.4
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,5
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat6
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass, as potential projects and potential7
locations for implementation.8

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands9
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an10
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of11
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the12
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.13

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including14
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance15
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy.16

The Revised Project also encourages other actions like the Proposed Project, including Department of17
Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could influence water18
quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update of the Water19
Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and20
develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority tributaries in21
the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR,22
these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and changes in23
Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water could respond24
to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and improve water quality.25

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation26
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and27
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea28
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted29
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect the potential for hazards and hazardous30
materials impacts because these modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing31
programs and regulations that prevent such impacts.32

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new33
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced34
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound35
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species36
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation37
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a38
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and39
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs40
would not be expected to affect the potential for hazards and hazardous materials impacts.41
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14.4.3.2.1 Impact 14-1b: Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment Through the1

Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials or Through Reasonably2
Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of Hazardous3

Materials into the Environment4

Effects of Project Construction5

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of ecosystem6
restoration areas, including floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with7
management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated8
infrastructure under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta9
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.10

During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of11
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor12
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.13
The types of paint required are dictated by the types of equipment and structures that must be coated and14
by the service conditions and environment. Most heavy equipment requires petroleum products such as15
fuel, hydraulic fluids, and lubricants for effective operation. Fuel replenishment would be required daily16
for most of the heavy equipment. Lubricant and hydraulic fluid changes and replenishments would be17
required periodically. Typically, service trucks would deliver these types of fluids onsite and perform the18
necessary fuel and oil transfers. A risk of small fuel or oil spills is considered likely, but would have a19
negligible impact on public health. All hazardous materials would likely be stored, handled, and disposed20
of according to manufacturers’ recommendations, and any spills would be cleaned up in accordance with21
existing regulations. Additionally, a SWPPP would be prepared for construction sites over 1 acre in size.22
The SWPPP would incorporate BMPs for the transport, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials23
to prevent the release of hazardous materials into the environment.24

Construction of restoration sites could involve grading, removal or relocation of levee sections, exposure25
of bare soil, dredging, or changes in vegetation. Construction-related activities also could involve26
excavation activities. Ground-disturbing construction activities could disturb areas with soil or27
groundwater contamination or encounter an unrecorded hazardous material site. Adverse impacts could28
result if construction activities inadvertently dispersed contaminated material into the environment, such29
as the release of airborne materials during demolition, which could adversely affect construction workers,30
people in the vicinity of the construction activity, or nearby wildlife or habitat.31

Construction activities could also involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of32
existing structures that could generate hazardous waste.33

In addition to habitat restoration projects, the control of invasive vegetation could involve the application34
of herbicides. If the herbicides are applied according to instructions on the manufacturer’s label, they35
would not be expected to present a hazard. However, the transport of herbicides for this purpose and use36
of application equipment could increase the potential for spills of these materials.37

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project as potential38
projects to be implemented, in addition to habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The39
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration40
projects at Dutch Slough could result in hazards and hazardous materials impacts during construction.41
The potential impacts were found to be less than significant following implementation of mitigation42
measures.43

The impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta44
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. The nature and severity of construction-related hazards and45
hazardous materials impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the46
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specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific1
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In some situations, feasible mitigation exists2
to reduce significant impacts for these types of projects to a less than significant level. In other cases,3
hazards and hazardous materials impacts, even with mitigation, would result in significant, unavoidable4
impacts. Impacts of large-scale ecosystem restoration projects may be more difficult to avoid or mitigate5
to a less than significant level because of the severity of the construction and the scale of the geographic6
area affected. Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts from constructing Delta ecosystem7
restoration projects cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation8
measures would be available for implementation. In addition, one or more of the ecosystem restoration9
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable hazards and10
hazardous materials impacts.11

Effects of Project Operation12

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in localized spills and could13
also create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the14
long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those15
facilities and could result in impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section16
14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR.17

Conclusion18

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and19
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational20
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related hazards and21
hazardous materials impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the22
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific23
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required24
permits and approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with25
such projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for hazards and hazardous26
materials impacts could result in a significant, unavoidable impact. This situation is most likely to occur27
during construction of large infrastructure projects, and may be temporary in nature. Longer-term hazards28
and hazardous materials impacts could result from operation and maintenance activities. These impacts29
may be significant, depending on the size and type of project, the frequency of operations and30
maintenance activities, and the types of operations activities.31

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the32
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Most of the risk related to any given project would33
likely occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited, and would result in34
impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem35
Restoration, in the Draft PEIR. However, because Delta ecosystem restoration actions or projects36
encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to the public or the environment37
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or reasonably foreseeable upset and38
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment, this potential39
impact is considered significant.40

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from41
the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.42
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14.4.3.2.2 Impact 14-2b: Be Located on a Site Which Is Included on a List of Hazardous Materials1

Sites Compiled Pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5 and, as a Result, Would2

Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment3

Effects of Project Construction4

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of Delta5
ecosystem restoration areas, including floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas,6
along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and7
associated infrastructure under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section8
14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.9

The DTSC Cortese List is a reporting document used by the State, local agencies, and developers to10
comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous materials11
release sites. The information is site-specific, and used for evaluation of project-level environmental12
impacts. For this program-level EIR, the site-specific information is not useful because the specific13
location of projects and the activities that could disturb known hazardous waste and substances sites are14
not known. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis15
conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project proponents would be required16
to consult the Cortese List and address impacts associated with any listed sites located in the construction17
area.18

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project as potential19
projects to be implemented, in addition to habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The20
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration21
projects at Dutch Slough could result in hazards and hazardous materials impacts during construction.22
The potential impacts were found to be less than significant.23

Effects of Project Operation24

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not result in further relocation, excavation, or25
similar disturbances following construction. Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts are not26
anticipated due to implementation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project.27

Conclusion28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the29
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project proponents would be required to consult the30
Cortese List and address impacts associated with any listed sites located in the construction area.31
However, because Delta ecosystem restoration actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project32
could occur within areas identified on the list, this potential impact is considered significant.33

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from34
the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.35

14.4.3.2.3 Impact 14-3b: Create Vector Habitat That Would Pose a Significant Public Health Hazard36

Effects of Project Construction37

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of ecosystem38
restoration areas, including floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with39
management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated40
infrastructure under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta41
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.42

Construction of these facilities could result in new areas of standing water. If the standing water remained43
onsite after storm events until it evaporated, this could cause an adverse impact by creating potential44
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mosquito habitat. Mosquitoes require standing water to complete their growth cycles, and any body of1
standing water that remains undisturbed for multiple days represents a potential mosquito breeding site.2
Construction sites typically use BMPs, such as those identified by the State Water Resources Control3
Board, to control stormwater leaving a site and minimize standing water on and adjacent to the site4
(CDPH and MVC 2010). Standing water could remain onsite after storm events until it evaporates;5
potentially remaining onsite for multiple days. Stagnant water areas could be created in these areas,6
creating potential mosquito habitat. The implementation of BMPs would maintain constant movement of7
water, thereby preventing the creation of potential mosquito breeding sites.8

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the9
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. The impacts could be minimized through the use of10
BMPs required by most local agencies and state agencies, such as the Regional Water Quality Control11
Boards. The hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with vector habitat related to12
construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project would be similar to the13
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft14
PEIR.15

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project as potential16
projects to be implemented, in addition to habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The17
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration18
projects at Dutch Slough could result in hazards and hazardous materials impacts during construction.19
The potential impacts were found to be less than significant following implementation of mitigation20
measures.21

Effects of Project Operation22

Operation of restoration areas could include management activities that would continue to provide water23
movement within the restoration areas. Vegetation management is a typical maintenance activity24
implemented in restoration projects due to the overgrowth of vegetative species that have the effect of25
slowing water flow within the restoration area, thereby enabling mosquitoes to breed. Operation and26
maintenance of Delta ecosystem projects could result in areas of pooled standing water and could also27
create environmental hazards. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific28
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is29
substantial evidence that this impact would be less-than-significant if the standing water was minimized30
through the use of BMPs required by most local agencies and state agencies, such as the Regional Water31
Quality Control Boards.. These impacts would be similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described32
in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Most of the risk related to any given project would36
likely occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited as described for the37
Proposed Project as described in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR.38
Because Delta ecosystem restoration actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a39
significant hazard to the public or the environment, this potential impact is considered significant.40

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from41
the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.42
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14.4.3.2.4 Impact 14-4b: Emit Hazardous Emissions or Handle Hazardous or Acutely Hazardous1

Materials, Substances, or Waste Within 0.25 Mile of an Existing or Proposed School2

Effects of Project Construction3

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of ecosystem4
restoration areas, including floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with5
management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and modification of levees and associated6
infrastructure under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta7
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.8

During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of9
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor10
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.11
Construction activities could involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of12
existing structures. Project sites could be located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. A13
release of hazardous material, potentially exposing school occupants, could result if materials were to14
became air-borne, (e.g., gases or asbestos particles) or could occur through ignition of flammable liquids15
or vapors. Construction of these projects also could expose schools within 0.25 mile of the construction16
and haul corridors to the potential for accidental hazardous materials spills. Operation and maintenance of17
facilities or of project features within 0.25 mile of schools could result in localized spills and potential18
releases similar to those discussed under Impact 14-1b.19

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project as potential20
projects to be implemented, in addition to habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The21
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration22
projects at Dutch Slough could result in hazards and hazardous materials impacts during construction.23
The potential impacts were found to be less than significant following implementation of mitigation24
measures.25

It is possible that hazards and hazardous materials impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project26
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of27
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is28
possible that significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts could occur. Impacts29
of large-scale Delta ecosystem restoration projects may be more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less30
than significant level because of the severity of the construction and the scale of the geographic area31
disturbed. Therefore, one or more of the Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised32
Project may result in significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts similar to the33
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft34
PEIR.35

Effects of Project Operation36

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in localized spills and could37
also create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the38
long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those39
facilities that require the use of hazardous materials (e.g., chlorine) as part of ongoing operations.40

Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with operations of new water storage facilities,41
ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and intake structures that could be encouraged by42
modifications to the SWRCB water quality objectives could potentially cause a substantial increase in43
hazards and risks in the locations of these projects; therefore, the Revised Project would result in impacts44
similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,45
in the Draft PEIR.46
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Conclusion1

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the2
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. The specific location, number, capacity, methods, and3
duration of construction activities associated with implementation of the Revised Project is not currently4
known, and it is possible that Delta ecosystem restoration actions or activities could take place within5
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, this impact is considered significant.6

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from7
the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.8

14.4.3.2.5 Impact 14-5b: Increase Safety Hazards for People Residing in or Working in the Project9

Areas Within the Vicinity of a Private Airstrip, Within an Airport Land Use Plan, or Within10

2 Miles of a Public Airport or Public Use Airport, or Create Airport Safety Hazards11

Effects of Project Construction12

Delta ecosystem restoration actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be constructed13
anywhere in the Delta, including within the vicinity of airports. Projects that are constructed near airports14
could have the potential to create a safety hazard for people by placing them in proximity to the hazards15
associated with airport operations. The construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects near airports16
also could produce light, glare, or other distractions that interfere with airport operations.17

While the location of Delta ecosystem restoration projects that could be encouraged by the Revised18
Project is not currently known, it is possible that some projects could be constructed within 2 miles of a19
public airport. Projects constructed in these areas likely would be subject to the consistency requirements20
of an Airport Land Use Plan. Therefore, it is unlikely that new construction in proximity to airports would21
result in significant impacts that could not be mitigated.22

In addition to subjecting people to airport hazards, the construction of water supply projects could23
adversely affect airport safety by increasing the potential for collisions between aircraft and wildlife. By24
design, ecosystem restoration projects are attractive to wildlife. The open water associated with these sites25
could attract waterfowl and other birds that could pose a risk to aircraft safety. Riparian restoration also26
could increase the risk by providing perching and nesting opportunities for raptors and other large birds.27
Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the28
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.29

The same types of safety hazards impacts would occur from construction of Delta ecosystem restoration30
projects under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 12.5.3.2, Delta31
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.32

Effects of Project Operation33

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in safety hazards near airports34
due to light, glare, or other distractions that interfere with airport operations, or open water could attract35
wildlife, specifically birds, and increase the potential for bird strikes. The same types of safety hazards36
impacts would occur from operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project as37
described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.38

Conclusion39

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the40
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because Delta ecosystem restoration actions41
or projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to the public or the42
environment from construction and operations of the ecosystem restoration areas, including floodplain,43
riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and44
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invasive species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure, this potential impact is1
considered significant.2

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse safety hazards impacts resulting from the Revised Project3
would be the same as the Proposed Project.4

14.4.3.2.6 Impact 14-6b: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death5

Involving Wildland Fires6

Effects of Project Construction7

Areas within the Delta generally are not subject to severe fire danger. Ecosystem restoration projects8
would not be expected to expose people or structures to significant loss, injury, or death involving9
wildland fires because of the low likelihood of severe wildfires in the Delta. In addition, ecosystem10
restoration projects, including tidal marsh and floodplain, generally would not include structures or11
increased human use.12

The same types of wildland fire hazards impacts would occur from Delta ecosystem restoration under the13
Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,14
of the Draft PEIR.15

Effects of Project Operation16

Operation and maintenance of Delta ecosystem restoration project features would not be expected to17
expose people or structures to significant loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires because of the low18
likelihood of severe wildfires in the Delta. In addition, ecosystem restoration projects, including tidal19
marsh and floodplain generally would not include structures or increased human use.20

Conclusion21

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and22
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,23
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related wildland fire hazards24
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific location and25
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures26
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals27
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than28
significant level. These impacts may be significant, depending on the size and type of project, the29
frequency of operations and maintenance activities, and the types of operations activities. Therefore, in30
some cases, the potential for wildland fire hazards impacts could result in significant, unavoidable31
impacts.32

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the33
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be34
less than significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects,35
as described in Section 14.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, in the Draft PEIR. It is therefore36
concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop37
adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level38
analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by39
substantial evidence.40

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse wildland fire hazards impacts resulting from the Revised41
Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.42
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14.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place1

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the2
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place, which could lead to completion,3
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as4
described in 14.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):5

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,6
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)7

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)8

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.9
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects : new State parks10
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the11
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State12
parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park13
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.14

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and15
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,16
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)17
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for18
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from19
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational20
resources.21

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 14.5.3.4,22
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.23

14.4.3.3.1 Impact 14-1c: Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment Through the24

Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials or Through Reasonably25

Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of Hazardous26

Materials into the Environment27

Effects of Project Construction28

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of recreational29
trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under30
the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and31
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.32

During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of33
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor34
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.35
The types of paint required are dictated by the types of equipment and structures that must be coated and36
by the service conditions and environment. Most heavy equipment requires petroleum products such as37
fuel, hydraulic fluids, and lubricants for effective operation. Fuel replenishment would be required daily38
for most of the heavy equipment. Lubricant and hydraulic fluid changes and replenishments would be39
required periodically. Typically, service trucks would deliver these types of fluids onsite and perform the40
necessary fuel and oil transfers. A risk of small fuel or oil spills is considered likely, but would have a41
negligible impact on public health. All hazardous materials would likely be stored, handled, and disposed42
of according to manufacturers’ recommendations, and any spills would be cleaned up in accordance with43
existing regulations. Additionally, a SWPPP would be prepared for construction sites over 1 acre in size.44
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The SWPPP would incorporate BMPs for the transport, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials1
to prevent the release of hazardous materials into the environment.2

Construction-related activities also could involve excavation activities. Ground-disturbing construction3
activities could disturb areas with soil or groundwater contamination or encounter an unrecorded4
hazardous material site. Adverse impacts could result if construction activities inadvertently dispersed5
contaminated material into the environment, such as the release of airborne materials during demolition,6
which could adversely affect construction workers, people in the vicinity of the construction activity, or7
nearby wildlife or habitat.8

Construction activities could also involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of9
existing structures that could generate hazardous waste.10

It is possible that hazards and hazardous materials impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project11
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of12
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is13
possible that significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts could occur. One or14
more of the Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and15
unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed16
Project in Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.17

Effects of Project Operation18

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in localized spills and could19
also create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the20
long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those21
facilities that require the use of hazardous materials (e.g., chlorine) as part of ongoing operations.22

Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with operations of recreational trails, community23
gateways and visitor centers, marinas, and parks could potentially cause a substantial increase in hazards24
and risks at the locations of those projects; therefore, the Revised Project would result in impacts similar25
to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in 14.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an26
Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR.27

Conclusion28

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and29
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,30
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related hazards and hazardous31
materials impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific32
location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation33
measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and34
approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with such projects35
to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for hazards and hazardous materials impacts36
could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. The impacts may be temporary in nature. Longer-term37
hazards and hazardous materials impacts could result from operation and maintenance activities. These38
impacts may be significant, depending on the size and type of project, the frequency of operations and39
maintenance activities, and the types of operations activities.40

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the41
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Most of the risk related to any given project would42
likely occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited. However, because Delta43
enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to the public or44
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or reasonably45
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foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the1
environment, this potential impact is considered significant.2

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed3
Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the Revised Project4
would be greater than the Proposed Project.5

14.4.3.3.2 Impact 14-2c: Be Located on a Site Which Is Included on a List of Hazardous Materials6

Sites Compiled Pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5 and, as a Result, Would7

Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment8

Effects of Project Construction9

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of recreational10
trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under11
the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and12
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.13

The DTSC Cortese List is a reporting document used by the State, local agencies, and developers to14
comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous materials15
release sites. The information is site-specific, and used for evaluation of project-level environmental16
impacts. For this program-level EIR, the site-specific information is not useful because the specific17
location of projects and the activities that could disturb known hazardous waste and substances sites are18
not known. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis19
conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project proponents would be required20
to consult the Cortese List and address impacts associated with any listed sites located in the construction21
area.22

Effects of Project Operation23

Operations of Delta enhancement projects would not result in further relocation, excavation, or similar24
disturbances following construction. Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts are not25
anticipated due to implementation of Delta enhancement projects under the Revised Project.26

Conclusion27

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the28
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project proponents would be required to consult the29
Cortese List and address impacts associated with any listed sites located in the construction area.30
However, because Delta enhancement actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project could occur31
within areas identified on the list, this potential impact is considered significant.32

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall potential for33
adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater34
than the Proposed Project.35

14.4.3.3.3 Impact 14-3c: Create Vector Habitat That Would Pose a Significant Public Health Hazard36

Effects of Project Construction37

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of38
construction of recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl39
hunting opportunities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.5,40
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.41

Construction of recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and42
waterfowl hunting opportunities facilities could result in new areas of standing water. If the standing43
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water remained onsite after storm events until it evaporated, this could cause an adverse impact by1
creating potential mosquito habitat. Mosquitoes require standing water to complete their growth cycles,2
and any body of standing water that remains undisturbed for multiple days represents a potential mosquito3
breeding site. Construction sites typically use BMPs, such as those identified by the State Water4
Resources Control Board, to control stormwater leaving a site and minimize standing water on and5
adjacent to the site (CDPH and MVC 2010). Standing water could remain onsite after storm events until it6
evaporates; potentially remaining onsite for multiple days. Stagnant water areas could be created in these7
areas, creating potential mosquito habitat. The implementation of BMPs would maintain constant8
movement of water, thereby preventing the creation of potential mosquito breeding sites.9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be11
less than significant if the prevalence of standing water is minimized through the use of BMPs required12
by most local agencies and state agencies, such as the Regional Water Quality Control Boards.. The13
hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with vector habitat related to construction of Delta14
enhancement projects under the Revised Project would be similar to the impacts described for the15
Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the16
Draft PEIR.17

Effects of Project Operation18

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in areas of pooled standing19
water and could also create environmental hazards. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future20
site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.21
There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less than significant if the prevalence of standing22
water is minimized through the use of BMPs required by most local agencies and state agencies, such as23
the Regional Water Quality Control Boards.. These impacts would be similar to impacts for the Proposed24
Project as described in Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, in25
the Draft PEIR.26

Conclusion27

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the28
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be29
less than significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects,30
as described in Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft31
PEIR. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific32
analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of33
this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted34
or supported by substantial evidence.35

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed36
Project, the overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the37
Proposed Project, but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s hazards and hazardous materials38
impacts under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.39

14.4.3.3.4 Impact 14-4c: Emit Hazardous Emissions or Handle Hazardous or Acutely Hazardous40

Materials, Substances, or Waste Within 0.25 Mile of an Existing or Proposed School41

Effects of Project Construction42

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of recreational43
trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under44
the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and45
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.46
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During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of1
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor2
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.3
Construction activities could involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of4
existing structures. Project sites could be located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. A5
release of hazardous material, potentially exposing school occupants, could result if materials were to6
became air-borne, (e.g., gases or asbestos particles) or could occur through ignition of flammable liquids7
or vapors. Construction of these projects also could expose schools within 0.25 mile of the construction8
and haul corridors to the potential for accidental hazardous materials spills. Operation and maintenance of9
facilities or of project features within 0.25 mile of schools could result in localized spills and potential10
releases similar to those discussed under Impact 14-1c.11

It is possible that hazards and hazardous materials impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project12
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of13
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is14
possible that significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts could occur. Impacts15
of large-scale reliable water supply projects may be more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less than16
significant level because of the severity of the construction and the scale of the geographic area disturbed.17
Therefore, one or more of the reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result18
in significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts similar to the impacts described19
for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.20

Effects of Project Operation21

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in localized spills and could22
also create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the23
long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those24
facilities that require the use of hazardous materials (e.g., chlorine) as part of ongoing operations.25

Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with operations of recreational trails, community26
gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities could potentially cause27
a substantial increase in hazards and risks in the locations of those projects; therefore, the Revised Project28
would result in impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 14.5.3.5,29
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft PEIR, but over a greater30
geographic area.31

Conclusion32

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the33
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. The specific location, number, capacity, methods, and34
duration of construction activities associated with implementation of the Revised Project is not currently35
known, and it is possible that Delta enhancement actions or activities could take place within 0.25 mile of36
an existing or proposed school. Therefore, this impact is considered significant.37

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed38
Project, the overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the39
Proposed Project.40
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14.4.3.3.5 Impact 14-5c: Increase Safety Hazards for People Residing in or Working in the Project1

Areas Within the Vicinity of a Private Airstrip, Within an Airport Land Use Plan, or Within2

2 Miles of a Public Airport or Public Use Airport, or Create Airport Safety Hazards3

Effects of Project Construction4

Delta enhancement actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be constructed anywhere5
in the Delta, including within the vicinity of airports. Projects that are constructed near airports could6
have the potential to create a safety hazard for people by placing them in proximity to the hazards7
associated with airport operations. The construction of Delta enhancement projects near airports also8
could produce light, glare, or other distractions that interfere with airport operations. While the location of9
Delta enhancement projects that could be encouraged by the Revised Project is not currently known, it is10
possible that some projects could be constructed within 2 miles of a public airport. Projects constructed in11
these areas likely would be subject to the consistency requirements of an Airport Land Use Plan.12
Therefore, it is unlikely that new construction in proximity to airports would result in significant impacts13
that could not be mitigated.14

In addition to subjecting people to airport hazards, the construction of Delta enhancement projects could15
adversely affect airport safety by increasing the potential for collisions between aircraft and wildlife. For16
example, projects with features that contain open water could attract wildlife, specifically birds, and17
increase the potential for bird strikes. Even areas outside of Airport Operations Areas that attract birds18
could present a risk if they alter or establish migratory or local movement patterns that place birds in the19
airport flight path. Most Delta enhancement projects would not likely increase safety hazards for people.20
However, the Delta enhancement projects under the Revised Project could include additional waterfowl21
hunting opportunities compared to the Proposed Project. Project-level impacts would be addressed in22
future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead23
agencies.24

Effects of Project Operation25

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in safety hazards near airports26
due to light, glare, or other distractions that interfere with airport operations, or open water could attract27
wildlife, specifically birds, and increase the potential for bird strikes. The same types of safety hazards28
impacts would occur from operation of community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and29
waterfowl hunting opportunities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in30
Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.31

Conclusion32

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the33
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because Delta enhancement actions or34
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to the public or the35
environment from construction and operations of community gateways and visitor centers, marinas,36
parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities, this potential impact is considered significant.37

Given the potential for an increased number of parks and waterfowl opportunities under the Revised38
Project compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse safety hazards impacts resulting from the39
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.40

14.4.3.3.6 Impact 14-6c: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death41

Involving Wildland Fires42

Effects of Project Construction43

Areas within the Delta generally are not subject to severe fire danger. Delta enhancement projects44
encouraged by the Revised Project would not be expected to expose people or structures to significant45
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loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires because of the low likelihood of severe wildfires in the1
Delta. However, Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the2
construction of recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl3
hunting opportunities, which would increase human use.4

The same types of wildland fire hazards impacts would occur from Delta enhancement projects under the5
Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of6
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.7

Effects of Project Operation8

Operation and maintenance of Delta enhancement projects would not be expected to expose people or9
structures to significant loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires because of the low likelihood of10
severe wildfires in the Delta. However, Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project11
would include the construction of recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas,12
parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities, which would increase human use.13

Conclusion14

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and15
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,16
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related wildland fire hazards17
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific location and18
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures19
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals20
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than21
significant level. In some locations, these impacts may be significant, depending on the size and type of22
project, the frequency of operations and maintenance activities, and the types of operations activities.23
Therefore, in some cases the potential for wildland fire hazards impacts could result in significant,24
unavoidable impacts.25

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the26
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be27
less than significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects,28
as described in Section 14.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, in the Draft29
PEIR. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific30
analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of31
this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted32
or supported by substantial evidence.33

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall adverse34
impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project, but still, less than35
significant. The Revised Project’s potential for wildland fire hazards impacts under the Revised Project36
are thus effectively the same as under the Proposed Project.37

14.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement38

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the39
Proposed Project to improve water quality, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation40
of projects that could improve water quality including the following types of projects (as described in41
Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):42

 Water treatment plants43
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)44
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities45
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 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities1
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)2
 Wellhead treatment facilities3
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)4

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not5
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Salinity6
Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water Quality Control Plan Update for the San7
Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary; SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality8
Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan; completion of the regulatory processes, research, and9
monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan10
Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment11
for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments for selenium and methylmercury; and the North12
Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project as potential projects to be implemented.13

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water14
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in15
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised16
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for17
other water quality criteria and objectives.18

14.4.3.4.1 Impact 14-1d: Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment Through the19

Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials or Through Reasonably20

Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of Hazardous21

Materials into the Environment22

Effects of Project Construction23

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of treatment24
plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as described for25
the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.26

During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of27
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor28
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.29
The types of paint required are dictated by the types of equipment and structures that must be coated and30
by the service conditions and environment. Most heavy equipment requires petroleum products such as31
fuel, hydraulic fluids, and lubricants for effective operation. Fuel replenishment would be required daily32
for most of the heavy equipment. Lubricant and hydraulic fluid changes and replenishments would be33
required periodically. Typically, service trucks would deliver these types of fluids onsite and perform the34
necessary fuel and oil transfers. A risk of small fuel or oil spills is considered likely, but would have a35
negligible impact on public health. All hazardous materials would likely be stored, handled, and disposed36
of according to manufacturers’ recommendations, and any spills would be cleaned up in accordance with37
existing regulations. Additionally, a SWPPP would be prepared for construction sites over 1 acre in size.38
The SWPPP would incorporate BMPs for the transport, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials39
to prevent the release of hazardous materials into the environment.40

Construction-related activities also could involve excavation activities. Ground-disturbing construction41
activities could disturb areas with soil or groundwater contamination or encounter an unrecorded42
hazardous material site. Adverse impacts could result if construction activities inadvertently dispersed43
contaminated material into the environment, such as the release of airborne materials during demolition,44
which could adversely affect construction workers, people in the vicinity of the construction activity, or45
nearby wildlife or habitat.46
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Construction activities could also involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of1
existing structures that could generate hazardous waste.2

It is possible that hazards and hazardous materials impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project3
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of4
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is5
possible that significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts could occur. One or6
more of the water quality improvement encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and7
unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed8
Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.9

Effects of Project Operation10

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in localized spills and could11
also create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the12
long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those13
facilities that require the use of hazardous materials (e.g., chlorine) as part of ongoing operations.14

Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with operations of treatment plants and conveyance15
facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) could potentially cause a substantial increase in hazards and risks16
in the locations of those projects; therefore, the Revised Project would result in impacts similar to impacts17
for the Proposed Project as described in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, in the Draft PEIR,18
but over a greater geographic area.19

Conclusion20

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and21
operations of water quality improvement, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,22
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related hazards and hazardous23
materials impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific24
location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation25
measures adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and26
approvals and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with such projects27
to a less than significant level. In some cases, the potential for hazards and hazardous materials impacts28
could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction29
of large infrastructure projects, and may be temporary in nature. Longer-term hazards and hazardous30
materials impacts could result from operation and maintenance activities. These impacts may be31
significant, depending on the size and type of project, the frequency of operations and maintenance32
activities, and the types of operations activities.33

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the34
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Most of the risk related to any given project would35
likely occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited. However, because water36
quality improvement actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant37
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous38
materials or reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous39
materials into the environment, this potential impact is considered significant.40

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised41
Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the Revised Project42
would be greater than the Proposed Project.43
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14.4.3.4.2 Impact 14-2d: Be Located on a Site Which Is Included on a List of Hazardous Materials1

Sites Compiled Pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5 and, as a Result, Would2

Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment3

Effects of Project Construction4

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of surface5
water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water6
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed7
Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.8

The DTSC Cortese List is a reporting document used by the State, local agencies, and developers to9
comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous materials10
release sites. The information is site-specific, and used for evaluation of project-level environmental11
impacts. For this program-level EIR, the site-specific information is not useful because the specific12
location of projects and the activities that could disturb known hazardous waste and substances sites are13
not known. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis14
conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project proponents would be required15
to consult the Cortese List and address impacts associated with any listed sites located in the construction16
area.17

Effects of Project Operation18

Operations of water quality improvement projects would not result in further relocation, excavation, or19
similar disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to hazards and hazardous materials20
impacts are not anticipated due to implementation of water quality improvement projects under the21
Revised Project.22

Conclusion23

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the24
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project proponents would be required to consult the25
Cortese List and address impacts associated with any listed sites located in the construction area.26
However, because water quality improvement actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project27
could occur within areas identified on the list, this potential impact is considered significant.28

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised29
Project, the overall potential for adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the30
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.31

14.4.3.4.3 Impact 14-3d: Create Vector Habitat That Would Pose a Significant Public Health Hazard32

Effects of Project Construction33

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of treatment34
plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as described for35
the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.36

Construction and operations of treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)37
could result in new areas of standing water. If the standing water remained onsite after storm events until38
it evaporated, this could cause an adverse impact by creating potential mosquito habitat. Mosquitoes39
require standing water to complete their growth cycles, and any body of standing water that remains40
undisturbed for multiple days represents a potential mosquito breeding site. Construction sites typically41
use BMPs, such as those identified by the State Water Resources Control Board, to control stormwater42
leaving a site and minimize standing water on and adjacent to the site (CDPH and MVC 2010). Standing43
water could remain onsite after storm events until it evaporates; potentially remaining onsite for multiple44
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days. Stagnant water areas could be created in these areas, creating potential mosquito habitat. The1
implementation of BMPs would maintain constant movement of water, thereby preventing the creation of2
potential mosquito breeding sites.3

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the4
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be5
less than significant if the prevalence of standing water is minimized through the use of BMPs required6
by most local agencies and state agencies, such as the Regional Water Quality Control Boards.. The7
hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with vector habitat related to construction of reliable8
water supply projects under the Revised Project would be similar to the impacts described for the9
Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.10

Effects of Project Operation11

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in areas of pooled standing12
water and could also create environmental hazards. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future13
site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.14
There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less than significant if the prevalence of standing15
water is minimized through the use of BMPs required by most local agencies and state agencies, such as16
the Regional Water Quality Control Boards.. These impacts would be similar to impacts for the Proposed17
Project as described in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, in the Draft PEIR.18

Conclusion19

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the20
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be21
less than significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects,22
as described in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, in the Draft PEIR. It is therefore concluded23
that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate24
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there25
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial26
evidence.27

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised28
Project, compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised Project29
would be greater than the Proposed Project but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s hazards30
and hazardous materials impacts under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as the Proposed31
Project.32

14.4.3.4.4 Impact 14-4d: Emit Hazardous Emissions or Handle Hazardous or Acutely Hazardous33

Materials, Substances, or Waste Within 0.25 Mile of an Existing or Proposed School34

Effects of Project Construction35

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of treatment36
plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as described for37
the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.38

During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of39
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor40
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.41
Construction activities could involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of42
existing structures to. Project sites could be located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. A43
release of hazardous material, potentially exposing school occupants, could result if materials were to44
became air-borne, (e.g., gases or asbestos particles) or could occur through ignition of flammable liquids45
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or vapors. Construction of these projects also could expose schools within 0.25 mile of the construction1
and haul corridors to the potential for accidental hazardous materials spills. Operation and maintenance of2
facilities or of project features within 0.25 mile of schools could result in localized spills and potential3
releases similar to those discussed under Impact 14-1d.4

It is possible that hazards and hazardous materials impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project5
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of6
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is7
possible that significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts could occur. One or8
more of the water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in9
significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts similar to the impacts described for10
the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.11

Effects of Project Operation12

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in localized spills and could13
also create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the14
long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those15
facilities that require the use of hazardous materials (e.g., chlorine) as part of ongoing operations.16

Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with operations of new water storage facilities,17
ancillary facilities, desalination and treatment plants, and intake structures could potentially cause a18
substantial increase in hazards and risks in the locations of those projects; therefore, the Revised Project19
would result in impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in Section 14.5.3.3,20
Water Quality Improvement, in the Draft PEIR, but over a greater geographic area.21

Conclusion22

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the23
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. The specific location, number, capacity, methods, and24
duration of construction activities associated with implementation of the Revised Project is not currently25
known, and it is possible that water quality improvement actions or activities could take place within 0.2526
mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, this impact is considered significant.27

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised28
Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the Revised Project29
would be greater than the Proposed Project.30

14.4.3.4.5 Impact 14-5d: Increase Safety Hazards for People Residing in or Working in the Project31
Areas Within the Vicinity of a Private Airstrip, Within an Airport Land Use Plan, or Within32

2 Miles of a Public Airport or Public Use Airport, or Create Airport Safety Hazards33

Effects of Project Construction34

Water quality improvement actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be constructed35
anywhere in the Delta and adjacent areas in the Delta watershed, including within the vicinity of airports.36
Projects that are constructed near airports could have the potential to create a safety hazard for people by37
placing them in proximity to the hazards associated with airport operations. The construction of water38
quality improvement projects near airports also could produce light, glare, or other distractions that39
interfere with airport operations. While the location of water quality improvement projects that could be40
encouraged by the Revised Project is not currently known, it is possible that some projects could be41
constructed within 2 miles of a public airport. Projects constructed in these areas likely would be subject42
to the consistency requirements of an Airport Land Use Plan.43

In addition to subjecting people to airport hazards, the construction of water quality improvement projects44
could adversely affect airport safety by increasing the potential for collisions between aircraft and45
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wildlife. For example, projects with features that contain open water (such as treatment ponds) could1
attract wildlife, specifically birds, and increase the potential for bird strikes. Even areas outside of Airport2
Operations Areas that attract birds could present a risk if they alter or establish migratory or local3
movement patterns that place birds in the airport flight path. While water quality improvement projects4
would not likely increase safety hazards for people, the surface water facilities could attract wildlife that5
could pose a safety hazard for aircraft. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific6
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.7

The same types of safety hazards impacts would occur from construction of treatment plants and8
conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as described for the9
Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.10

Effects of Project Operation11

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in safety hazards near airports12
due to light, glare, or other distractions that interfere with airport operations, or open water could attract13
wildlife, specifically birds, and increase the potential for bird strikes. The same types of safety hazards14
impacts would occur from operation of treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping15
plants) under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality16
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.17

Conclusion18

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the19
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because water quality improvement actions20
or projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to the public or the21
environment from construction and operations of treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and22
pumping plants), this potential impact is considered significant.23

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised24
Project, the overall safety hazards impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the25
Proposed Project.26

14.4.3.4.6 Impact 14-6d: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death27

Involving Wildland Fires28

Effects of Project Construction29

Areas within the Delta generally are not subject to severe fire danger. Construction of treatment plants30
and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised Project could31
increase the risk of fire hazards as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality32
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR; but not necessarily wildland fire hazards due to the low risk of such33
hazards in the Delta.34

It is possible that wildland fire hazards impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less35
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects36
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that37
significant and unavoidable wildland fire hazards impacts could occur similar to the impacts described for38
the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.39

Effects of Project Operation40

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features for water quality improvement projects41
could result in wildland fire hazards due to the increased number of structures in the Delta. These impacts42
would be less-than-significant and would be similar to the wildland fire impacts for the Proposed Project43
as described in Section 14.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, in the Draft PEIR.44
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Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,3
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related wildland fire hazards4
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific location and5
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures6
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals7
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than8
significant level. In some locations, these impacts may be significant, depending on the size and type of9
project, the frequency of operations and maintenance activities, and the types of operations activities.10
Therefore, in some cases, the potential for wildland fire hazards impacts could result in significant,11
unavoidable impacts.12

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the13
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be14
less than significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects15
and other, pertinent evidence cited in this EIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably16
plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this17
impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate18
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there19
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial20
evidence.21

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised22
Project, the overall adverse wildland fire hazards impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be23
greater than the Proposed Project.24

14.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction25

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the26
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described27
in Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):28

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)29
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)30
 Levee maintenance31
 Levee modification32
 Dredging33
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies34
 Reservoir reoperation35

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.36
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship37
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-38
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).39

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the40
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta41
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the42
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised43
Project. For example, the Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State44
investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land45
uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,46
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transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this1
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within2
the Delta than the Proposed Project.3

14.4.3.5.1 Impact 14-1e: Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment Through the4

Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials or Through Reasonably5
Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of Hazardous6

Materials into the Environment7

Effects of Project Construction8

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of levees and9
operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and10
sediment removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in11
Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.12

During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of13
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor14
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.15
The types of paint required are dictated by the types of equipment and structures that must be coated and16
by the service conditions and environment. Most heavy equipment requires petroleum products such as17
fuel, hydraulic fluids, and lubricants for effective operation. Fuel replenishment would be required daily18
for most of the heavy equipment. Lubricant and hydraulic fluid changes and replenishments would be19
required periodically. Typically, service trucks would deliver these types of fluids onsite and perform the20
necessary fuel and oil transfers. A risk of small fuel or oil spills is considered likely, but would have a21
negligible impact on public health. All hazardous materials would likely be stored, handled, and disposed22
of according to manufacturers’ recommendations, and any spills would be cleaned up in accordance with23
existing regulations. Additionally, a SWPPP would be prepared for construction sites over 1 acre in size.24
The SWPPP would incorporate BMPs for the transport, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials25
to prevent the release of hazardous materials into the environment.26

Construction-related activities also could involve excavation activities. Ground-disturbing construction27
activities could disturb areas with soil or groundwater contamination or encounter an unrecorded28
hazardous material site. Adverse impacts could result if construction activities inadvertently dispersed29
contaminated material into the environment, such as the release of airborne materials during demolition,30
which could adversely affect construction workers, people in the vicinity of the construction activity, or31
nearby wildlife or habitat.32

Construction activities could also involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of33
existing structures that could generate hazardous waste.34

It is possible that hazards and hazardous materials impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project35
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of36
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is37
possible that significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts could occur. One or38
more of the flood risk reduction encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and39
unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed40
Project in Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.41

Effects of Project Operation42

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in localized spills and could43
also create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the44
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long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those1
facilities that require the use of hazardous materials (e.g., chlorine) as part of ongoing operations.2

Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with operations of levees and operable barriers along3
the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from4
channels could potentially cause a substantial increase in hazards and risks at the locations of these5
projects; therefore, the Revised Project would result in impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project6
as described in Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, in the Draft PEIR.7

Conclusion8

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and9
operations of flood risk reduction, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods,10
and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related hazards and hazardous materials11
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would depend on the specific location and12
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures13
adopted by the implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals14
and implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than15
significant level. In some cases, the potential for hazards and hazardous materials impacts could result in16
significant, unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction of large17
infrastructure projects, and may be temporary in nature. Longer-term hazards and hazardous materials18
impacts could result from operation and maintenance activities. These impacts may be significant,19
depending on the size and type of project, the frequency of operations and maintenance activities, and the20
types of operations activities.21

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the22
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Most of the risk related to any given project would23
likely occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited. However, because flood24
risk reduction actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to the25
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or26
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the27
environment, this potential impact is considered significant.28

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall adverse29
hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the30
Proposed Project.31

14.4.3.5.2 Impact 14-2e: Be Located on a Site Which Is Included on a List of Hazardous Materials32
Sites Compiled Pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5 and, as a Result, Would33

Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment34

Effects of Project Construction35

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of levees and36
operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and37
sediment removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in38
Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.39

The DTSC Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a reporting document used by the40
State, local agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about41
the location of hazardous materials release sites. The information is site-specific, and used for evaluation42
of project-level environmental impacts. For this program-level EIR, the site-specific information is not43
useful because the specific location of projects and the activities that could disturb known hazardous44
waste and substances sites are not known. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific45
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project46
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proponents would be required to consult the Cortese List and address impacts associated with any listed1
sites located in the construction area.2

Effects of Project Operation3

Operations of flood risk reduction projects would not result in further relocation, excavation, or similar4
disturbances following construction. Therefore, impacts to hazards and hazardous materials impacts are5
not anticipated due to implementation of flood risk reduction projects under the Revised Project.6

Conclusion7

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the8
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Project proponents would be required to consult the9
Cortese List and address impacts associated with any listed sites located in the construction area.10
However, because flood risk reduction actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project could occur11
within areas identified on the Cortese list, this potential impact is considered significant.12

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall potential13
for adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less14
than the Proposed Project.15

14.4.3.5.3 Impact 14-3e: Create Vector Habitat That Would Pose a Significant Public Health Hazard16

Effects of Project Construction17

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of levees and18
operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and19
sediment removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in20
Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.21

Construction and operations of levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee22
modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from channels could result in new areas of23
standing water. If the standing water remained onsite after storm events until it evaporated, this could24
cause an adverse impact by creating potential mosquito habitat. Mosquitoes require standing water to25
complete their growth cycles, and any body of standing water that remains undisturbed for multiple days26
represents a potential mosquito breeding site. Construction sites typically use BMPs, such as those27
identified by the State Water Resources Control Board, to control stormwater leaving a site and minimize28
standing water on and adjacent to the site (CDPH and MVC 2010). Standing water could remain onsite29
after storm events until it evaporates; potentially remaining onsite for multiple days. Stagnant water areas30
could be created in these areas, creating potential mosquito habitat. The implementation of BMPs would31
maintain constant movement of water, thereby preventing the creation of potential mosquito breeding32
sites.33

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the34
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there is substantial evidence that this impact35
would be less than significant if the prevalence of standing water is minimized through BMPs required by36
most local agencies and state agencies, such as the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The hazards37
and hazardous materials impacts associated with vector habitat related to construction of reliable water38
supply projects under the Revised Project would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed39
Project in Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.40
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Effects of Project Operation1

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in areas of pooled standing2
water and could also create environmental hazards. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future3
site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.4
There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less than significant if the prevalence of standing5
water is minimized through the use of BMPs required by most local agencies and state agencies, such as6
the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. These impacts would be similar to impacts for the Proposed7
Project as described in Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, in the Draft PEIR.8

Conclusion9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. Most of the risk related to any given project would11
likely occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited, and could result in12
impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project, as described in Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk13
Reduction, in the Draft PEIR. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less than significant14
if the prevalence of standing water is minimized through the use of BMPs required by most local agencies15
and state agencies, such as the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. Because Delta flood risk16
reduction actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to the17
public or the environment, this potential impact is considered significant.18

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the19
Proposed Project, the overall adverse hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the Revised20
Project would be less than the Proposed Project.21

14.4.3.5.4 Impact 14-4e: Emit Hazardous Emissions or Handle Hazardous or Acutely Hazardous22

Materials, Substances, or Waste Within 0.25 Mile of an Existing or Proposed School23

Effects of Project Construction24

The same types of hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur from construction of levees and25
operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and26
sediment removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in27
Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.28

During construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, relatively small quantities of29
hazardous materials would be onsite, and could include limited quantities of gasoline, diesel fuel, motor30
oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner.31
Construction activities could involve deliveries and handling of hazardous materials or demolition of32
existing structures. Project sites could be located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. A33
release of hazardous material, potentially exposing school occupants, could result if materials were to34
became air-borne, (e.g., gases or asbestos particles) or could occur through ignition of flammable liquids35
or vapors. Construction of these projects also could expose schools within 0.25 mile of the construction36
and haul corridors to the potential for accidental hazardous materials spills. Operation and maintenance of37
facilities or of project features within 0.25 mile of schools could result in localized spills and potential38
releases similar to those discussed under Impact 14-1e.39

It is possible that hazards and hazardous materials impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project40
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of41
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is42
possible that significant and unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts could occur. One or43
more of the flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and44
unavoidable hazards and hazardous materials impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed45
Project in Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.46
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Effects of Project Operation1

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in localized spills and could2
also create environmental hazards similar to those described above for construction activities, but over the3
long term. The potential for hazard-related impacts (e.g., spills) would continue during operation for those4
facilities that require the use of hazardous materials (e.g., chlorine) as part of ongoing operations.5

Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with operations of flood risk reduction projects could6
potentially cause a substantial increase in hazards and risks in the locations of those projects; therefore,7
the Revised Project would result in impacts similar to impacts for the Proposed Project as described in8
Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction.9

Conclusion10

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the11
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. The specific location, number, capacity, methods, and12
duration of construction activities associated with implementation of the Revised Project is not currently13
known, and it is possible that flood risk reduction actions or activities could take place within 0.25 mile of14
an existing or proposed school. Therefore, this impact is considered significant.15

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall adverse16
hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the17
Proposed Project.18

14.4.3.5.5 Impact 14-5e: Increase Safety Hazards for People Residing in or Working in the Project19

Areas Within the Vicinity of a Private Airstrip, Within an Airport Land Use Plan, or Within20

2 Miles of a Public Airport or Public Use Airport, or Create Airport Safety Hazards21

Effects of Project Construction22

Flood risk reduction actions or projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be constructed anywhere23
in the Delta and adjacent areas in the Delta watershed, including within the vicinity of airports. Projects24
that are constructed near airports could have the potential to create a safety hazard for people by placing25
them in proximity to the hazards associated with airport operations. The construction of flood risk26
reduction projects near airports also could produce light, glare, or other distractions that interfere with27
airport operations. While the location of flood risk reduction projects that could be encouraged by the28
Revised Project is not currently known, it is possible that some projects could be constructed within 229
miles of a public airport. Projects constructed in these areas likely would be subject to the consistency30
requirements of an Airport Land Use Plan.31

In addition to subjecting people to airport hazards, the construction of flood risk reduction projects could32
adversely affect airport safety by increasing the potential for collisions between aircraft and wildlife. For33
example, projects with features that contain open water (such as expanded floodplains) could attract34
wildlife, specifically birds, and increase the potential for bird strikes. Even areas outside of Airport35
Operations Areas that attract birds could present a risk if they alter or establish migratory or local36
movement patterns that place birds in the airport flight path. While flood risk reduction projects would37
not likely increase safety hazards for people, the surface water facilities could attract wildlife that could38
pose a safety hazard for aircraft. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific39
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.40

The same types of safety hazards impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers41
along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal42
from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.4, Flood43
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.44
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Effects of Project Operation1

Operation and maintenance of facilities or of project features could result in safety hazards near airports2
due to light, glare, or other distractions that interfere with airport operations, or open water could attract3
wildlife, specifically birds, and increase the potential for bird strikes. The same types of safety hazards4
impacts would occur from operation of levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance,5
levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from channels under the Revised6
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft7
PEIR.8

Conclusion9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because flood risk reduction actions or11
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may create a significant hazard to the public or the12
environment from construction and operations of levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee13
maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from channels, this14
potential impact is considered significant.15

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall safety16
hazards impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.17

14.4.3.5.6 Impact 14-6e: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death18

Involving Wildland Fires19

Effects of Project Construction20

Areas within the Delta generally are not subject to severe fire danger. Flood risk reduction projects21
encouraged by the Revised Project would not be expected to expose people or structures to significant22
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires because of the low likelihood of severe wildfires in the23
Delta. Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of24
levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of25
floodplains, and sediment removal from channels and would not be expected to increase human use or26
increase the number of structures. The same types of wildland fire hazards impacts would occur from27
Delta flood risk reduction under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section28
14.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.29

Effects of Project Operation30

Operation and maintenance of flood risk reduction project features would not be expected to expose31
people or structures to significant loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires because of the low32
likelihood of severe wildfires in the Delta and because flood risk reduction projects primarily include33
construction of new levees and would not be expected to increase human use in the area.34

Conclusion35

Construction and operation of flood risk reduction projects would not be expected to expose people or36
structures to significant loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires because of the low likelihood of37
severe wildfires in the Delta and because flood risk reduction projects primarily include construction of38
new levees and would not be expected to increase human use in the area.39

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the40
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be41
less than significant because flood risk reduction projects would not be expected to expose people or42
structures to significant loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires because of the low likelihood of43
severe wildfires in the Delta and because flood risk reduction projects primarily include construction of44
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new levees and would not be expected to increase human use in the area. It is therefore concluded that1
this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate2
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there3
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial4
evidence.5

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall adverse6
impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project, but still less than7
significant. The Revised Project’s potential for wildland fire hazards impacts under the Revised Project8
are thus effectively the same as under Proposed Project.9

14.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures10

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 14-1 through 14-6 of11
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 14.5.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and12
summarized below.13

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for14
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts15
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the16
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would17
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.18

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,19
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be20
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.21
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the22
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, the significant23
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.24

14.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 14-125

The hazardous materials that would be used during construction or unearthed during construction present26
a relatively low public health risk, but could contaminate air quality or surface water or groundwater if a27
release occurred. Use of BMPs would reduce the potential for the release of construction-related fuels and28
other hazardous materials to stormwater and receiving waters. BMPs prevent sediment and stormwater29
contamination from spills or leaks, control the amount of runoff from the site, and require proper disposal30
or recycling of hazardous materials.31

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 14-1a through e, 14-2a through e,32
and 14-4a through e:33

 Refueling and maintenance of vehicles and equipment to occur only in designated areas that are34
either bermed or covered with concrete, asphalt, or other impervious surfaces to control35
potential spills.36

 Refueling of vehicles and equipment to occur only when employees are present.37

 Vehicle and equipment service and maintenance conducted only by authorized personnel.38

 Refueling conducted only with approved pumps, hoses, and nozzles.39

 Catch-pans placed under equipment to catch potential spills during servicing.40

 All disconnected hoses placed in containers to collect residual fuel from the hoses.41

 Vehicle engines shut down during refueling.42
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 No smoking, open flames, or welding allowed in refueling or service areas.1

 Refueling performed away from bodies of water to prevent contamination of water in the event of2
a leak or spill.3

 When refueling is completed, the service truck to leave the project site.4

 Service trucks provided with fire extinguishers and spill containment equipment, such as5
absorbents.6

 Should a spill contaminate soil, the soil shall be placed in containers and disposed of as7
appropriate. All containers used to store hazardous materials to be inspected at least once per8
week for signs of leaking or failure. All maintenance and refueling areas to be inspected monthly.9
Results of inspections to be recorded in a logbook maintained onsite.10

 Provision of an automatic sprinkler system for indoor hazardous material storage areas.11

 Provision of an exhaust system for indoor hazardous material storage areas.12

 Separation of incompatible materials by isolating them from each other with a noncombustible13
partition.14

 Spill control in all storage, handling, and dispensing areas.15

 Separate secondary containment for each chemical storage system. The secondary containment is16
required to hold the entire contents of the tank plus the volume of water for the fire suppression17
system that could be used for fire protection for a period of 20 minutes in the event of a18
catastrophic spill.19

These types of mitigation measures are generally standard. In most cases, they reduce significant impacts20
related to hazardous materials to less–than-significant levels.21

In the unlikely event of a spill, the spill shall be reported to the appropriate regulatory agencies and22
contaminated soil shall be cleaned, treated, and/or removed in accordance with regulatory requirements.23
Small spills shall be contained and cleaned up immediately by trained, onsite personnel. Larger spills24
shall be reported via emergency phone numbers to obtain help from offsite containment and cleanup25
crews. All personnel working on the project during the construction phase shall be trained in handling26
hazardous materials and the dangers associated with hazardous materials. An onsite health and safety27
person shall be designated to implement health and safety guidelines and to contact emergency response28
personnel and the local hospital, if necessary.29

If there is a large spill from a service or refueling truck, contaminated soil shall be placed into barrels or30
trucks by service personnel for offsite disposal at an appropriate facility in accordance with law. If a spill31
involves hazardous materials quantities equal to or greater than the specific Reportable Quantities as32
required by regulatory agencies (42 gallons for petroleum products), all federal, State, and local reporting33
requirements shall be followed. In the event of a fire or injury, the local fire department shall be called.34

This mitigation measure would likely reduce the impact due to hazardous materials spills to a less than35
significant level. However, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis36
of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation37
and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies38
other than the Council. For these reasons, impacts due to hazardous spills would remain significant.39
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14.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 14-21

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 14-1a through e, 14-2a through e,2
and 14-4a through e:3

 To reduce the risk due to increased exposure to materials that could be released during soil4
disturbance, worker training programs and breathing apparatus shall be provided. Monitoring5
programs shall be implemented as areas are excavated to determine the potential for exposure to6
soil organisms or other constituents.7

 To reduce risk to the community due to increased exposure to materials that could be released8
during soil disturbance, public outreach programs shall be conducted to educate the public of the9
types of construction activities and risks that could occur. In areas near extreme hazards, such as10
construction in areas with identified petroleum-product pipelines or soils with high concentrations11
of petroleum products, warning sirens shall be used at construction sites to immediately notify12
workers and residents. Emergency procedures shall be included in the education and outreach13
programs for the workers and the community.14

This mitigation measure will likely reduce the impact to sensitive receptors due to hazardous materials15
releases to a less than significant level. However, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by16
other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered17
actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and18
jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Council. For these reasons, impacts to sensitive receptors19
due to hazardous releases would remain significant.20

14.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 14-321

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 14-3a through e:22

 Freshwater habitat management to include water-control-structure management, vegetation23
management, mosquito predator management, drainage improvements, and coordination with the24
DFG and local mosquito and vector control agencies regarding these strategies and specific25
techniques to help minimize mosquito production.26

 Maintenance of permanent ponds that increase the diversity of waterfowl yet decrease the27
introduction of vectors through constant circulation of water, vegetation control, and periodic28
draining of ponds.29

 Tidal management focused on mosquito problems arising from the residual tidal and floodwaters30
remaining in depressions and cracked ground (SCMAD 2011).31

 Avoidance of ponding in tidal marsh habitat or in areas within the waterside of setback levees.32
Design of ecosystem restoration areas, waterfowl hunting areas, setback levees, parks, canals, and33
surface water storage facilities to minimize standing water, or use of other methods such as34
mosquito fish to reduce mosquito breeding.35

These mitigation measures would likely reduce the impacts due to vectors to a less–than-significant level.36
However, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised37
Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and38
enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies39
other than the Council. For these reasons, impacts due to vector increases would remain significant.40
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14.4.3.6.4 Mitigation Measure 14-41

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 14-5a through e:2

 Avoid creating hazardous wildlife attractants within a distance of 10,000 feet of an Airport3
Operations Area.4

 Maintain a distance of 5 statute miles between the farthest edge of the Airport Operations Area5
and hazardous wildlife attractants.6

These mitigation measures would likely reduce the impacts of birds creating aircraft safety hazards within7
the vicinity of an airport to a less than significant level. However, as discussed above, with regard to8
actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that9
are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the10
responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Council. For these reasons, impacts due to11
impacts of birds creating aircraft safety hazards would remain significant.12

14.4.3.6.5 Mitigation Measure 14-513

The following mitigation measure would reduce the effects of Impacts 14-6a and c:14

 Prepare and implement a fire management plan to minimize potential for wildland fires15

This mitigation measure will likely reduce the exposure of people and structures to wildland fires to a less16
than significant level. However, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the17
basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the18
implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of19
public agencies other than the Council. For these reasons, exposure of people or structures to wildland fire20
impact would remain significant.21

14.5 References22

The Section 14.6, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged and is hereby incorporated by23
reference into this Recirculated Draft PEIR .The following references are added to those references.24

CDPH and MVC (California Department of Public Health and Mosquito Vector Control Association of25
California). 2010. Best Management Practices for Mosquito Control in California.26

27
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Section 151

Noise2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses potential impacts of noise and vibration. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 15 of4
the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

15.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 15.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

15.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 15.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

15.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 15.4, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged14

15.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 15.5, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

15.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise severity and extent of project-24
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific25
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of26
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific27
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for28
implementation.29
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The assessment methods for noise impacts are the same as described in Section 15.5.1, Assessment1
Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not available for2
the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific basis.3

15.4.2 Thresholds of Significance4

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 15.5.2, Thresholds of5
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.6

15.4.3 Revised Project7

15.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply8

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the9
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction and/or operation of10
projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as11
described in Section 15.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):12

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,13
hydroelectric facilities)14

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)15

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)16

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)17

 Water transfers18

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation19

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.20
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water21
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream22
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin23
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the24
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118, which could lead to improvements in25
groundwater management.26

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the27
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the28
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is29
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater30
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under31
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered32
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater33
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed34
Project.35

15.4.3.1.1 Impact 15-1a: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Temporary, Short-term36

Construction Noise37

Effects of Project Construction38

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of surface water and groundwater storage39
facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric40
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generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.1,1
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction would require the use of heavy equipment, such2
as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and concrete mixing and pumping trucks.3
Depending on the type and model of equipment used for construction, noise levels would range from 804
to 85 Lmax (e.g., “average maximum values”) dBA (e.g., “A-weighted decibels”) at 50 feet. Haul trucks5
that would be used to move borrow and spoils and other materials could generate up to 88 Lmax dBA at6
50 feet.7

Actual exposure levels would depend on the intensity of the construction activity and the distance of8
sensitive receptors to the noise source. Sensitive receptors could include residents of communities and9
rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads that could be used for10
transporting construction equipment and materials. Applicable noise standards for construction would be11
those specified by county or city ordinance or general plan.12

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts13
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed14
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,15
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected16
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.17

It is possible that the noise impacts of reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project18
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many19
aspects of the projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is20
possible that significant and unavoidable noise impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water21
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable noise22
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.1, Reliable Water23
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.24

Conclusion25

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction of26
reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and27
duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related noise impacts for the projects28
encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects29
at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing30
agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and implementation of31
mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In32
some cases, the potential for noise impacts could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. Significant33
construction noise impacts are most likely to occur during construction of large infrastructure projects,34
and would be temporary in nature.35

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the36
time reliable water supply projects are proposed by lead agencies. Noise impacts related to any given37
project are most likely to occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited.38
However, because of the potential for residents and other sensitive receptors in the vicinity of39
construction activities (e.g., in the vicinity of the construction of a new intake facility) to be exposed to40
noise exceeding applicable standards, this potential impact is considered significant.41

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts42
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed43
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,44
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected45
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas. Given the potential under the Revised Project46
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for an increased number of reliable water supply projects in the Delta watershed, the overall adverse noise1
impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.2

15.4.3.1.2 Impact 15-2a: Temporary and Short-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive3

Groundborne Vibrations4

Effects of Project Construction5

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of surface water and groundwater storage6
facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric7
generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.1,8
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Construction activities could require the use of pile drivers,9
large bulldozers, haul trucks, and jackhammers. These types of equipment could generate groundborne10
vibrations ranging from 0.035 to 1.518 in/sec peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet, with the range11
representing the maximum amplitude and frequency of vibration waves that could be caused by these12
types of equipment. As described in Section 15.5.2, Thresholds of Significance, of the Draft PEIR, short-13
term vibration impacts would be significant if project construction or operation would result in the14
exposure of sensitive receptors to, or would generate, vibration levels that exceed Caltrans’ recommended15
standard of 0.2 in/sec PPV. This standard relates to the prevention of structural damage for normal16
buildings (Caltrans 2004) or the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) maximum acceptable vibration17
standard of 80 vibration decibels (VdB) with respect to human response for residential uses (such as,18
annoyance) (FTA 2006) at any nearby existing sensitive land uses.19

Actual exposure levels would depend on the distance between structures and sensitive receptors and the20
vibration source. Structures could be significantly adversely affected by groundborne vibrations include21
extremely fragile historic structures (buildings, ruins, ancient monuments), fragile buildings, historic22
structures (buildings, bridges, gates, weirs, and other levee structures that are older than 50 years old) and23
some old structures (less than 50 years old but not constructed to current building standards) as described24
in local general plans and Caltrans guidance (Caltrans 2004). Sensitive receptors could include residents25
of communities and rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads26
that could be used for transporting construction equipment and materials.27

Conclusion28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the29
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these projects would be required to address impacts30
associated with these sites located in the construction area. However, because of the potential for31
structures, residents and other sensitive receptors in the vicinity of construction activities associated with32
reliable water supply projects (e.g., in the vicinity of the construction of a new intake facility) to be33
exposed to vibrations in excess of applicable thresholds, this potential impact is considered significant.34

Given the potential for an increased number of actions under the Revised Project, the overall potential for35
adverse noise and vibration impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the36
Proposed Project.37

15.4.3.1.3 Impact 15-3a: Long-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Noise from38

Operations39

Effects of Project Operation40

Operations of surface water and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities,41
groundwater wells, water transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities could introduce new long-term42
noise sources greater than ambient noise levels depending upon the location, types of operation, and43
worker and public use of the new or modified facilities and distance to sensitive noise receptors.44
Generally, the major sources of noise from these projects would be water pumps and, in the case of45
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hydroelectric generation, turbines and falling water. Water pumps have a typical noise level of 81 dBA at1
a distance of 50 feet. Applicable noise standards for facility operations would include those of the2
counties and cities and federal and State agencies that either own the facilities or issue permits or3
approvals for the facilities. As described in Section 15.5.2, Thresholds of Significance, of the Draft PEIR,4
operation of facilities would be considered to result in a significant noise impact if the noise exceeds the5
existing or presumed ambient sound level by more than 5 dB at sensitive receptor locations.6

The impacts under the Revised Project would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project in7
Section 15.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.8

Conclusion9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for sensitive11
receptors in the vicinity of reliable water supply project operations (e.g., operation of pumps at an intake12
facility) to be exposed to long-term noise increases exceeding recommended thresholds, the potential13
impacts are considered significant.14

Given the potential for an increased number of actions related to reliable water supply projects under the15
Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than16
the Proposed Project.17

15.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration18

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the19
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or20
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as21
described in Section 15.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):22

 Floodplain restoration23
 Riparian restoration24
 Tidal marsh restoration25
 Stressor management26
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)27
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB28

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.29
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,30
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat31
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and potential32
locations for implementation.33

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands34
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an35
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of36
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the37
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.38

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including39
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance40
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy.41

The Revised Project encourages other actions, like the Proposed Project, including Department of Fish42
and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could influence water43
quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update of the Water44
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Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and1
develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority tributaries in2
the Delta watershed that are necessary to achieve the coequal goals. As described in Section 2A, Proposed3
Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the4
Delta and Delta tributaries and changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the5
Delta that use Delta water could respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water6
supply reliability and improve water quality.7

The Revised Project unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation8
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and9
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea10
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted11
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect the potential for noise impacts because these12
modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs and regulations that prevent13
such impacts.14

The Revised Project unlike the Proposed Project, would:1) encourage DFG to develop proposals for new15
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced16
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound17
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species18
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation19
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a20
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and21
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs22
would not be expected to affect the potential for noise impacts.23

15.4.3.2.1 Impact 15-1b: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Temporary, Short-term24

Construction Noise25

Effects of Project Construction26

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and27
wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and28
modification of levees and associated infrastructure under the Revised Project as described for the29
Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. Construction30
would require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes,31
and concrete mixing and pumping trucks. Depending on the type and model of equipment used for32
construction, noise levels would range from 80 to 85 Lmax dBA at 50 feet. Haul trucks that would be used33
to move borrow and spoils and other materials could generate up to 88 Lmax dBA at 50 feet.34

Actual exposure levels would depend on the intensity of the construction activity and the distance of35
sensitive receptors to the noise source. Sensitive receptors could include residents of communities and36
rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads that could be used for37
transporting construction equipment and materials. Applicable noise standards for construction would be38
those specified by county or city ordinance or general plan.39

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to40
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project, as potential projects to be implemented. The41
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration42
projects at Dutch Slough could result in noise impacts during construction. The potential impacts were43
found to be less than significant, or less than significant following implementation of mitigation44
measures.45
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It is possible that the noise impacts of the Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised1
Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of2
many aspects of the projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it3
is possible that significant and unavoidable noise impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta4
ecosystem restoration encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable noise5
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem6
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.7

Conclusion8

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction of9
Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,10
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related noise impacts for the11
projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the12
projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the13
implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and14
implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than15
significant level. In some cases, the potential for noise impacts could result in significant, unavoidable16
impacts. Significant noise impacts are most likely to occur during construction and would be temporary in17
nature.18

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the19
time Delta ecosystem restoration projects are proposed by lead agencies. Construction noise impacts20
would be temporary and limited. However, because of the potential for residents and other sensitive21
receptors in the vicinity of construction activities (e.g., in the vicinity of the construction of a new levee)22
to be exposed to noise exceeding applicable standards, this potential impact is considered significant.23

Under the Revised Project the overall adverse noise impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be24
the same as the Proposed Project.25

15.4.3.2.2 Impact 15-2b: Temporary and Short-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive26

Groundborne Vibrations27

Effects of Project Construction28

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and29
wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and30
modification of levees and associated infrastructure under the Revised Project as described for the31
Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. Construction32
activities could require the use of pile drivers, large bulldozers, haul trucks, and jackhammers. These33
types of equipment could generate groundborne vibrations ranging from 0.035 to 1.518 in/sec PPV at 2534
feet, with the range representing the maximum amplitude and frequency of vibration waves that could be35
caused by these types of equipment. As described in Section 15.5.2, Thresholds of Significance, of the36
Draft PEIR, short-term vibration impacts would be significant if project construction or operation would37
result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to, or would generate, vibration levels that exceed Caltrans’38
recommended standard of 0.2 in/sec PPV. This standard relates to the prevention of structural damage for39
normal buildings (Caltrans 2004) or the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) maximum acceptable40
vibration standard of 80 VdB with respect to human response for residential uses (such as, annoyance)41
(FTA 2006) at any nearby existing sensitive land uses.42

Actual exposure levels would depend on the distance between structures and sensitive receptors and the43
vibration source. Structures could be significantly adversely affected by groundborne vibrations include44
extremely fragile historic structures (buildings, ruins, ancient monuments), fragile buildings, historic45
structures (buildings, bridges, gates, weirs, and other levee structures that are older than 50 years old) and46
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some old structures (less than 50 years old but not constructed to current building standards) as described1
in local general plans and Caltrans guidance (Caltrans 2004). Sensitive receptors could include residents2
of communities and rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads3
that could be used for transporting construction equipment and materials.4

Conclusion5

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the6
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these projects would be required to address impacts7
associated with these sites located in the construction area. However, because of the potential for8
structures, residents and other sensitive receptors in the vicinity of construction activities associated with9
Delta ecosystem restoration projects to be exposed to vibrations in excess of applicable thresholds, this10
potential impact is considered significant.11

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse noise and vibration impacts resulting from the Revised12
Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.13

15.4.3.2.3 Impact 15-3b: Long-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Noise from14

Operations15

Effects of Project Operation16

Few actions under ecosystem restoration (operations of restored floodplains, riparian, and wetlands17
habitats, ongoing invasive species management, and levee maintenance) would create long-term noise.18
Maintenance of new or modified facilities could increase long-term noise levels, but these maintenance19
activities would occur periodically at intervals of days, weeks, months, or years. The impacts under the20
Revised Project would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.2, Delta21
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.22

Conclusion23

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the24
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because the long-term noise effects from25
maintenance activities would be expected to be limited and periodic, this potential impact would be less26
than significant.27

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse noise impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be28
the same as the Proposed Project.29

15.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place30

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the31
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place, which could lead to completion,32
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as33
described in 15.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):34

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,35
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)36

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)37

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.38
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects : new State parks39
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed40
Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State parks near41
Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park near42
Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.43
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The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and1
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,2
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)3
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for4
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from5
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational6
resources.7

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 15.5.3.4,8
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.9

15.4.3.3.1 Impact 15-1c: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Temporary, Short-term10

Construction Noise11

Effects of Project Construction12

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of recreational trails, community13
gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under the Revised14
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as15
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Construction could require the use of heavy equipment, such as16
excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and concrete mixing and pumping trucks, such as for17
modification of buildings. Depending on the type and model of equipment used for construction, noise18
levels would range from 80 to 85 Lmax (e.g., “average maximum values”) dBA (e.g., “A-weighted19
decibels”) at 50 feet. Haul trucks that would be used to move borrow and spoils and other materials could20
generate up to 88 Lmax dBA at 50 feet.21

Actual exposure levels would depend on the intensity of the construction activity and the distance of22
sensitive receptors to the noise source. Sensitive receptors could include residents of communities and23
rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads that could be used for24
transporting construction equipment and materials. Applicable noise standards for construction would be25
those specified by county or city ordinance or general plan.26

It is possible that the noise impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than27
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects28
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant29
and unavoidable noise impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement projects encouraged30
by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts similar to the impacts31
described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an32
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction of35
Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and36
duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related noise impacts for the projects37
encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects38
at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing39
agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and implementation of40
mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In41
some cases, the potential for noise impacts could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. Significant42
noise impacts are most likely to occur during construction and would be temporary in nature.43

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the44
time Delta enhancement projects are proposed by lead agencies. Construction noise impacts would be45
temporary and limited. However, because of the potential for residents and other sensitive receptors in the46
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vicinity of construction activities to be exposed to noise exceeding applicable standards, this potential1
impact is considered significant.2

Given the potential under the Revised Project for an increased number of parks, the overall adverse noise3
impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.4

15.4.3.3.2 Impact 15-2c: Temporary and Short-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive5

Groundborne Vibrations6

Effects of Project Construction7

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of recreational trails, community8
gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under the Revised9
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as10
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Construction activities could require the use of pile drivers, large11
bulldozers, haul trucks, and jackhammers. These types of equipment could generate groundborne12
vibrations ranging from 0.035 to 1.518 in/sec peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet, with the range13
representing the maximum amplitude and frequency of vibration waves that could be caused by these14
types of equipment. As described in Section 15.5.2, Thresholds of Significance, of the Draft PEIR, short-15
term vibration impacts would be significant if project construction or operation would result in the16
exposure of sensitive receptors to, or would generate, vibration levels that exceed Caltrans’ recommended17
standard of 0.2 in/sec PPV. This standard relates to the prevention of structural damage for normal18
buildings (Caltrans 2004) or the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) maximum acceptable vibration19
standard of 80 VdB with respect to human response for residential uses (such as, annoyance) (FTA 2006)20
at any nearby existing sensitive land uses.21

Actual exposure levels would depend on the distance between structures and sensitive receptors and the22
vibration source. Structures could be significantly adversely affected by groundborne vibrations include23
extremely fragile historic structures (buildings, ruins, ancient monuments), fragile buildings, historic24
structures (buildings, bridges, gates, weirs, and other levee structures that are older than 50 years old) and25
some old structures (less than 50 years old but not constructed to current building standards) as described26
in local general plans and Caltrans guidance (Caltrans 2004). Sensitive receptors could include residents27
of communities and rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads28
that could be used for transporting construction equipment and materials.29

Conclusion30

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the31
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these projects would be required to address impacts32
associated with these sites located in the construction area. However, because of the potential for33
structures, residents and other sensitive receptors in the vicinity of construction activities associated with34
Delta enhancement projects to be exposed to vibrations in excess of applicable thresholds, this potential35
impact is considered significant.36

Given the potential under the Revised Project for an increased number of parks, the overall potential for37
adverse noise and vibration impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the38
Proposed Project.39

15.4.3.3.3 Impact 15-3c: Long-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Noise from40

Operations41

Effects of Project Operation42

Operations of recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl43
hunting opportunities could introduce new long-term noise sources greater than ambient noise levels44
depending upon the location, types of operation, and worker and public use of the new or modified45
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facilities and distance to sensitive noise receptors. Generally, the major sources of noise from these1
projects would be associated with people using the Delta enhancement projects or noise from2
transportation to these projects. For example, Delta enhancement projects may increase vehicular or boat3
traffic in portions of the Delta. Local county and city noise standards may be applicable for events that4
could occur in new parks or visitor centers, such as musical events. The impacts under the Revised5
Project would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.5, Protection and6
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.7

Conclusion8

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the9
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because long-term noise effects from Delta10
enhancement projects would be expected to be periodic and would occur in accordance with county and11
city noise ordinances or permits for special events that could occur at Delta enhancement projects, the12
potential impacts are considered less than significant.13

Given the potential under the Revised Project for an increased number of parks, the overall adverse14
impacts on resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.15

15.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement16

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the17
Proposed Project to improve water quality which could improve water quality including the following18
types of projects that lead to reduced constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment19
plants (as described in Section 15.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):20

 Water treatment plants21
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)22
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities23
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities24
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)25
 Wellhead treatment facilities26
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)27

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not28
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking29
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water30
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;31
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;32
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total33
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley34
Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments35
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project as potential36
projects to be implemented.37

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water38
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in39
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised40
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for41
other water quality criteria and objectives.42
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15.4.3.4.1 Impact 15-1d: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Temporary, Short-term1

Construction Noise2

Effects of Project Construction3

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of treatment plants and conveyance4
facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project5
in Section 15.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Construction would require the use6
of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and concrete mixing and7
pumping trucks. Depending on the type and model of equipment used for construction, noise levels would8
range from 80 to 85 Lmax (e.g., “average maximum values”) dBA (e.g., “A-weighted decibels”) at 50 feet.9
Haul trucks that would be used to move borrow and spoils and other materials could generate up to 8810
Lmax dBA at 50 feet.11

Actual exposure levels would depend on the intensity of the construction activity and the distance of12
sensitive receptors to the noise source. Sensitive receptors could include residents of communities and13
rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads that could be used for14
transporting construction equipment and materials. Applicable noise standards for construction would be15
those specified by county or city ordinance or general plan.16

It is possible that the noise impacts of water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised17
Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of18
many aspects of the projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it19
is possible that significant and unavoidable noise impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality20
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable noise21
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.3, Water Quality22
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.23

Conclusion24

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction of25
water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,26
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related noise impacts for the27
projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the28
projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the29
implementing agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and30
implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than31
significant level. In some cases, the potential for noise impacts could result in significant, unavoidable32
impacts. Significant construction noise impacts are most likely to occur during construction, and would33
be temporary in nature.34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time water quality improvement projects are proposed by lead agencies. Noise impacts related to any36
given project are most likely to occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited.37
However, because of the potential for residents and other sensitive receptors in the vicinity of38
construction activities to be exposed to noise exceeding applicable standards, this potential impact is39
considered significant.40

Given the potential under the Revised Project for an increased number of water quality improvement41
projects, the overall adverse noise impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the42
Proposed Project.43
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15.4.3.4.2 Impact 15-2d: Temporary and Short-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive1

Groundborne Vibrations2

Effects of Project Construction3

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of treatment plants and conveyance4
facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project5
in Section 15.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Construction activities could require6
the use of pile drivers, large bulldozers, haul trucks, and jackhammers. These types of equipment could7
generate groundborne vibrations ranging from 0.035 to 1.518 in/sec peak particle velocity (PPV) at 258
feet, with the range representing the maximum amplitude and frequency of vibration waves that could be9
caused by these types of equipment. As described in Section 15.5.2, Thresholds of Significance, of the10
Draft PEIR, short-term vibration impacts would be significant if project construction or operation would11
result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to, or would generate, vibration levels that exceed Caltrans’12
recommended standard of 0.2 in/sec PPV. This standard relates to the prevention of structural damage for13
normal buildings (Caltrans 2004) or the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) maximum acceptable14
vibration standard of 80 VdB with respect to human response for residential uses (such as, annoyance)15
(FTA 2006) at any nearby existing sensitive land uses.16

Actual exposure levels would depend on the distance between structures and sensitive receptors and the17
vibration source. Structures could be significantly adversely affected by groundborne vibrations include18
extremely fragile historic structures (buildings, ruins, ancient monuments), fragile buildings, historic19
structures (buildings, bridges, gates, weirs, and other levee structures that are older than 50 years old) and20
some old structures (less than 50 years old but not constructed to current building standards) as described21
in local general plans and Caltrans guidance (Caltrans 2004). Sensitive receptors could include residents22
of communities and rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads23
that could be used for transporting construction equipment and materials.24

Conclusion25

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the26
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these projects would be required to address impacts27
associated with these sites located in the construction area. However, because of the potential for28
structures, residents and other sensitive receptors in the vicinity of construction activities related to water29
quality improvement projects (e.g., in the vicinity of the construction of a new intake facility) to be30
exposed to vibrations in excess of applicable standards, this potential impact is considered significant.31

Given the potential under the Revised Project for an increased number of water quality improvement32
projects, the overall potential for adverse noise and vibration impacts resulting from the Revised Project33
would be greater than the Proposed Project.34

15.4.3.4.3 Impact 15-3d: Long-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Noise from35

Operations36

Effects of Project Operation37

Operations of treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) could introduce38
new long-term noise sources greater than ambient noise levels depending upon the location, types of39
operation, and worker and public use of the new or modified facilities and distance to sensitive noise40
receptors. Generally, the major sources of noise from these projects would be water pumps. Water pumps41
have a typical noise level of 81 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Applicable noise standards for facility42
operations would include those of the counties and cities. As described in Section 15.5.2, Thresholds of43
Significance, of the Draft PEIR, operation of facilities would be considered to result in a significant noise44
impact if the noise exceeds the existing or presumed ambient sound level by more than 5 dB at sensitive45
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receptor locations. The impacts under the Revised Project would be similar to those described for the1
Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.2

Conclusion3

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the4
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for sensitive5
receptors in the vicinity of water quality improvement project operations (e.g., operation of pumps at an6
intake facility) to be exposed to long-term noise increases exceeding recommended thresholds, the7
potential impacts are considered significant.8

Given the potential under the Revised Project for an increased number of water quality improvement9
projects, the overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the10
Proposed Project.11

15.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction12

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the13
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described14
in Section 15.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):15

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)16
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)17
 Levee maintenance18
 Levee modification19
 Dredging20
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies21
 Reservoir reoperation22

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.23
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship24
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-25
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).26

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the27
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta28
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the29
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised30
Project. For example, the Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State31
investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land32
uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,33
transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 15.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of this34
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within35
the Delta than the Proposed Project.36

15.4.3.5.1 Impact 15-1e: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Temporary, Short-term37

Construction Noise38

Effects of Project Construction39

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers along the40
levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from41
channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.4, Flood Risk42
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Construction would require the use of heavy equipment, such as43
excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and concrete mixing and pumping trucks. Depending44
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on the type and model of equipment used for construction, noise levels would range from 80 to 85 Lmax1
dBA at 50 feet. Haul trucks that would be used to move borrow and spoils and other materials could2
generate up to 88 Lmax dBA at 50 feet.3

Actual exposure levels would depend on the intensity of the construction activity and the distance of4
sensitive receptors to the noise source. Sensitive receptors could include residents of communities and5
rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads that could be used for6
transporting construction equipment and materials. Applicable noise standards for construction would be7
those specified by county or city ordinance or general plan.8

It is possible that the noise impacts of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project9
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many10
aspects of the projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is11
possible that significant and unavoidable noise impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk12
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable noise13
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.4, Flood Risk14
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.15

Conclusion16

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction of17
flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods, and18
duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related noise impacts for the projects19
encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects20
at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing21
agencies. In most cases, compliance with required permits and approvals and implementation of22
mitigation measures would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level. In23
some cases, the potential for noise impacts could result in significant, unavoidable impacts. Significant24
construction noise impacts are most likely to occur during construction and would be temporary in nature.25

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the26
time such flood risk reduction projects are proposed by lead agencies. Noise impacts related to any given27
project are most likely to occur during construction, and would therefore be temporary and limited.28
However, because of the potential for residents and other sensitive receptors in the vicinity of29
construction activities related to flood risk reduction projects (e.g., in the vicinity of the construction of a30
new levee) to be exposed to noise exceeding applicable local standards, this potential impact is considered31
significant.32

Given the potential under the Revised Project for a reduction in Delta levee projects, the overall adverse33
noise impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.34

15.4.3.5.2 Impact 15-2e: Temporary and Short-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive35

Groundborne Vibrations36

Effects of Project Construction37

The same types of noise impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers along the38
levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from39
channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.4, Flood Risk40
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Construction activities could require the use of pile drivers, large41
bulldozers, haul trucks, and jackhammers. These types of equipment could generate groundborne42
vibrations ranging from 0.035 to 1.518 in/sec PPV at 25 feet, with the range representing the maximum43
amplitude and frequency of vibration waves that could be caused by these types of equipment. As44
described in Section 15.5.2, Thresholds of Significance, of the Draft PEIR, short-term vibration impacts45
would be significant if project construction or operation would result in the exposure of sensitive46
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receptors to, or would generate, vibration levels that exceed Caltrans’ recommended standard of 0.2 in/sec1
PPV. This standard relates to the prevention of structural damage for normal buildings (Caltrans 2004) or2
the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) maximum acceptable vibration standard of 80 VdB with3
respect to human response for residential uses (such as, annoyance) (FTA 2006) at any nearby existing4
sensitive land uses.5

Actual exposure levels would depend on the distance between structures and sensitive receptors and the6
vibration source. Structures could be significantly adversely affected by groundborne vibrations. include7
extremely fragile historic structures (buildings, ruins, ancient monuments), fragile buildings, historic8
structures (buildings, bridges, gates, weirs, and other levee structures that are older than 50 years old) and9
some old structures (less than 50 years old but not constructed to current building standards) as described10
in local general plans and Caltrans guidance (Caltrans 2004). Sensitive receptors could include residents11
of communities and rural residents located in the vicinity of construction activities or along public roads12
that could be used for transporting construction equipment and materials.13

Conclusion14

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the15
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these projects would be required to address impacts16
associated with these sites located in the construction area. However, because of the potential for17
structures, residents and other sensitive receptors in the vicinity of flood risk reduction project18
construction activities to be exposed to vibrations in excess of applicable standards; this potential impact19
is considered significant.20

Given the potential under the Revised Project for a reduction in Delta levee projects, the overall potential21
for adverse noise and vibration impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the22
Proposed Project.23

15.4.3.5.3 Impact 15-3e: Long-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Noise from24

Operations25

Effects of Project Operation26

Operation of flood risk reduction projects (periodic levee maintenance and sediment removal) would not27
create long-term noise. Maintenance activities could increase noise levels, but these activities would28
occur periodically at intervals of months or years. The impacts under the Revised Project would be29
similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 15.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft30
PEIR.31

Conclusion32

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the33
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because the long-term noise effects from34
maintenance activities would be expected to be limited and periodic, this potential impact would be less35
than significant.36

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project compared to the37
Proposed Project, the overall adverse noise impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than38
those under the Proposed Project but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s noise impacts39
under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as under the Proposed Project.40

15.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures41

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 15-1 through 15-3 of42
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 15.5.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and43
summarized below.44
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Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for1
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts2
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the3
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would4
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.5

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,6
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be7
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.8
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the9
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, the significant10
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.11

15.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 15-112

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 15-1a through e, Exposure of13
Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Temporary, Short-Term Noise:14

 Limit the hours of operation at noise-generation sources located near or adjacent to15
noise-sensitive areas, wherever practicable, to reduce the level of exposure to meet applicable16
local standards.17

 Locate construction equipment away from sensitive receptors, to the extent feasible, to reduce18
noise levels below applicable local standards.19

 Maintain construction equipment to manufacturers’ recommended specifications, and equip all20
construction vehicles and equipment with appropriate mufflers and other approved noise-control21
devices.22

 Limit idling of construction equipment to the extent feasible to reduce the time that noise is23
emitted.24

 Conduct individual traffic noise analysis of identified haul routes and provide mitigation, such as25
reduced speed limits, at locations where noise standards cannot be maintained for sensitive26
receptors.27

 Incorporate use of temporary noise barriers, such as acoustical panel systems, between28
construction activities and sensitive receptors if it is concluded that they would be effective in29
reducing noise exposure to sensitive receptors.30

 Near sensitive receptors, avoid or minimize use of construction equipment known to generate31
high levels of groundborne vibration (for example, pile drivers).32

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,33
they reduce significant construction-related noise impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation34
of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of construction-related noise impacts by35
limiting construction noise–generating activities to hours when sensitive receptors would not be home or36
not trying to sleep, locating construction noise–generating activities at a distance sufficient from sensitive37
receptors for noise to attenuate before reaching the sensitive receptor, operating equipment that generates38
less noise than equipment that is not well maintained, limiting the duration of noise emissions, and using39
noise barriers to attenuate noise before it reaches sensitive receptors when construction cannot be moved40
away from sensitive receptors. In cases when 24-hour construction is required, it is not feasible to relocate41
construction activities away from sensitive receptors, or noise barriers are not adequate to attenuate noise,42
construction-related noise impacts would remain significant.43
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15.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 15-21

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 15-2a through e, Temporary and2
Short-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Groundborne Vibrations:3

 Conduct a preliminary groundborne vibration analysis report to determine future construction-4
related groundborne vibration levels based on, but not limited to, a detailed equipment list, hours5
of operation and distances to sensitive receptors located within 500 feet of project sites.6

 Provided that future groundborne vibration results in significant impacts at sensitive receptors,7
the following measures shall be implemented:8

 Designate a complaint coordinator and post this person’s contact information in a location9
near construction areas where it is visible to the nearby receptors most likely to be affected.10
The coordinator will manage complaints and concerns resulting from activities that cause11
vibrations. The severity of the vibration concern should be assessed by the coordinator and, if12
necessary, evaluated by a qualified noise and vibration control expert.13

 Vibration monitoring will be conducted before and during vibration generating operations14
occurring within 100 feet of historic structures. Every attempt will be made to limit15
construction-generated vibration levels during pile driving and other groundborne noise and16
vibration-generating activities in the vicinity of the historic structures in accordance with17
recommendations of the appropriate agency with authority.18

 Adjacent historic features will be covered or temporarily shored, as necessary, for protection19
from vibrations, in consultation with the appropriate cultural resources authority.20

 Pile driving required within a 50-foot radius of residences will use alternative installation21
methods where possible (e.g., pile cushioning, jetting, predrilling, cast-in-place systems,22
resonance-free vibratory pile drivers). This would reduce the number and amplitude of blows23
required to seat the pile.24

 Pile-driving activities conducted within 285 feet of sensitive receptors will occur during25
daytime hours to avoid sleep disturbance during evening and nighttime hours.26

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,27
they reduce significant construction-related groundborne vibration impacts to less than significant levels.28
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of construction-related29
vibration impacts by determining whether receptors sensitive to groundborne vibrations (for example,30
historic structures) are located near the construction activity and, if they are, relocating vibration-emitting31
activities to a distance sufficient from sensitive receptors for vibrations to attenuate before reaching the32
sensitive receptor, stopping vibration-generating construction if area residents complain of vibration33
nuisance, and using alternate construction techniques to completely avoid the generation of groundborne34
vibrations. In cases when it is not feasible to relocate construction activities away from sensitive35
receptors, if it is not feasible to stop vibration-generating construction activities after construction has36
commenced, or alternate construction techniques would cause a project to not be constructed because of37
severe additional cost relative to the overall cost of the project, construction-related groundborne38
vibration impacts would remain significant.39

15.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 15-340

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 15-3a through e, Long-term41
Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Noise from Operations:42
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 Identify noise-sensitive receptors in the vicinity of project activities and design projects to1
minimize exposure of sensitive receptors to long-term, operational noise sources (for example,2
water pumps) to reduce noise levels below applicable local standards.3

 Conduct a preliminary noise analysis report to determine future operation-related noise and4
distances to sensitive receptors. Provided that future operation-related noise results in significant5
at sensitive receptors, incorporate into construction design measures such as a structure encasing6
the new noise generating infrastructure. Materials (masonry brick, metal shed, wood) used to7
house the infrastructure will be of solid construction and void of gaps at the ground, roof line, and8
joints. All vents will include acoustically rated louvers.9

 Locate dog parks no closer than 200 feet from the nearest residential property line and at least10
75 feet from habitat for noise-sensitive wildlife species.11

 Locate parking lots no closer than 65 feet from the nearest residential property line and at least12
25 feet from habitat for noise-sensitive wildlife species unless a detailed noise study is conducted13
that determines that placement of parking lots closer than the distances specified above will not14
result in noise levels that exceed 67 dBA at the nearest residential property line or 60 dBA from15
noise-sensitive habitat, or appropriate mitigation measures, including permanent noise barriers,16
can be incorporated to reduce noise levels to equal the ambient noise level or referenced17
thresholds for residential property and noise sensitive habitat.18

 Locate playing fields no closer than located at least 125 feet from the nearest residential property19
line and at least 50 feet from habitat for noise-sensitive wildlife species unless a detailed noise20
study is conducted that determines that placement of playing fields closer than the distances21
specified above will not result in noise levels that exceed 67 dBA at the nearest residential22
property line or 60 dBA from noise-sensitive habitat, or appropriate mitigation measures,23
including permanent noise barriers, can be incorporated to reduce noise levels to equal the24
ambient noise level or referenced thresholds for residential property and noise sensitive habitat25

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce26
significant operations-related noise impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these27
mitigation measures would reduce the significance of operations-related noise impacts by locating noise-28
generating facilities or land uses at a distance sufficient from sensitive receptors for noise to attenuate29
before reaching the sensitive receptor or using construction materials and design features to attenuate30
noise at the site of operations. In cases when it is not feasible to relocate noise-generating facilities or land31
uses away from sensitive receptors or the cost of special construction materials or design would prevent a32
project from being constructed because of severe additional cost relative to the overall cost of the project,33
operations-related noise impacts would remain significant.34

15.5 References35

The Section 15.6, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.36

37
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Section 161

Population and Housing2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses changes in population and housing. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 16 of the4
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

16.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 16.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

16.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 16.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remains.12

16.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 15.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains.14

16.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 15.5, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

16.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise magnitude and extent of project-24
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific25
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of26
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific27
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for28
implementation.29
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The assessment methods for population and housing impacts are the same as described in Section 16.4.1,1
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not2
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific3
basis.4

16.4.2 Thresholds of Significance5

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 16.4.2, Thresholds of6
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.7

16.4.3 Revised Project8

16.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply9

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the10
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction, and/or operation11
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as12
described in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):13

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,14
hydroelectric facilities)15

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)16

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)17

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)18

 Water transfers19

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation20

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.21
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water22
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream23
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin24
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the25
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118, which could lead to improvements in26
groundwater management.27

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the28
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the29
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is30
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater31
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under32
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered33
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater34
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed35
Project.36



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 16
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT POPULATION AND HOUSING

NOVEMBER 2012 16-3

16.4.3.1.1 Impact 16-1a: Induce Substantial Population Growth in an Area, Either Directly or1

Indirectly2

Effects of Project Construction3

Construction-related activities at sites for reliable water supply actions or projects encouraged by the4
Revised Project would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable5
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction projects in relation to population centers,6
the number of construction workers that would be employed, and the duration of project construction is7
not known at this time. The nature and severity of population impacts will depend on the specific location8
and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and any specific mitigation measures9
adopted by the implementing agencies.10

Most counties in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water have11
established manufacturing and construction industries and labor pools. Counties with few manufacturing12
and construction workers (typically rural counties with low populations) are either bordered by counties13
with established manufacturing and construction industries or are part of or within commuting distance of14
a Metropolitan Statistical Area. For example, Colusa, Glenn, and Tehama counties (which are in the Delta15
watershed area) are rural counties whose construction and overall labor pool is a fraction of that of that16
the six-county Sacramento Area County of Governments (SACOG) region. Because these counties are17
within commuting distance of the SACOG region, however, it is reasonable to assume that construction18
projects in more rural counties would use construction labor from the SACOG region. Even if some19
construction workers from outside the region were employed at a particular project site, construction20
workers typically do not change residences when assigned to a new construction site, and it is not21
anticipated that there would be any substantial permanent relocation of construction workers resulting22
from construction of reliable water supply projects. Construction workers typically do not change23
residences because, based on their craft/skill level, they may only be on a project site for the period for24
which their skill is required.25

Construction of new or altered water storage or other water reliability projects in the Delta, the Delta26
watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water could lead to a temporary increase in27
population in these locations as non-local workers move into the specific areas to work on these projects.28
For this population growth impact to be considered significant, the population growth would have to29
exceed planned growth for the county/region. However, given the short-term nature of construction30
projects and the availability of sufficient labor markets within reasonable commute distance of possible31
projects, it is not expected that construction of reliable water supply projects would generate sufficient32
population growth to exceed expected county/regional population growth rates.33

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts34
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed35
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,36
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected37
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.38

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the39
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For population growth to be considered a significant40
impact, the population growth would have to exceed planned growth for the county/region. However,41
given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.1,42
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of the reliable water supply43
project would induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.44
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Effects of Project Operation1

Operation of reliable water supply projects could generate new jobs and, therefore, encourage population2
growth. However, the facilities associated with these actions would not require extensive staff for3
operations and maintenance. Any increases in operations and maintenance jobs could be filled by local4
employee pools, resulting in little to no change in population growth in the area.5

Conclusion6

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and7
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,8
methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific9
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For the10
population growth to be considered a significant impact, the population growth would have to exceed11
planned growth for the county/region. However, given the factors described above, and similar to the12
Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is not13
expected that construction or operations of the water supply reliability facilities would generate sufficient14
direct or indirect population growth to exceed the planned growth rate. This conclusion is based on the15
review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section16
16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no17
reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore18
concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop19
adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level20
analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by21
substantial evidence.22

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts23
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed24
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,25
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected26
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas. Given the potential for an increased number27
and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall population impacts28
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project but still less than29
significant. The Revised Project’s population growth inducement impacts are thus effectively the same as30
the Proposed Project.31

16.4.3.1.2 Impact 16-2a: Displace Substantial Numbers of Existing Housing or People,32

Necessitating the Construction of Replacement Housing Elsewhere33

Effects of Project Construction34

Most of the reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project would not result in the35
displacement of substantial numbers of housing or people. However, some projects could result in36
permanent elimination of some housing because it may be difficult to avoid locating the construction37
footprint of all reliable water supply projects to avoid housing structures at every location.38

Inundation of lands with surface water reservoirs encouraged by the Revised Project, such as those39
considered under DWR’s Surface Water Storage Investigation, could lead to the permanent displacement40
of population, and would necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Such41
construction could have environmental impacts. For this analysis, displacement of housing is considered42
significant if the resulting housing demand cannot be met by existing or planned housing in the specific43
project area. The permanent displacement of substantial numbers of existing housing units also could44
exacerbate any housing shortages related to the relocation of construction or operational workers.45
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The severity of this impact would depend on which lands are inundated and the extent of inundation, but1
could potentially be significant. Surface water storage and conveyance projects are not expected to result2
in significant displacement of either population and/or housing because they would be located in areas3
with low or no population, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water4
Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Other types of reliable water supply projects such as groundwater projects,5
treatment plants, and ocean desalination projects may be located near population centers and could result6
in the displacement of some people and housing. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-7
specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.8
However, there is substantial evidence that this impact would be less than significant. This conclusion is9
based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project10
in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, and other, pertinent evidence cited in this11
EIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential12
significant impact would occur.13

Effects of Project Operation14

Operations of reliable water supply project would not result in removal of housing or displacement of15
people following construction; or displacement of people through exacerbating housing shortages.16
Therefore, the need for additional housing for a displaced population is not anticipated.17

Conclusion18

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and19
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,20
methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific21
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For this22
analysis, displacement of housing is considered significant if the resulting housing demand cannot be met23
by existing or planned housing in the specific project area. The permanent displacement of substantial24
numbers of existing housing units also could exacerbate any housing shortages related to the need to25
house construction or operational workers. However, given the factors described above, it is not expected26
that construction or operations of the water supply reliability facilities would displace existing housing or27
people or result in a housing demand that could not be met within the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas28
outside the Delta that use Delta water. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses29
of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of30
the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a31
potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than32
significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different33
conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to34
indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.35

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts36
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed37
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,38
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected39
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas. Given the potential for an increased number40
and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall potential for41
displacement of housing or people resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed42
Project but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s potential for displacement of housing or43
people is thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.44

16.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration45

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the46
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or47
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operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as1
described in Section 16.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):2

 Floodplain restoration3
 Riparian restoration4
 Tidal marsh restoration5
 Stressor management6
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)7
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB8

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.9
However, the Revised Project , like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,10
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat11
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass, as potential projects and potential12
locations for implementation.13

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands14
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an15
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of16
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the17
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.18

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including19
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance20
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy.21

The Revised Project also encourages other actions, like the Proposed Project, including Department of22
Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could influence water23
quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update of the Water24
Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and25
develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority tributaries in26
the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR,27
these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and changes in28
Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water could respond29
to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and improve water quality.30

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation31
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and32
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea33
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted34
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect the potential for population and housing35
impacts because these modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs and36
regulations that prevent such impacts.37

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new38
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced39
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound40
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species41
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation42
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a43
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and44
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs45
would not be expected to affect the potential for population growth or to displace housing units or people.46
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16.4.3.2.1 Impact 16-1b: Induce Substantial Population Growth in an Area, Either Directly or1

Indirectly2

Effects of Project Construction3

Construction-related activities at sites for Delta ecosystem restoration actions or projects encouraged by4
the Revised Project would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.2, Delta5
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction projects in relation to population6
centers, the number of construction workers that would be employed, and the duration of project7
construction is not known at this time. The nature and severity of population impacts will depend on the8
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and any specific9
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. above.10

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the11
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For population growth to be considered a significant12
impact, the population growth would have to exceed planned growth for the county/region. However,13
given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.1,14
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of the Delta ecosystem15
restoration facilities would induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.16

Effects of Project Operation17

Operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects could generate minimal new jobs and therefore, not18
encourage population growth, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem19
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. Any increases in operations and maintenance jobs could be filled by local20
employee pools, resulting in little to no change in population growth in the area.21

Conclusion22

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and23
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational24
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-25
specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For the26
population growth to be considered a significant impact, the population growth would have to exceed27
planned growth for the county/region. However, given the factors described above, and similar to the28
Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is not29
expected that construction or operations of the Delta ecosystem restoration facilities would generate30
sufficient direct or indirect population growth to exceed the planned growth rate . This conclusion is31
based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project32
in Section 16.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, and on the substantial evidence that33
there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is34
therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may35
develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-36
level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported37
by substantial evidence.38

The Revised Project’s the overall population growth inducement impacts would be the same as those39
impacts under the Proposed Project.40

16.4.3.2.2 Impact 16-2b: Displace Substantial Numbers of Existing Housing or People,41

Necessitating the Construction of Replacement Housing Elsewhere42

Effects of Project Construction43

Ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in elimination of some44
housing in the Delta because the sites of restoration areas could include existing houses. However, Delta45
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ecosystem restoration projects would be limited to areas with certain qualifying habitat types that have1
been identified as having the potential for the development of ecosystem restoration projects. Because2
areas identified as having the potential for ecosystem restoration activities are likely to be in3
unincorporated, agricultural areas with very few housing units and population, the potential displacement4
of existing housing and population from ecosystem restoration construction activities would be minimal,5
similar to the Proposed Project as described in Section 16.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the6
Draft PEIR.7

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the8
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there is substantial evidence that this impact9
would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of10
similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,11
of the Draft PEIR, and substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a12
potential significant impact would occur.13

Effects of Project Operation14

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not result in removal of housing or15
displacement of people; or displacement of people through exacerbating housing shortages. Therefore, the16
need for additional housing for a displaced population is not anticipated.17

Conclusion18

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and19
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational20
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-21
specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For22
this analysis, displacement of housing is considered significant if the resulting housing demand cannot be23
met by existing or planned housing in the specific project area. The permanent displacement of substantial24
numbers of existing housing units also could exacerbate any housing shortages related to the need to25
house construction or operational workers. However, given the factors described above, it is not expected26
that construction or operations of the Delta ecosystem restoration facilities would displace existing27
housing or result in a housing demand that could not be met within the Delta. This conclusion is based on28
the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section29
16.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, and on the substantial evidence that there is no30
reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore31
concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop32
adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level33
analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by34
substantial evidence.35

The Revised Project’s potential for displacement of housing or people would be the same as the Proposed36
Project.37

16.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place38

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the39
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place, which could lead to completion,40
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as41
described in 16.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):42

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,43
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)44

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)45
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The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.1
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects : new State parks2
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other portions of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the3
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State4
parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park5
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.6

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and7
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,8
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)9
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for10
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from11
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational12
resources.13

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 16.4.3.4,14
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.15

16.4.3.3.1 Impact 16-1c: Induce Substantial Population Growth in an Area, Either Directly or16

Indirectly17

Effects of Project Construction18

Construction-related activities at sites for Delta enhancement actions or projects encouraged by the19
Revised Project would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.5, Protection and20
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction projects in21
relation to population centers, the number of construction workers that would be employed, and the22
duration of project construction is not known at this time. The nature and severity of population impacts23
will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented,24
and any specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. Project-level impacts would25
be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are26
proposed by lead agencies. For population growth to be considered a significant impact, the population27
growth would have to exceed planned growth for the county/region. However, given the factors described28
above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the29
Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of the Delta enhancement facilities would induce30
substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.31

Effects of Project Operation32

Delta enhancement projects, such as additional new retail and restaurants in the legacy towns, are likely to33
provide additional employment opportunities, however, these employment opportunities are likely to be34
filled by existing residents. In the event that the local workforce cannot meet the needs of these new35
businesses, outside workers would relocate to the Delta region. However, for this population growth36
impact to be considered significant, the population growth would have to exceed planned growth for the37
community/county/region, which is unlikely. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less-38
than-significant, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of39
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.40

Conclusion41

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and42
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,43
methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific44
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For the45
population growth to be considered a significant impact, the population growth would have to exceed46
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planned growth for the county/region. However, given the factors described above, and similar to the1
Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is not2
expected that construction or operations of the Delta enhancement facilities would generate sufficient3
direct or indirect population growth to exceed the planned growth rate in a similar manner as those4
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as5
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses6
of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement7
of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably8
plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this9
impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate10
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there11
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial12
evidence.13

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of parks under the Revised Project, the overall14
population impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than those under the Proposed15
Project but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s population growth inducement impacts are16
thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.17

16.4.3.3.2 Impact 16-2c: Displace Substantial Numbers of Existing Housing or People,18

Necessitating the Construction of Replacement Housing Elsewhere19

Effects of Project Construction20

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in elimination of some21
housing in the Delta because the sites for parks, gateways, visitor centers, and parks could include22
existing houses. However, cultural, recreational, or natural resource enhancement projects are unlikely to23
be placed on land that is currently used for housing unless the projects were to restore historic buildings.24
Therefore, the construction of these projects is not likely to displace substantial numbers of housing25
and/or people. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less-than-significant, as described26
for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place,27
of the Draft PEIR.28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the29
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there is substantial evidence that this impact30
would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of31
similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of32
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, and substantial evidence that there is no reasonably33
plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur.34

Effects of Project Operation35

Operations of Delta enhancement projects would not result in removal of housing or displacement of36
people; or displacement of people through exacerbating housing shortages. Therefore, the need for37
additional housing for a displaced population is not anticipated.38

Conclusion39

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and40
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,41
methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific42
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For this43
analysis, displacement of housing is considered significant if the resulting housing demand cannot be met44
by existing or planned housing in the specific project area. The permanent displacement of substantial45
numbers of existing housing units also could exacerbate any housing shortages related to the need to46
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house construction or operational workers. However, given the factors described above, it is not expected1
that construction or operations of the Delta enhancement facilities would displace existing housing or2
result in a housing demand that could not be met within the Delta. This conclusion is based on the review3
of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.5,4
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, and on substantial5
evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would6
occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific7
analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of8
this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted9
or supported by substantial evidence.10

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall housing11
impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project, but still less12
than significant. The Revised Project’s potential for displacement of housing or people is thus effectively13
the same as the Proposed Project.14

16.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement15

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the16
Proposed Project to improve water quality by, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or17
operation of projects that could improve water quality including the following types of projects (as18
described in Section 16.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):19

 Water treatment plants20
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)21
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities22
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities23
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)24
 Wellhead treatment facilities25
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)26

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented currently is not27
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking28
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water29
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;30
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;31
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total32
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan33
Amendments for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project as34
potential projects to be implemented.35

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water36
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in37
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised38
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for39
other water quality criteria and objectives.40

16.4.3.4.1 Impact 16-1d: Induce Substantial Population Growth in an Area, Either Directly or41

Indirectly42

Effects of Project Construction43

Construction-related activities at sites for water quality improvement actions or projects encouraged by44
the Revised Project would be similar to for the Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.3, Water45
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Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction projects in relation to population1
centers, the number of construction workers that would be employed, and the duration of project2
construction is not known at this time. The nature and severity of population impacts will depend on the3
specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and any specific4
mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies.5

Most counties in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water have6
established manufacturing and construction industries and labor pools. Counties with few manufacturing7
and construction workers (typically rural counties with low populations) are either bordered by counties8
with established manufacturing and construction industries or are part of or within commuting distance of9
a Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Even if some construction workers from outside the region were10
employed at a particular project site, construction workers typically do not change residences when11
assigned to a new construction site, and it is not anticipated that there would be any substantial permanent12
relocation of construction workers resulting from construction of reliable water supply projects.13
Construction workers typically do not change residences because, based on their craft/skill level, they14
may only be on a project site for the period for which their skill is required.15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For the impact to population growth to be considered17
significant impact, the population growth would have to exceed planned growth for the county/region.18
However, given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section19
16.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of the water20
quality improvement facilities would induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or21
indirectly.22

Effects of Project Operation23

Operation of water quality improvement projects could generate new jobs and therefore, encourage24
population growth. However, the facilities associated with these actions would not require extensive staff25
for operations and maintenance. In addition, most actions would not significantly alter operations and26
maintenance requirements of existing facilities compared to current conditions. In many instances,27
repairing, reconstructing, and improving existing water supply reliability facilities could result in a28
decrease in maintenance requirements for existing water quality improvement projects. Any increases in29
operations and maintenance jobs could be filled by local employee pools, resulting in little to no change30
in population growth in the area.31

Conclusion32

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and33
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational34
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-35
specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For the36
population growth to be considered a significant impact, the population growth would have to exceed37
planned growth for the county/region. However, given the factors described above, and similar to the38
Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is not39
expected that construction or operations of the water quality improvement facilities would generate40
sufficient direct or indirect population growth to exceed the planned growth rate in a similar manner as41
those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the42
Draft PEIR. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as43
described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR,44
and on the substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential45
significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant.46
Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion;47
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however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that1
another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.2

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of water quality improvement programs under3
the Revised Project, the overall population impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater4
than those under the Proposed Project but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s population5
growth inducement impacts are thus effectively the same as under Proposed Project.6

16.4.3.4.2 Impact 16-2d: Displace Substantial Numbers of Existing Housing or People,7

Necessitating the Construction of Replacement Housing Elsewhere8

Effects of Project Construction9

Most of the water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would not result in the10
displacement of substantial numbers of housing or people. However, some projects could result in11
permanent elimination of some housing because it may be difficult to avoid all structures within the12
construction footprint.13

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the14
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, substantial evidence that this impact would15
be less-than-significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar16
projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the17
Draft PEIR, and substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential18
significant impact would occur.19

Effects of Project Operation20

Operations of new water quality improvement projects would not result in removal of housing or21
displacement of people; or displacement of people through exacerbating housing shortages. Therefore, the22
need for additional housing for a displaced population is not anticipated.23

Conclusion24

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and25
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational26
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-27
specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For28
this analysis, displacement of housing is considered significant if the resulting housing demand cannot be29
met by existing or planned housing in the specific project area. The permanent displacement of substantial30
numbers of existing housing units also could exacerbate any housing shortages related to the need to31
house construction or operational workers. However, given the factors described above, it is not expected32
that construction or operations of the water quality improvement facilities would displace existing33
housing or result in a housing demand that could not be met within the Delta, Delta watershed, or areas34
outside the Delta that use Delta water. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses35
of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement,36
of the Draft PEIR, and on the substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which37
a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than38
significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different39
conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to40
indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.41

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of water quality improvement programs under42
the Revised Project, the overall potential for displacement of housing or people resulting from the43
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project but still less than significant. The Revised44
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Project’s potential for displacement of housing or people is thus effectively the same as under Proposed1
Project.2

16.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction3

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the4
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or5
operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as described in Section6
16.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):7

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)8
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)9
 Levee maintenance10
 Levee modification11
 Dredging12
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies13
 Reservoir reoperation14

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.15
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship16
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-17
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).18

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the19
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta20
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the21
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised22
Project. The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments23
with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses and less24
emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, and25
ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this Recirculated Draft26
PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within the Delta than the27
Proposed Project.28

16.4.3.5.1 Impact 16-1e: Induce Substantial Population Growth in an Area, Either Directly or29

Indirectly30

Effects of Project Construction31

Construction-related activities at sites for flood risk reduction actions or projects encouraged by the32
Revised Project would be similar to for the Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.4, Flood Risk33
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction projects in relation to population centers, the34
number of construction workers that would be employed, and the duration of project construction is not35
known at this time. The nature and severity of population impacts will depend on the specific location and36
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and any specific mitigation measures37
adopted by the implementing agencies.38

Most counties in the Delta have established manufacturing and construction industries and labor pools.39
Counties with few manufacturing and construction worker (typically rural counties with low populations)40
are either bordered by counties with established manufacturing and construction industries or are part of41
or within commuting distance of a Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Even if some construction workers42
from outside the region were employed at a particular project site, construction workers typically do not43
change residences when assigned to a new construction site, and it is not anticipated that there would be44
any substantial permanent relocation of construction workers resulting from construction of reliable water45
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supply projects. Construction workers typically do not change residences because, based on their1
craft/skill level, they may only be on a project site for the period for which their skill is required.2

Construction of new or altered flood risk reduction projects in the Delta could lead to a temporary3
increase in population in these locations as non-local workers move into the specific areas to work on4
these projects. For this population growth impact to be considered significant, the population growth5
would have to exceed planned growth for the county/region. However, given the short-term nature of6
construction projects and the availability of sufficient labor markets within reasonable commute distance7
of possible projects, it is not expected that construction of flood risk reduction projects would generate8
sufficient population growth to exceed expected county/regional population growth rates.9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For the impact to population growth to be considered11
significant impact, the population growth would have to exceed planned growth for the county/region.12
However, given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section13
16.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of the flood risk14
reduction facilities would induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.15

Effects of Project Operation16

Operation of flood risk reduction projects could generate new jobs and therefore, encourage population17
growth. However, the facilities associated with these actions would not require extensive staff for18
operations and maintenance. In addition, most actions would not significantly alter operations and19
maintenance requirements of existing facilities compared to current conditions. Any increases in20
operations and maintenance jobs could be filled by local employee pools, resulting in little to no change21
in population growth in the area.22

Conclusion23

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and24
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,25
methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific26
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For the27
population growth to be considered a significant impact, the population growth would have to exceed28
planned growth for the county/region. However, given the factors described above, and similar to the29
Proposed Project, as described for the Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the30
Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction or operations of the flood risk reduction facilities would31
generate sufficient direct or indirect population growth to exceed the planned growth rate. This32
conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the33
Proposed Project in Section 16.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, and on substantial34
evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would35
occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific36
analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of37
this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted38
or supported by substantial evidence.39

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall40
population impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those under the Proposed41
Project but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s population growth inducement impacts are42
thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.43
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16.4.3.5.2 Impact 16-2e: Displace Substantial Numbers of Existing Housing or People,1

Necessitating the Construction of Replacement Housing Elsewhere2

Effects of Project Construction3

Most of the flood risk reduction facilities that may be encouraged by the Revised Project would not result4
in the displacement of substantial numbers of housing or people. However, some projects could result in5
permanent elimination of some housing because it may be difficult to avoid locating the construction6
footprint, such as for setback levees. For this analysis, displacement of housing is considered significant if7
the resulting housing demand cannot be met by existing or planned housing in the specific project area.8
The permanent displacement of substantial numbers of existing housing units also could exacerbate any9
housing shortages related to the relocation of construction or operational workers.10

The severity of this impact would depend on which lands are inundated and the extent of inundation, but11
could potentially be significant. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific12
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there13
is substantial evidence that this impact would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is based on the14
review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section15
16.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, and other, pertinent evidence cited in this EIR, and on16
substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact17
would occur.18

Effects of Project Operation19

Operations of flood risk reduction projects would not result in removal of housing or displacement of20
people following construction; or displacement of people through exacerbating housing shortages.21
Therefore, the need for additional housing for a displaced population also is not anticipated.22

Conclusion23

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and24
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,25
methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific26
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. For this27
analysis, displacement of housing is considered significant if the resulting housing demand cannot be met28
by existing or planned housing in the specific project area. The permanent displacement of substantial29
numbers of existing housing units also could exacerbate any housing shortages related to the need to30
house of construction or operational workers. However, given the factors described above, it is not31
expected that construction or operations of the flood risk reduction facilities would displace existing32
housing or result in a housing demand that could not be met within the Delta. This conclusion is based on33
the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section34
16.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably35
plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this36
impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate37
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there38
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial39
evidence.40

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall potential41
for displacement of housing or people resulting from the Revised Project would be less than under the42
Proposed Project but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s potential for displacement of43
housing or people is thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.44
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16.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures1

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 16-1 through 16-2 of2
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 16.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and3
summarized below.4

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for5
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts6
escribed for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the impacts7
of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would8
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.9

16.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 16-110

The following mitigation measure would reduce the effects of Impacts 16-1a through e, Construction and11
Operations of Projects Could Result in Inducing Substantial Population and Housing Growth in an Area,12
Either Directly or Indirectly; and 16-2a through e, Displacement of Substantial Numbers of Existing13
Housing and/or People, Necessitating the Construction of Replacement Housing Elsewhere:14

 Require compliance with applicable local policies and regulations regarding the provision of15
affordable housing.16

 Construct replacement housing if existing housing will be displaced.17

In most cases, implementation of mitigation measures is likely to reduce impacts associated with projects18
to a less than significant level. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to19
arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available20
information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.21

16.5 References22

The Section 16.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.23

24





RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Section 17
Public Services





NOVEMBER 2012 17-1

Section 171

Public Services2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses public services. Public services include law enforcement, fire protection and emergency4
medical response, schools, and libraries. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 17 of the Draft5
Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).6

Flood control and levee maintenance are addressed in Section 5, Delta Flood Risk; parks and recreation7
services are addressed in Section 18; emergency access is address in Section 19, Transportation, Traffic,8
and Circulation; water supply and distribution, wastewater collection and treatment, stormwater drainage,9
and solid waste collection are addressed in Section 20, Utilities and Service Systems; and water supply is10
also addressed in Section 3, Water Resources, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR.11

17.1 Study Area12

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 17.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR13
remained unchanged and is hereby incorporated by reference into this Recirculated Draft PEIR. The14
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the15
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.16

17.2 Regulatory Framework17

The Section 17.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR18
remain unchanged.19

17.3 Environmental Setting20

The Section 17.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.21

17.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project22

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the23
Proposed Project in Section 17.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.24

17.4.1 Assessment Methods25

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft26
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not27
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of28
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projects or facilities; therefore, it would not result in direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project1
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including2
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise severity and extent of project-3
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific4
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of5
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific6
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for7
implementation.8

The assessment methods for public services impacts are the same as described in Section 17.4.1,9
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not10
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific11
basis.12

17.4.2 Thresholds of Significance13

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 17.4.2, Thresholds of14
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.15

17.4.3 Revised Project16

17.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply17

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the18
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction and/or operation of19
projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as20
described in Section 17.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):21

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,22
hydroelectric facilities)23

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)24

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)25

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)26

 Water transfers27

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation28

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.29
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water30
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream31
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin32
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects for implementation. Both the Revised Project and the33
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118 which could lead to improvements in34
groundwater management.35

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the36
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the37
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is38
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater39
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under40
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered41
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upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater1
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed2
Project.3

17.4.3.1.1 Impact 17-1a: Need for New or Physically Altered Governmental Facilities to Maintain4

Acceptable Service Ratios, Response Times, or Other Performance Objectives for Fire5

Protection and Emergency Medical Services, Police Protection, Schools, or Libraries6

Effects of Project Construction7

Construction-related activities at sites for reliable water supply actions or projects encouraged by the8
Revised Project would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.1, Reliable9
Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction, the number of construction workers10
employed, and the duration of project construction are not defined at this time. The nature and severity of11
public services impacts will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time12
they are implemented, and any specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies.13
Construction activities could result in temporarily increased response times for law enforcement, fire14
protection, and emergency medical services due to increased traffic for construction material deliveries15
and travel to and from job sites by construction workers. The number and location of actual projects that16
will be implemented is not known at this time. As described below, construction of reliable water supply17
projects would not likely result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities for fire18
protection and emergency medical services, police protection, or new schools or libraries.19

The need for new or physically altered police, fire protection, and emergency medical facilities is20
prompted by increased demand, typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth.21
The actions encouraged by the Revised Project to increase water supply reliability do not include new22
land development and/or population growth, and therefore would not add new demands for police, fire23
protection, and emergency medical services. For a discussion of the growth-inducing effects of reliable24
water supply projects, see Section 24, Other CEQA Considerations. Project-related increases in public25
service demands (e.g., from job site accidents and job site security during construction) related to future26
reliable water supply projects would be temporary or short term, and would not require new or altered27
public services facilities.28

The need for new or physically altered school or library facilities is prompted by increased demand,29
typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth. The reliable water supply30
projects encouraged by the Revised Project do not include new land development and/or population31
growth, and therefore would not add new demands for schools or libraries. For a discussion of the32
growth-inducing effects of the reliable water supply actions, see Section 24, Other CEQA Considerations.33

Under the Revised Project, the potential for construction and operation of surface water and groundwater34
projects would be the same as the Proposed Project for the Delta and areas outside the Delta that use35
Delta water. Under the Revised Project, however, these types of projects also would be encouraged for36
areas upstream of the Delta within the Delta watershed. Project-level impacts would be addressed in37
future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead38
agencies. However, given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in39
Section 17.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of the40
water supply reliability facilities would generate increased population or increased demand on public41
services.42

Effects of Project Operation43

Given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.1,44
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that operation of water supply reliability45
facilities would generate increased population or increased demand on public services.46
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Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,3
methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific4
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However,5
given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.1,6
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction or operations of the reliable7
water supply projects would generate increased population or increased demand on public services. This8
conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the9
Proposed Project in Section 17.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR, and on substantial10
evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would11
occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific12
analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of13
this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted14
or supported by substantial evidence.15

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of groundwater16
projects, and wastewater and stormwater recycling projects would be greater than the impacts of the17
Proposed Project because, unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project also would apply to the areas18
of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta. It is anticipated that there would be more19
wastewater and stormwater recycling projects than groundwater projects in portions of the Delta20
watershed where groundwater storage is not substantial, such as in the foothills and mountains21
surrounding the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. Given the potential for an increased number and22
severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall public services impacts23
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project. However, because it is24
concluded that the impact would remain less than significant, the potential for overall public services25
impacts under the Revised Project would the same as the Proposed Project.26

17.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration27

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the28
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem which could lead to completion, construction, and/or29
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as30
described in Section 17.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):31

 Floodplain restoration32
 Riparian restoration33
 Tidal marsh restoration34
 Stressor management35
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)36
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB37

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.38
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,39
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat40
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and project41
locations for implementation.42

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands43
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an44
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of45
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the46
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.47
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The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including1
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance2
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy.3

The Revised Project also encourages other actions, like the Proposed Project, including Department of4
Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could influence water5
quality) and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update of the Water6
Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and7
develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority tributaries in8
the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR,9
these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and changes in10
Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water would likely11
respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and improve water12
quality.13

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation14
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and15
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea16
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted17
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect the potential for public services impacts18
because these modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs and regulations19
that prevent such impacts.20

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new21
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced22
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound23
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species24
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation25
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a26
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and27
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs28
would not be expected to affect the potential for impacts on public services.29

17.4.3.2.1 Impact 17-1b: Need for New or Physically Altered Governmental Facilities to Maintain30

Acceptable Service Ratios, Response Times, or Other Performance Objectives for Fire31

Protection and Emergency Medical Services, Police Protection, Schools, or Libraries32

Effects of Project Construction33

Construction-related activities at sites for Delta ecosystem restoration actions or projects encouraged by the34
Revised Project would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem35
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction, the number of construction workers employed,36
and the duration of project construction are not defined at this time. The nature and severity of public37
services impacts will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they are38
implemented, and any specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. Construction39
activities could result in temporarily increased response times for law enforcement, fire protection, and40
emergency medical services due to increased traffic for construction material deliveries and travel to and41
from job sites by construction workers. The number and location of actual projects that will be implemented42
is not known at this time. As described below, construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would43
not likely result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities for fire protection and44
emergency medical services, police protection, schools, or libraries.45

The need for new or physically altered police, fire protection, and emergency medical facilities is46
prompted by increased demand, typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth.47
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The actions encouraged by the Revised Project for Delta ecosystem restoration do not include new land1
development and/or population growth, and therefore would not add new demands for police, fire2
protection, and emergency medical services. For a discussion of the growth-inducing effects of reliable3
water supply projects, see Section 24, Other CEQA Considerations. Project-related increases in public4
service demands (e.g., from job site accidents and job site security during construction) related to future5
Delta ecosystem restoration projects would be temporary or short term and would not require new or6
altered facilities.7

The need for new or physically altered school or library facilities is prompted by increased demand,8
typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth. The Delta ecosystem restoration9
projects encouraged by the Revised Project do not include new land development and/or population10
growth, and therefore would not add new demands for schools or libraries. For a discussion of the11
growth-inducing effects of the reliable water supply actions, see Section 24, Other CEQA Considerations.12

Under the Revised Project, the potential for construction and operation of Delta ecosystem restoration13
projects would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem14
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.15

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to16
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration17
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result18
in public services impacts during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than19
significant.20

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the21
time Delta ecosystem restoration projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, given the factors22
described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem23
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of Delta ecosystem restoration24
facilities would generate increased demand on public services.25

Effects of Project Operation26

Given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.2,27
Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that operation of Delta ecosystem28
restoration facilities would generate increased demand on public services.29

Conclusion30

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and31
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational32
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-33
specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.34
However, given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section35
17.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction or36
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities would generate increased demand on public services.37
This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the38
Proposed Project in Section 17.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, and on substantial39
evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would40
occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific41
analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of42
this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted43
or supported by substantial evidence.44

Under the Revised Project, the overall public service impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be45
the same as the Proposed Project.46
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17.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place1

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the2
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place, which could lead to the following3
types of projects (as described in 17.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of4
the Draft PEIR):5

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,6
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)7

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)8

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.9
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects : new State parks10
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta as potential projects for implementation.11
The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island12
State Park, expansion of State parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and13
consideration of a new state park near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.14

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage protection of existing and planned15
land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas, and16
flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)17
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for18
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from19
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational20
resources.21

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 17.4.3.4,22
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.23

17.4.3.3.1 Impact 17-1c: Need for New or Physically Altered Governmental Facilities to Maintain24
Acceptable Service Ratios, Response Times, or Other Performance Objectives for Fire25
Protection and Emergency Medical Services, Police Protection, Schools, or Libraries26

Effects of Project Construction27

Construction-related activities at sites for Delta enhancement actions or projects encouraged by the28
Revised Project would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.5, Protection and29
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction, the number30
of construction workers employed, and the duration of project construction are not defined at this time.31
The nature and severity of public services impacts will depend on the specific location and characteristics32
of the projects at the time they are implemented, and any specific mitigation measures adopted by the33
implementing agencies. Construction activities could result in temporarily increased response times for34
law enforcement, fire protection, and emergency medical services due to increased traffic for construction35
material deliveries and travel to and from job sites by construction workers. The number and location of36
actual projects that will be implemented is not known at this time. As described below, construction of37
Delta enhancement projects would not likely result in the need for new or physically altered government38
facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services, police protection, schools, or libraries.39

The need for new or physically altered police, fire protection, and emergency medical facilities is40
prompted by increased demand, typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth.41
The actions encouraged by the Revised Project for Delta enhancement do not include major new land42
development and/or population growth, but do encourage minor development associated with recreation43
use. Therefore, the Revised Project could add new demands for police, fire protection, and emergency44
medical services. For a discussion of the growth-inducing effects of Delta enhancement projects, see45
Section 24, Other CEQA Considerations. Project-related increases in public service demands (e.g., from46
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job site accidents and job site security during construction) related to future Delta enhancement projects1
would be temporary or short term and would not require new or altered facilities.2

The need for new or physically altered school or library facilities is prompted by increased demand,3
typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth. The Delta enhancement projects4
encouraged by the Revised Project do not include major new land development and/or population growth,5
and therefore would not add new demands for schools or libraries. For a discussion of the growth-6
inducing effects of the reliable water supply actions, see Section 24, Other CEQA Considerations.7

Under the Revised Project, the potential for construction and operation of Delta enhancement projects8
would be the similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.5, Protection and9
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.10

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the11
time Delta enhancement projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, given the factors described12
above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement13
of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of Delta14
enhancement facilities would generate increased demand on public services.15

Effects of Project Operation16

Given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.5,17
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that18
operation of Delta enhancement projects would generate increased demand on public services.19

Conclusion20

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and21
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,22
methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific23
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However,24
given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.5,25
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that26
construction or operations of Delta enhancement projects would generate increased demand on public27
services. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as28
described for the Proposed Project in Section 17.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an29
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible30
scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact31
would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to32
arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available33
information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.34

Under the Revised Project the overall public services impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be35
the same as the Proposed Project.36

17.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement37

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the38
Proposed Project to improve water quality, which could improve water quality including the following39
types of projects that reduce constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment plants (as40
described in Section 17.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):41

 Water treatment plants42
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)43
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities44
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities45
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 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)1
 Wellhead treatment facilities2
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)3

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not4
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking5
Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water6
Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;7
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;8
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total9
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendments for selenium and methylmercury; and the10
North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project as potential projects for implementation.11

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, includes more specific recommendations for water12
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in13
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised14
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for15
other water quality criteria and objectives.16

17.4.3.4.1 Impact 17-1a: Need for New or Physically Altered Governmental Facilities to Maintain17
Acceptable Service Ratios, Response Times, or Other Performance Objectives for Fire18

Protection and Emergency Medical Services, Police Protection, Schools, or Libraries19

Effects of Project Construction20

Construction-related activities at sites for water quality improvement actions or projects encouraged by21
the Revised Project would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.3, Water22
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction, the number of construction23
workers employed, and the duration of project construction are not defined at this time. The nature and24
severity of public services impacts will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects25
at the time they are implemented, and any specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing26
agencies. Construction activities could result in temporarily increased response times for law27
enforcement, fire protection, and emergency medical services due to increased traffic for construction28
material deliveries and travel to and from job sites by construction workers. The number and location of29
actual projects that will be implemented is not known at this time. As described below, construction of30
water quality improvement projects would not likely result in the need for new or physically altered31
government facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services, police protection, schools, or32
libraries.33

The need for new or physically altered police, fire protection, and emergency medical facilities is34
prompted by increased demand, typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth.35
The water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project to improve water quality do36
not include new land development and/or population growth, and therefore would not add new demands37
for police, fire protection, and emergency medical services. For a discussion of the growth-inducing38
effects of such water quality improvement projects, see Section 24, Other CEQA Considerations. Project-39
related increases in public service demands (e.g., from job site accidents and job site security during40
construction) related to future actions would be temporary or short term and would not require new or41
altered facilities.42

The need for new or physically altered school or library facilities is prompted by increased demand,43
typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth. The water quality improvement44
projects encouraged by the Revised Project do not include new land development and/or population45
growth, and therefore would not add new demands for schools or libraries. For a discussion of the46
growth-inducing effects of the reliable water supply actions, see Section 24, Other CEQA Considerations.47
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such water quality improvement projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, given the factors2
described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.3, Water Quality3
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of water quality improvement4
facilities would generate increased population or increased demand on public services.5

Effects of Project Operation6

Given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.3,7
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that operation of water quality8
improvement projects would generate increased demand on public services.9

Conclusion10

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and11
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational12
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-13
specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.14
However, given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section15
17.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction or operations16
of the water quality improvement facilities would generate increased population or increased demand on17
public services. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as18
described for the Proposed Project in Section 17.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR,19
and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant20
impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future21
project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however,22
for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another23
finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.24

Given the potential for a greater number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised25
Project, the overall public services impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the26
Proposed Project, but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s impacts on public services under27
the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as under the Proposed Project.28

17.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction29

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the30
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta, which could lead to the following types of projects (as31
described in Section 17.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):32

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)33
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)34
 Levee maintenance35
 Levee modification36
 Dredging37
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies38
 Reservoir reoperation39

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.40
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship41
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-42
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).43

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the44
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta45
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Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the1
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised2
Project. For example, the Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State3
investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land4
uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,5
transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this6
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within7
the Delta than the Proposed Project.8

17.4.3.5.1 Impact 17-1e: Need for New or Physically Altered Governmental Facilities to Maintain9

Acceptable Service Ratios, Response Times, or Other Performance Objectives for Fire10

Protection and Emergency Medical Services, Police Protection, Schools, or Libraries11

Effects of Project Construction12

Construction-related activities at sites for flood risk reduction actions or projects encouraged by the13
Revised Project would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.4, Flood Risk14
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. The location of construction, the number of construction workers15
employed, and the duration of project construction are not defined at this time. The nature of public16
services impacts will depend on the specific location and characteristics of the projects at the time they17
are implemented, and any specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies.18
Construction activities could result in temporarily increased response times for law enforcement, fire19
protection, and emergency medical services due to increased traffic for construction material deliveries20
and travel to and from job sites by construction workers. The number and location of actual projects that21
will be implemented is not known at this time. As described below, construction of flood risk reduction22
projects would not likely result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities for fire23
protection and emergency medical services, police protection, or schools, or libraries.24

The need for new or physically altered police, fire protection, and emergency medical facilities is25
prompted by increased demand, typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth.26
The flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project for Delta ecosystem restoration do27
not include new land development and/or population growth, and therefore would not add new demands28
for existing police, fire protection, and emergency medical services. Project-related increases in public29
service demands (e.g., from job site accidents and job site security during construction) related to future30
flood risk reduction projects would be temporary or short term and would not require new or altered31
facilities. For a discussion of the growth-inducing effects of such actions, see Section 24, Other CEQA32
Considerations. Project-related increases in public service demands (e.g., from job site accidents and job33
site security during construction) related to future actions would be temporary or short term and would34
not require new or altered facilities. The need for new or physically altered school or library facilities is35
prompted by increased demand, typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth.36
The flood risk reduction projects that would be encouraged by the Revised Project do not include new37
land development and/or population growth, and therefore would not add new demands for schools or38
libraries. For a discussion of the growth-inducing effects of the reliable water supply actions, see Section39
24, Other CEQA Considerations.40

Under the Revised Project, the potential for construction and operation of flood risk reduction projects41
would be the similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of42
the Draft PEIR.43

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the44
time such flood risk reduction projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, given the factors45
described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.4, Flood Risk46
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Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction of the flood risk reduction facilities1
would generate increased demand on public services.2

Effects of Project Operation3

Given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.4,4
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that operation of the flood risk reduction5
facilities would generate increased demand on public services.6

Conclusion7

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and8
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,9
methods, and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific10
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However,11
given the factors described above, and similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.4,12
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, it is not expected that construction or operations of flood risk13
reduction facilities would generate increased demand on public services. This conclusion is based on the14
review of environmental analyses of similar projects, as described for the Proposed Project in Section15
17.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably16
plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this17
impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate18
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there19
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial20
evidence.21

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall public22
services impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those under the Proposed Project23
but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s impacts on public services under the Revised Project24
are thus effectively the same as under Proposed Project.25

17.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures26

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impact 17-1 of the Proposed27
Project, as described in Section 17.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and summarized below.28

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for29
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts30
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the31
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would32
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.33

17.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 17-134

The following mitigation measures to be implemented by agencies approving Delta enhancement projects35
that would be encouraged by the Revised Project would assure the effects of Impact 17-1a through e,36
Need for New or Physically Altered Governmental Facilities to Maintain Acceptable Service Ratios,37
Response Times, or Other Performance Objectives for Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services,38
Police Protection, Schools, or Libraries, would be less than significant:39

 Establish construction fee schedules by local agencies for the new or modified facilities to fund40
additional emergency services potentially required during construction. If emergency services are41
not needed, a portion of the fees could be refunded.42

 Develop worker training programs to reduce construction and operations risks.43
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 Develop appropriate emergency access routes and equipment for both land and water access, if1
applicable (such as in the Delta), that provide for adequate response time. If use of an existing2
emergency access route becomes limited due to new or modified facilities, additional routes or3
placement of duplicate equipment on each side of the route limitation could be considered.4

 Develop traffic plans and emergency response plans for construction and operations phases of5
new facilities.6

 Develop all facilities, including parks and ecosystem restoration areas, in accordance with7
applicable fire codes and regulations, and with adequate fire equipment access routes, occupancy8
limitations, and fire-protection equipment.9

The above mitigation measures could be applied to assure that public services impacts would be less than10
significant. However, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of11
the Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation12
and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies13
other than the Council.14

17.5 References15

The Section 17.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.16

17
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Section 181

Recreation2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses recreational opportunities. The discussion below cross-references Section 18 of the Program4
Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

18.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 18.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

18.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 18.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

18.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 18.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

18.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 18.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

18.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise severity and extent of project-24
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project, its specific25
location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of26
preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific27
environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for28
implementation.29
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The assessment methods for recreation impacts are the same as described in Section 18.4.1, Assessment1
Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not available for2
the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific basis.3

18.4.2 Thresholds of Significance4

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 18.4.2, Thresholds of5
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.6

18.4.3 Revised Project7

18.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply8

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the9
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction and/or operation of10
projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as11
described in Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):12

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,13
hydroelectric facilities)14

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)15

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)16

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)17

 Water transfers18

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation19

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.20
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water21
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream22
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin23
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the24
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118, which could lead to improvements in25
groundwater management.26

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the27
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the28
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is29
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater30
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under31
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered32
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater33
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed34
Project.35

18.4.3.1.1 Impact 18-1a: Impair, Degrade, or Eliminate Recreational Facilities and Activities36

Effects of Project Construction37

The same types of recreation impacts would occur from construction of surface water and groundwater38
storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and39
hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in40
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Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. Expansion of existing surface water storage1
projects could result in inundation of shoreline trails, launching ramps, and use areas. These projects2
therefore could substantially impair, degrade, or eliminate such recreational facilities.3

Construction of reliable water supply projects could impact existing marinas and boating activity areas,4
hunting and fishing areas, campgrounds, and various recreation related private enterprise facilities, such5
as water oriented resorts, wineries, and businesses located within the Delta. These impacts could include6
the elimination or degradation of recreational facilities or areas where recreation is taking place. The7
activities also have the potential to degrade the setting and character of lands surrounding the new8
facilities. Such projects also could displace recreational access and structures, such as trails, docks, or tie-9
ups located along waterways. Those recreational facilities could be lost permanently or relocated. Such10
relocation could require recreational users to travel longer distances to these relocated sites or could11
provide less or lower-quality recreation than the original facilities.12

Under the Revised Project, the potential for construction of surface water and groundwater projects would13
be the same as under the Proposed Project for the Delta and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.14
Under the Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, these types of projects also would be encouraged15
for areas upstream of the Delta within the Delta watershed. It is possible that recreation impacts of16
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less17
than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project,18
however, are not currently known, and it is possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts19
could occur. One or more of the reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project might20
result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in21
Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.22

Effects of Project Operation23

Operation of surface and ground water storage facilities, water intakes, and conveyance facilities (canals,24
pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants) could impact existing marinas and boating activity areas,25
hunting and fishing areas, campgrounds, and various recreation related private enterprise facilities, such26
as water oriented resorts, wineries, and businesses located within the Delta. These impacts could include27
the elimination or degradation of recreational facilities or areas where recreation is taking place. The28
activities also have the potential to degrade the setting and character of lands surrounding the new29
facilities. Such projects also could displace recreational access and structures, such as trails, docks, or tie-30
ups located along waterways.31

Changes in water flow patterns and elevations due to operation of water intakes and conveyance facilities32
near boating and fishing areas, public and private recreational facilities, and waterways used for33
recreation could adversely affect the recreational values of the area. For example, modified water flow34
patterns and elevations could result in changes to fish and game bird species and populations that use an35
area. These changes could adversely affect fishing, hunting, wildlife viewing, swimming, and boating36
opportunities near the facilities locations. These changes also could change (either reduce or increase) the37
amount of shoreline available for recreation.38

Implementation of water use efficiency and water conservation measures under the Revised Project could39
result in landscape watering restrictions or changes to landscaping within both public and private40
recreational areas. Landscaping changes from turf areas to drought-tolerant plantings may result in less41
turf areas available or maintained for local recreational use, potentially substantially impairing local or42
regional recreational facilities, including golf courses, day use areas, ball fields, and associated activities.43

Many water users located outside the Delta that use Delta water convey and store the Delta water in local44
reservoirs. Changes in Delta export patterns related to quantities or timing of Delta exports can change the45
volume of water in the local reservoirs, and thereby affect the ability to use the reservoir for boating and46
other aquatic recreational opportunities. Under the Revised Project, reservoirs that store Delta water may47
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hold less Delta water if local and regional water supplies (e.g., recycled wastewater) are used instead of1
Delta water. Less storage at any of the reservoirs could impact the recreational facilities and activities at2
reservoirs outside the Delta1 by either precluding or limiting lake access from existing facilities such as3
marinas, launch ramps, and beaches; creating less desirable day use and camping areas due to increased4
distances from the lowered water levels; and/or shortening the recreational season, due to earlier seasonal5
drawdowns and/or overall lower lake levels. Changes may also impact flows along the California6
Aqueduct and the fishing that occurs there.7

Under the Revised Project, the potential for operation of surface water and groundwater projects would be8
the same as under the Proposed Project for the Delta and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9
Under the Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, these types of projects also would be encouraged10
for areas upstream of the Delta within the Delta watershed.11

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than12
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of13
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that14
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water supply15
projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts16
similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft17
PEIR.18

Conclusion19

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and20
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,21
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation impacts for22
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of23
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the24
implementing agencies.25

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the26
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project27
could impair, degrade, or eliminate recreational facilities and activities; this potential impact is considered28
significant.29

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of groundwater30
projects, and recycled wastewater and stormwater projects would be greater than impacts under the31
Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located32
upstream of the Delta, unlike the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number and33
severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts on34
recreational facilities and activities resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the35
Proposed Project.36

18.4.3.1.2 Impact 18-2a: Increase the Use of Existing Recreational Facilities Such That Substantial37

Physical Deterioration of the Facility Would Occur or Be Accelerated38

Effects of Project Construction39

Construction of reliable water supply projects could temporarily result in the impairment, degradation, or40
elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1a, and may cause41

1 Reservoirs located outside the Delta that store water from the Delta and could potentially be affected are: Bethany Reservoir, Lake Del Valle,
San Luis Reservoir State Recreation Area, Los Vaqueros Reservoir, Lake Evans, and Lake Webb in Northern California and the Central Valley;
and Quail Lake, Pyramid Lake, Castaic Lake, Silverwood Lake, Lake Perris, Lake Piru, Diamond Valley Lake, Lake Skinner, and several
smaller San Diego County reservoirs in Southern California.
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recreational users to use other facilities during construction. This temporary displacement may result in1
increased use of other recreational facilities, although it is unlikely that it would lead to substantial2
physical deterioration of those facilities. It is also likely that the temporary recreation impacts of projects3
encouraged by the Revised Project would be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than4
significant level. However, like the Proposed Project, the details of many of the aspects of projects5
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, and it is possible that significant and6
unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. Therefore, one or more of the reliable water supply projects7
encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts similar8
to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.9

Effects of Project Operation10

Operation of reliable water supply projects could result in the impairment, degradation, or elimination of11
existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1a, and may cause recreational users12
to use other facilities during operations. This displacement may result in increased use of other13
recreational facilities, possibly leading to substantial physical deterioration of those facilities similar to14
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.15

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than16
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of17
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that18
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water supply19
projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts20
similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft21
PEIR.22

Conclusion23

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and24
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,25
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation impacts for26
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of27
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the28
implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for physical deterioration of recreational facilities29
could result in significant, unavoidable impacts.30

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the31
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project32
could increase use of existing recreational facilities and activities; this potential impact is considered33
significant.34

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of groundwater35
projects, and recycled wastewater and stormwater projects would be greater than impacts under the36
Proposed Project because the Revised Project also would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located37
upstream of the Delta, unlike the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number and38
severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts due to39
deterioration of recreational facilities resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the40
Proposed Project.41
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18.4.3.1.3 Impact 18-3a: Require the Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities Which1

Might Have an Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment2

Effects of Project Construction3

Construction of reliable water supply projects could result in the impairment, degradation, or elimination4
of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1a and Impact 18-2a, and may5
cause recreational users to use other facilities temporarily during construction. This displacement may6
result in the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities in a manner similar to those7
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.8

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than9
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of10
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that11
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water supply12
projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts13
similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft14
PEIR.15

Effects of Project Operation16

Operation of reliable water supply projects could result in the impairment, degradation, or elimination of17
existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1a and Impact 18-2a, and may cause18
recreational users to use other facilities. This displacement may result in need for construction or19
expansion of recreational facilities in a manner similar to those impacts described for the Proposed20
Project in Section 18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.21

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than22
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of23
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that24
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water supply25
projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable impacts caused by26
construction or expansion of recreation facilities similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section27
18.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.28

Conclusion29

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and30
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,31
methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation impacts for32
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of33
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the34
implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for impacts caused by construction or expansion of35
recreation facilities could result in significant, unavoidable impacts.36

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the37
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project38
could increase the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities and activities; this potential39
impact is considered significant.40

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of groundwater41
projects, and recycled wastewater and stormwater projects would be greater than impacts under the42
Proposed Project because the Revised Project also would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located43
upstream of the Delta, unlike the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number and44
severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts resulting45
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from the Revised Project and caused by construction or expansion of recreation facilities would be1
greater than the Proposed Project.2

18.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration3

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the4
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or5
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as6
described in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):7

 Floodplain restoration8
 Riparian restoration9
 Tidal marsh restoration10
 Stressor management11
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)12
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB13

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.14
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,15
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat16
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects to be17
implemented.18

In addition, the Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, encourages prioritization of habitat19
restoration in the western Delta islands and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated20
following the completion of an environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not21
change the number or size of encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the22
Proposed Project, but only the timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.23

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including24
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance25
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy.26

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including27
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could28
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update29
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta30
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority31
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the32
Draft PEIR, these actions likely would result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta33
tributaries and changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use34
Delta water would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply35
reliability and improve water quality.36

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage the San Francisco Bay37
Conservation and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh38
Protection Plan and the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the39
ecosystem plans for sea level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform40
Act, and the adopted Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect the potential for41
recreation impacts because these modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing42
programs.43

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for44
new or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced45
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predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound1
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species2
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation3
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a4
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and5
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs6
would be expected to affect the potential for recreation impacts.7

18.4.3.2.1 Impact 18-1b: Impair, Degrade, or Eliminate Recreational Facilities and Activities8

Effects of Project Construction9

The same types of recreation impacts would occur from construction of Delta ecosystem restoration10
facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta11
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. Implementation of ecosystem restoration actions in the Delta12
probably would occur in rural areas and along waterways. Construction of such ecosystem restoration13
projects has the potential to temporarily degrade the setting and character of lands and waterways near the14
restored areas. Degradation could be caused by elimination or relocation of facilities or reduced access.15

Restoration that involves removal or modification of Delta levees could adversely impact marinas and16
other land-based facilities. Of the nearly 100 marinas in the Delta, most are located on levees or within17
the floodway with some facilities (e.g., parking, picnic areas, and storage) located on the landside of the18
levee. Modification of the levees and implementation of associated ecosystem restoration also could19
adversely affect access to islands that are used for hunting and wildlife viewing opportunities. For20
example, areas within floodplains that could become inundated for longer periods than under existing21
conditions could reduce access to existing hunting and wildlife viewing areas, such as along the22
Yolo Bypass.23

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to24
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration25
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result in26
temporary impacts to recreation during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than27
significant following implementation of mitigation measures.28

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than29
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, like the Proposed Project, the30
details of many of the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, and31
it is possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. Therefore, one or more of32
the Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and33
unavoidable recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta34
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.35

Effects of Project Operation36

The same types of recreation impacts would occur from operation of Delta ecosystem restoration facilities37
under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem38
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. Inundation of areas to provide tidal marsh, floodplain, and broader39
riparian habitat, as well as management of invasive species, could lead to changes in fish and game40
species that use the restored area. If areas with upland game species become inundated, hunting41
opportunities could be eliminated or changed. If areas with freshwater ponds or streams become more42
saline due to expansion of adjacent tidal marsh areas, changes in fish and game bird species could affect43
fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing opportunities for species that currently inhabit these areas under44
existing conditions. Management of non-native species, such as bass, could result in degradation or45
elimination of recreational fishing activities. Inundation of areas to provide tidal marsh also could change46
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the existing pattern of meandering, relatively narrow, waterway channels to large fluctuating marsh areas.1
Opportunities for canoeing and kayaking could be degraded or eliminated in these areas.2

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to3
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration4
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concludes that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough would increase5
recreational opportunities and could result in recreational conflicts with motorized boat use near the6
restoration area. The potential impacts were found to be less than significant following implementation of7
mitigation measures.8

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to develop proposals for new or9
revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced10
predation by introduced sport fish. It is not certain whether these programs would decrease populations of11
non-native sport fish (such as striped bass), and if the decrease in the population of non-native sport fish12
would increase populations of salmon and steelhead. Initially, recreational opportunities for fishing of13
non-native sport fish could increase. If these regulations decreased populations of non-native sport fish14
and salmon and steelhead populations increased, recreational opportunities for non-native sport fish15
would decline and opportunities for fishing of salmon and steelhead would increase.16

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage proposals to develop and17
implement scientifically sound Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those18
threatened and endangered fish species and to implement a marking and tagging hatchery salmon and19
steelhead program that could increase salmon and steelhead populations and the related recreational20
opportunities for sport fishing of these native fish.21

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than22
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of23
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that24
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur.25

Conclusion26

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and27
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational28
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation29
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and30
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures31
adopted by the implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for recreation impacts could result in32
significant, unavoidable impacts.33

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the34
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project35
could impair, degrade, or eliminate recreational facilities and activities; this potential impact is considered36
significant.37

Under the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts on recreational facilities and activites resulting38
from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.39

18.4.3.2.2 Impact 18-2b: Increase the Use of Existing Recreational Facilities Such That Substantial40

Physical Deterioration of the Facility Would Occur or Be Accelerated41

Effects of Project Construction42

Construction of ecosystem restoration projects could result in the impairment, degradation, or elimination43
of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1b, may cause recreationists to use44
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other facilities. This displacement may result in increased use of other recreational facilities, possibly1
leading to substantial physical deterioration of those facilities in a manner similar to those impacts2
described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. It3
is not known at this time exactly what types or where construction of specific restoration projects that4
could have recreational impacts would occur.5

It is also likely that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than6
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, like the Proposed Project, the7
details of many of the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, and8
it is possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. Therefore, one or more of9
the Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and10
unavoidable recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta11
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.12

Effects of Project Operation13

Operation of ecosystem restoration projects could result in the impairment, degradation, or elimination of14
existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1b, may cause recreationists to use15
other facilities during operations. This displacement may result in increased use of other recreational16
facilities, possibly leading to substantial physical deterioration of those facilities in a manner similar to17
those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the18
Draft PEIR. It is not known at this time exactly what types or where construction of specific restoration19
projects that could have recreational impacts would occur.20

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than21
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of22
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that23
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem24
restoration encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation25
impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of26
the Draft PEIR.27

Conclusion28

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and29
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational30
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation31
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and32
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures33
adopted by the implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for physical deterioration of34
recreational facilities could result in significant, unavoidable impacts.35

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the36
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project37
could increase use of existing recreational facilities and activities; this potential impact is considered38
significant.39

Under the Revised Project, the overall impacts due to physical deterioration of recreational facilities40
resulting from the Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.41
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18.4.3.2.3 Impact 18-3b: Require the Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities Which1

Might Have an Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment2

Effects of Project Construction3

Construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects construction activities could result in the4
impairment, degradation, or elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under5
Impact 18-1b, may cause recreational users to use other facilities during construction. This displacement6
may result in the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities in a manner similar to those7
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft8
PEIR.9

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be less than10
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of11
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that12
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem13
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable14
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem15
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.16

Effects of Project Operation17

Operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects operations could result in the impairment, degradation,18
or elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1b, may cause19
recreational users to use other facilities during operations. This displacement may result in the need for20
construction or expansion of recreational facilities similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section21
18.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.22

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be less than23
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of24
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that25
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem26
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable27
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem28
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.29

Conclusion30

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and31
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational32
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation33
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and34
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures35
adopted by the implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for impacts caused by construction or36
expansion of recreation facilities could result in significant, unavoidable impacts.37

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the38
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project39
could increase the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities and activities; this potential40
impact is considered significant.41

Under the Revised Project, the overall impacts caused by construction or expansion of recreation facilities42
due to the Revised Project would be the same as under the Proposed Project.43
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18.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place1

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the2
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place which could lead to completion,3
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as4
described in 18.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):5

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,6
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)7

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)8

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.9
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects : new State parks10
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the11
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State12
parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park13
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract.14

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and15
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,16
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)17
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for18
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from19
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational20
resources.21

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 18.4.3.4,22
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.23

18.4.3.3.1 Impact 18-1c: Impair, Degrade, or Eliminate Recreational Facilities and Activities24

Effects of Project Construction25

The same types of recreation impacts would occur from construction of Delta enhancement facilities26
under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.5, Protection and27
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.28

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Proposed Project would include the construction of29
recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, new parks and waterfowl hunting30
opportunities, identity “branding” (signage and other improvements along major roadways that are31
gateways to the Delta), historic preservation, and related projects. These facilities would be located32
primarily in the Delta.33

Construction of recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, and new parks and facilities34
will occur in areas where the agency considering their construction determines that recreation would be35
beneficial. While such projects could displace and eliminate existing recreational access and structures,36
those recreational opportunities are likely to be of lesser quality than the new recreation opportunities.37
It is not expected that the construction of recreation trails, community gateways and visitor centers, and38
new parks and facilities would impair, degrade, or eliminate recreational facilities and activities.39

The details of many of the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not40
currently known, and it is possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. It is41
possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be less than42
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level similar to the Proposed Project, as43



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 18
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT RECREATION

NOVEMBER 2012 18-13

described in Section 18.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft1
PEIR.2

Effects of Project Operation3

The same types of recreation impacts would occur from operation of Delta enhancement facilities under4
the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.5, Protection and5
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. While such projects could displace and6
eliminate existing recreational access and structures, those recreational opportunities are likely to be of7
lesser quality than the new recreation opportunities. It is not expected that the operation of recreation8
trails, community gateways and visitor centers, and new parks and facilities would impair, degrade, or9
eliminate recreational facilities and activities.10

The details of many of the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not11
currently known, and it is possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. It is12
possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than13
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level similar to the Proposed Project, as14
described in Section 18.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft15
PEIR.16

Conclusion17

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the18
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be19
less than significant. This conclusion is based on the review of environmental analysis of similar projects20
and other, pertinent evidence cited in the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no21
reasonably plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore22
concluded that this impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop23
adequate information to arrive a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level24
analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by25
substantial evidence.26

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed27
Project, the overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the28
Proposed Project but still less than significant The Revised Project’s adverse impacts on recreational29
facilities and activities under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.30

18.4.3.3.2 Impact 18-2c: Increase the Use of Existing Recreational Facilities Such That Substantial31

Physical Deterioration of the Facility Would Occur or Be Accelerated32

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation33

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would include the construction of34
recreational trails, community gateways and visitor centers, new parks and waterfowl hunting35
opportunities, identity “branding” (signage and other improvements along major roadways that are36
gateways to the Delta), historic preservation, and related projects in a manner similar to those impacts37
described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an38
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.39

The construction of these Delta enhancement projects is not anticipated to increase the use of existing40
recreational facilities because they would provide new and differing opportunities for recreation to the41
public. For example, a person could choose to go to a new park or recreation trail, in addition to an42
existing park or trail. However, the construction of Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the43
Revised Project could result in more recreation generally occurring in the Delta, and therefore more use44
of existing facilities. For example, creating better signage and visibility of the Delta could increase45



SECTION 18 RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
RECREATION PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

18-14 NOVEMBER 2012

recreation at existing facilities. Also, a person could come to the Delta for a new waterfowl hunting1
facility and, while in the Delta, use an existing recreation trail. In this manner, use of existing recreation2
facilities could increase and cause the physical deterioration of those facilities.3

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than4
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, like the Proposed Project, the5
details of many of the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, and6
it is possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. Therefore, one or more of7
the Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and8
unavoidable recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.5,9
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.10

Conclusion11

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and12
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,13
methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation impacts for14
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of15
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the16
implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for recreation impacts could result in significant,17
unavoidable impacts.18

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the19
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project20
could increase use of existing recreational facilities and activities; this potential impact is considered21
significant.22

Given the potential for an increased number and size of parks under the Revised Project compared to the23
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts due to deterioration of recreational facilities resulting from24
the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.25

18.4.3.3.3 Impact 18-3c: Require the Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities Which26

Might Have an Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment27

Effects of Project Construction28

Delta enhancement projects construction activities which could result in the impairment, degradation, or29
elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1c and Impact 18-2c,30
may cause recreational users to use other facilities during construction. This displacement may result in31
the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities similar to the Proposed Project in Section32
18.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.33

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than34
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of35
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that36
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement37
projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts38
similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as39
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.40

Effects of Project Operation41

Delta enhancement projects operations which could result in the impairment, degradation, or elimination42
of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1c and Impact 18-2c, may cause43
recreational users to use other facilities during operations based upon the availability of a range of44
recreational opportunities. This displacement may result in need for construction or expansion of45
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recreational facilities in a manner similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section1
18.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.2

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than3
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of4
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that5
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement6
projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts7
similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as8
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.9

Conclusion10

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and11
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,12
methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation impacts for13
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of14
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the15
implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for recreation impacts could result in significant,16
unavoidable impacts.17

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the18
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project19
could increase the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities and activities; this potential20
impact is considered significant.21

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the22
Proposed Project, the overall potential for impacts caused by construction or expansion or recreational23
facilities resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.24

18.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement25

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the26
Proposed Project to improve water quality by encouraging various actions and projects that, if taken,27
could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of projects that could improve water quality28
including the following types of projects that lead to reduced constituents from agricultural runoff and29
wastewater treatment plants (as described in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft30
PEIR):31

 Water treatment plants32
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)33
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities34
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities35
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)36
 Wellhead treatment facilities37
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)38

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not39
known. However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley40
Drinking Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS);41
Water Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary;42
SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan;43
completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total44
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley45
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Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments1
for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project as potential2
projects and actions to be implemented.3

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water4
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in5
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised6
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for7
other water quality criteria and objectives.8

18.4.3.4.1 Impact 18-1d: Impair, Degrade, or Eliminate Recreational Facilities and Activities9

Effects of Project Construction10

The same types of recreation impacts would occur from construction of treatment plants and conveyance11
facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed12
Project in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of such13
facilities has the potential to degrade the setting and character of lands surrounding the new facilities.14
Projects could displace and eliminate recreational access and structures. Those recreational facilities15
could be lost permanently or relocated. Such relocation could require recreational users to travel longer16
distances to these sites or could provide less or lower-quality recreation than the original facilities.17

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than18
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of19
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that20
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality21
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable22
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality23
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.24

Effects of Project Operation25

Operation of treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) probably would26
not cause adverse impacts to existing marinas and boating activity areas, hunting and fishing areas,27
campgrounds, and various recreation related private enterprise facilities, such as water oriented resorts,28
wineries, and businesses located within the Delta.29

It is possible that recreation impacts of the operations of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may30
be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, like the Proposed31
Project, the details of many of the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently32
known, and it is possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. Therefore, one33
or more of the water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in34
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts due to changes in the viewshed and the related enjoyment35
of the recreational opportunities similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.3, Water36
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.37

Conclusion38

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and39
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational40
criteria, methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation41
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and42
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures43
adopted by the implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for recreation impacts could result in44
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significant, unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction of large1
infrastructure projects, and may be temporary in nature.2

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the3
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project4
could impair, degrade, or eliminate recreational facilities and activities; this potential impact is considered5
significant.6

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised7
Project the overall adverse impacts on recreational facilities and activities resulting from the Revised8
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.9

18.4.3.4.2 Impact 18-2d: Increase the Use of Existing Recreational Facilities Such That Substantial10

Physical Deterioration of the Facility Would Occur or Be Accelerated11

Effects of Project Construction12

Water quality improvement projects construction activities which could result in the impairment,13
degradation, or elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1d, may14
cause recreational users to use other facilities during construction. This displacement may result in15
increased use of other recreational facilities, possibly leading to substantial physical deterioration of those16
facilities in a manner similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.3,17
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.18

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than19
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of20
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that21
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality22
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable23
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality24
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.25

Effects of Project Operation26

Water quality improvement projects operations which could result in the impairment, degradation, or27
elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1d, may cause28
recreational users to use other facilities during operations. This displacement may result in increased use29
of other recreational facilities, possibly leading to substantial physical deterioration of those facilities30
similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft31
PEIR.32

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than33
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of34
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that35
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality36
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable37
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the38
Draft PEIR.39

Conclusion40

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and41
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational42
criteria, methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation43
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and44
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures45
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adopted by the implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for recreation impacts could result in1
significant, unavoidable impacts.2

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the3
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project4
could increase use of existing recreational facilities and activities; this potential impact is considered5
significant.6

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised7
Project, the overall adverse impacts due to deterioration of recreational facilities resulting from the8
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.9

18.4.3.4.3 Impact 18-3d: Require the Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities Which10

Might Have an Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment11

Effects of Project Construction12

Water quality improvement projects construction activities which could result in the impairment,13
degradation, or elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1d, may14
cause recreational users to use other facilities during construction. This displacement may result in the15
need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities similar to the Proposed Project in Section16
18.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.17

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than18
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of19
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that20
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality21
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable22
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality23
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.24

Effects of Project Operation25

Water quality improvement projects operations which could result in the impairment, degradation, or26
elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1d, may cause27
recreational users to use other facilities during operations. This displacement may result in need for28
construction or expansion of recreational facilities in a manner similar to those impacts described for the29
Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.30

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than31
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of32
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that33
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality34
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable35
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality36
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.37

Conclusion38

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and39
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational40
criteria, methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation41
impacts for the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and42
characteristics of the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures43
adopted by the implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for recreation impacts could result in44
significant, unavoidable impacts.45
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project2
could increase the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities and activities; this potential3
impact is considered significant.4

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised5
Project, the impacts caused by construction or expansion of recreation facilities resulting from the6
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.7

18.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction8

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the9
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described10
in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):11

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)12
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)13
 Levee maintenance14
 Levee modification15
 Dredging16
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies17
 Reservoir reoperation18

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.19
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship20
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-21
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR).22

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the23
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta24
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the25
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised26
Project. For example, the Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State27
investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land28
uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,29
transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this30
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within31
the Delta than the Proposed Project.32

18.4.3.5.1 Impact 18-1e: Impair, Degrade, or Eliminate Recreational Facilities and Activities33

Effects of Project Construction34

The same types of recreation impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers along35
the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from36
channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk37
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.38

The projects would primarily be to existing levees and typically would not alter their basic shape and39
configuration, except for the use of setback levees. Setback levees could extend the levee footprint and40
width toward the landside and increase riparian habitat on the waterside of the levee.41

Removal or modification of Delta levees, construction of setback levees, and expansion of floodplains42
could adversely impact marinas and other land-based facilities. Of the nearly 100 marinas in the Delta,43
most are located on levees or within the floodway with some facilities (e.g., parking and storage) located44
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on the landside of the levee. Almost half of the marinas are clustered in the West Delta, and removal of1
levees surrounding islands could adversely impact these marinas directly as well as adversely impact the2
recreational activities enjoyed by boaters departing from these marinas.3

Modification of the levees could adversely affect access to islands that are used for hunting and wildlife4
viewing opportunities. For example, areas within floodplains that could become inundated for longer5
periods than under existing conditions could reduce access to existing hunting and wildlife viewing areas,6
such as along the Yolo Bypass.7

Dredging activities have the potential to impact recreational facilities and activities in the dredging area,8
either during dredging activities, or after dredging is complete, due to impacts on water flow, quality, or9
fisheries in the waterways. These may impact boating, fishing, or swimming in the vicinity of the10
dredging activities.11

Construction of such facilities has the potential to degrade the setting and character of lands surrounding12
the new facilities. Flood risk reduction projects could displace and eliminate recreational access and13
structures. Those recreational facilities could be lost permanently or relocated. Such relocation could14
require recreational users to travel longer distances to these sites or could provide less or lower-quality15
recreation than the original facilities.16

It is possible that the recreation impacts of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised17
Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of18
many of the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and19
it is possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the flood20
risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable21
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk22
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.23

Effects of Project Operation24

Operation of levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification,25
expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from channels could cause similar adverse impacts as26
during construction to existing marinas and boating activity areas, hunting and fishing areas,27
campgrounds, and various recreation related private enterprise facilities, such as water oriented resorts,28
wineries, and businesses located within the Delta.29

It is possible that the recreation impacts of the operations of projects encouraged by the Revised Project30
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of31
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is32
possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk33
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable34
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk35
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.36

Conclusion37

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and38
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,39
methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation impacts for40
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of41
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the42
implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for recreation impacts could result in significant,43
unavoidable impacts. This situation is most likely to occur during construction of large infrastructure44
projects, and may be temporary in nature.45
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project2
could impair, degrade, or eliminate recreational facilities and activities; this potential impact is considered3
significant.4

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, compared to the5
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on recreational facilities and activities resulting from the6
Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.7

18.4.3.5.2 Impact 18-2e: Increase the Use of Existing Recreational Facilities Such That Substantial8

Physical Deterioration of the Facility Would Occur or Be Accelerated9

Effects of Project Construction10

Flood risk reduction projects construction activities which could result in the impairment, degradation, or11
elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1e, may cause12
recreational users to use other facilities during construction. This displacement may result in increased13
use of other recreational facilities, possibly leading to substantial physical deterioration of those facilities14
in a manner similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk15
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.16

It is possible that recreation impacts of flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project17
may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of18
the aspects of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is19
possible that significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk20
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable21
recreation impacts similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk22
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.23

Effects of Project Operation24

Flood risk reduction projects operations which could result in the impairment, degradation, or elimination25
of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1e, may cause recreational users to26
use other facilities during operations. This displacement may result in increased use at existing27
recreational facilities, possibly leading to substantial physical deterioration of those facilities in a manner28
similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of29
the Draft PEIR.30

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than31
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of32
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that33
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction34
projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts35
similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft36
PEIR.37

Conclusion38

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and39
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,40
methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation impacts for41
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of42
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the43
implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for recreation impacts could result in significant,44
unavoidable impacts.45
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project2
could increase use of existing recreational facilities and activities; this potential impact is considered3
significant.4

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, compared to the5
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts due to deterioration of recreational facilities resulting from6
the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.7

18.4.3.5.3 Impact 18-3e: Require the Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities Which8

Might Have an Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment9

Effects of Project Construction10

Flood risk reduction projects construction activities which could result in the impairment, degradation, or11
elimination of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1e and Impact 18-2e,12
may cause recreational users to use other facilities during construction. This displacement may result in13
the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities similar to the Proposed Project, as14
described in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.15

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than16
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of17
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that18
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction19
projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts20
similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft21
PEIR.22

Effects of Project Operation23

Flood risk reduction projects operations which could result in the impairment, degradation, or elimination24
of existing recreational facilities, as discussed above under Impact 18-1e and Impact 18-2e, may cause25
recreational users to use other facilities during operations. This displacement may result in need for26
construction or expansion of recreational facilities in a manner similar to those impacts described for the27
Proposed Project in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.28

It is possible that recreation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than29
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many of the aspects of30
projects encouraged by the Revised Project, however, are not currently known, and it is possible that31
significant and unavoidable recreation impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction32
projects encouraged by the Revised Project might result in significant and unavoidable recreation impacts33
similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft34
PEIR.35

Conclusion36

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and37
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,38
methods and duration of activities. The nature and severity of construction-related recreation impacts for39
the projects encouraged by the Revised Project will depend on the specific location and characteristics of40
the projects at the time they are implemented, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the41
implementing agencies. In some cases, the potential for recreation impacts could result in significant,42
unavoidable impacts.43

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the44
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project45
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could increase the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities and activities; this potential1
impact is considered significant.2

Given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, compared to the3
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts caused by construction or expansion of recreational4
facilities resulting from the Revised Project would be less than r the Proposed Project.5

18.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures6

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 18-1 through 18-3 of7
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 18.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and8
summarized below.9

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for10
the Revised Project shall incorporate the following features and/or requirements related to such impacts11
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the12
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would13
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.14

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,15
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be16
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.17
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the18
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, the significant19
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.20

18.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 18-121

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 18-1a through 18-1e, Impair,22
Degrade, or Eliminate Recreational Facilities and Activities:23

 If the substantial impairment, degradation, or elimination of recreational facilities occurs,24
replacement facilities of equal capacity and quality with ongoing funding provided for25
maintenance of these facilities.26

 New water supply, ecosystem restoration, and water quality facilities shall be located away from27
existing recreational sites, including historical towns, areas with developed areas to access or28
view recreational opportunities, and areas with high levels of recreational use, including public29
and private facilities, State and local parks, State and federal wildlife areas, marinas, and hunting30
clubs. If significant impacts cannot be avoided, existing facilities shall be relocated within the31
local area and ongoing funding for maintenance of these facilities shall be provided.32

 If degradation or impairment of recreational facilities, settings, and activities occur from33
implementation of water use efficient practices and water conservation measures at recreational34
areas, the park and recreation areas shall be redeveloped with drought-tolerant plant materials,35
water efficient irrigation systems, and synthetic turf substitutes where appropriate, in such a way36
as to retain recreational facilities and use areas.37

 If the volume of water exported from the Delta declines over multiple years, the lead agencies38
that implement local water supplies probably would not be able to develop a long-term39
replacement water supply for the surface water reservoirs. However, if feasible, reservoir storage40
operations criteria must be modified to increase the minimum amount of emergency stand-by41
storage water that remains in the reservoir to also provide water-based recreation. Also, if42
feasible, water allocations to water users must be modified to provide more surface water in the43
reservoirs for recreation and provide other water supplies for non-recreation water users. Access44
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facilities must be modified to accommodate lower water elevations or more frequent fluctuations1
in water elevations that could occur more frequently in the Proposed Project than under2
existing conditions.3

 Ecosystem restoration areas shall be located away from high-use recreational sites, if feasible.4
Design of the restoration areas shall consider methods to maintain access to adjacent areas or5
recreational areas that would be periodically inundated under restoration. Design of levee6
modifications to provide for inundation of restored areas also shall consider the possibility of7
using levee remnants to maintain meander channels that would facilitate recreational8
opportunities. If significant impacts to marinas, hunting clubs, and other recreational facilities9
cannot be avoided, the lead agency shall consider relocation of these facilities, if feasible.10

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,11
they reduce significant recreational impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these12
measures would reduce recreational impacts by locating new water supply, ecosystem, and water quality13
facilities away from existing recreational sites, and by modifying, redeveloping, or replacing existing14
recreational facilities. In some cases, it will not be feasible to locate new water supply, ecosystem15
restoration, or water quality facilities away from existing recreational sites. Moreover, as discussed above,16
with regard to noncovered actions, the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be17
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For18
these reasons, impacts on existing recreation facilities would remain significant.19

18.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 18-220

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 18-2a through e, Increase the Use21
of Existing Recreational Facilities Such That Substantial Physical Deterioration of the Facility Would22
Occur or Be Accelerated:23

 If substantial temporary or permanent impairment, degradation, or elimination of recreational24
facilities causes users to be directed towards other existing facilities, lead agencies shall25
coordinate with impacted public and private recreation providers to direct displaced users to26
under-utilized recreational facilities.27

 Lead agencies shall provide additional operations and maintenance of existing facilities in order28
to prevent deterioration of these facilities.29

 If possible, lead agencies shall provide temporary replacement facilities.30

 If the increase in use is temporary, once use is decreased back to existing conditions, degraded31
facilities shall be rehabilitated or restored.32

 Where impacts to existing facilities are unavoidable, compensate for impacts through mitigation,33
restoration, or preservation off-site or creation of additional permanent new34
replacement facilities.35

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,36
they reduce significant recreational impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these37
measures would reduce recreational impacts by directing displaced users to under-utilized recreational38
facilities, providing additional operations and maintenance of existing recreational facilities, providing39
temporary replacement facilities, and, if necessary, restoring, rehabilitating, or replacing existing40
recreational facilities. In some cases, it will not be feasible to direct displaced users to under-utilized41
facilities or to provide temporary replacement facilities. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to42
noncovered actions, the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the43
responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For these44
reasons, impacts on existing recreational facilities would remain significant.45
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18.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 18-31

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 18-3a through e, Require the2
Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities Which Might Have an Adverse Physical Effect on3
the Environment:4

 Projects shall be sited in areas that would have minimal adverse physical effect on5
the environment.6

 Where impacts to the environment are unavoidable, compensate for impacts through mitigation,7
restoration, or preservation off-site or creation of additional permanent new8
replacement facilities.9

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,10
they reduce significant recreational impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these11
measures would reduce recreational impacts by locating projects in such a manner as to minimize adverse12
physical effects on the environment, and by compensating for unavoidable impacts through mitigation,13
restoration, or preservation off-site or creation of additional facilities. In some cases, it will not be feasible14
to avoid adverse physical effects on the environment. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to15
noncovered actions, the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the16
responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For these17
reasons, impacts on recreational facilities would remain significant.18

18.5 References19

The Section 18.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.20

21
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Section 191

Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses transportation, traffic, and circulation, hereafter referred to as transportation. The discussion,4
below, cross-references Section 12 of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

19.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 19.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

19.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 19.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

19.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 19.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

19.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 19.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

19.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities, and therefore would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised22
Project could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects,23
including construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure.24

The precise magnitude and extent of project-specific impacts on the physical environment would depend25
on the type of action or project, its specific location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-26
specific factors that are undefined at the time of preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific27
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impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the1
time the projects are proposed for implementation.2

The assessment methods for transportation impacts are the same as described in Section 19.4.1,3
Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details are not4
available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-specific5
basis.6

19.4.2 Thresholds of Significance7

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 19.4.2, Thresholds of8
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.9

19.4.3 Issues Not Discussed in Further Detail10

As described in Section 19.4.3 Issues Not Discussed in Further Detail, of the Draft PEIR, The goals and11
objectives of the State-mandated (California Government Code section 65089) congestion management12
program (CMP) are aimed at reducing congestion on highways and roads in California. The CMP13
emphasizes travel demand measures to reduce the number of miles driven per capita, infrastructure14
improvements to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips, land use regulations to encourage the use of15
alternative modes of transportation instead of cars, and monitoring and enforcement of travel demand16
measure implementation by development projects. Short-term, construction-related impacts are not17
regulated by CMPs. While population growth may be indirectly induced through implementation of18
actions encouraged by the Revised Project, CMPs would be developed based on land use and population19
projections developed by the regional transportation agency in coordination with council of governments,20
the regional body responsible for coordinated regional growth. The Revised Project would not interfere21
with regional plans for orderly growth or with the implementation of CMPs by regional transportation22
authorities. Accordingly, no impact would occur, and potential conflicts with applicable CMPs are not23
discussed further.24

Neither the Revised Project nor the alternatives would affect air traffic patterns because no airport25
facilities are proposed as part of the project, and there would be no increase in demand for travel because26
neither the Revised Project nor the alternatives would generate new population that would increase27
demand for airport services. There is insufficient information available to estimate whether additional28
populations would increase user demand at a specific transportation facility or airport. Such an analysis29
would be highly speculative at this point in time. Although Delta ecosystem restoration could increase30
habitat for waterfowl and other avian species, there is insufficient information to determine whether31
restoration actions would be sufficiently close to a specific commercial airport to pose an increased risk of32
hazard.33

19.4.4 Revised Project34

19.4.4.1 Reliable Water Supply35

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the36
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction, and/or operation37
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as38
described in Section 19.4.4.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):39

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,40
hydroelectric facilities)41

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)42
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 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)1

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)2

 Water transfers3

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation4

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.5
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water6
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream7
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin8
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the9
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118, which could lead to improvements in10
groundwater management.11

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the12
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the13
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is14
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater15
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under16
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered17
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater18
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed19
Project.20

19.4.4.1.1 Impact 19-1a: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with an Applicable Plan,21

Ordinance, or Policy Establishing Measures of Effectiveness for the Performance of the22

Circulation System, Taking into Account All Modes of Transportation23

Effects of Project Construction24

Roadways25

Construction-related activities at sites for reliable water supply projects could result in temporary closures26
of federal, State, and local highways and bridges. Road or lane closures may be necessary for the27
installation of conveyance facilities to cross roads when jack and bore or tunneling may not be feasible or28
necessary. Roads may also need to be relocated outside of the inundation area of water storage projects.29
The import and export of fill material may require a substantial increase in the numbers of trucks at30
intersections and on road segments.31

These construction activities could lead to a substantial increase in traffic congestion such that the level of32
service at an intersection or road segment would be reduced below the minimum standard. If a roadway33
that is affected by construction traffic is a designated truck route, there may be a conflict between34
construction traffic and non-construction trucks if the trucks are not able to operate on the designated35
truck route during this period. Large trucks could substantially degrade road surfaces to the degree that36
repairs to the affected roadway would be required. These impacts would be temporary, during the37
construction period, prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions, as described for the38
Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.39

Transit40

The primary form of public transit in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use41
Delta water is bus service. Construction-related impacts from reliable water supply projects that result in42
increased traffic congestion due to road and lane closures and increased vehicle traffic could adversely43
affect transit service by causing delays. These delays would be temporary and limited to the construction44
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area, and would not affect large numbers of commuters. Detour routes would likely be established for use1
by transit vehicles if an alternate route is available.2

Railroads3

Construction-related impacts on railroads from reliable water supply projects would be similar to road and4
transit impacts because tracks and trestles may require temporary closures, especially during construction5
of pipelines or canals. Water supply reliability facilities are generally designed to avoid relocation of or6
permanent impacts on rail lines. Adverse effects of track closure would be temporary, and could require7
rerouting of passengers and freight. Rerouting trains could cause passenger and freight delays. These8
delays would be temporary, and would affect private freight companies and a small number of9
commuters.10

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries11

The construction of water supply reliability features would not be conducted in navigable waterways.12
Therefore, water supply reliability actions would have no impact on navigation.13

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities14

Construction-related impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities from implementing water supply15
reliability actions would be similar to the roadway impacts described above. Depending on the location of16
water supply reliability actions, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could be temporarily relocated or closed17
during construction. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are considered to be less than significant.18
However, complete closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for greater than 3 months could be considered19
a significant impact.20

Summary21

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction would be greater than the impacts22
under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed23
located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts associated with groundwater projects,24
by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project is not expected25
to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.26

It is possible that the transportation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less27
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of28
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that29
significant and unavoidable transportation impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water supply30
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable transportation31
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.1, Reliable Water32
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.33

Effects of Project Operation34

Roadways35

Operations of reliable water supply projects generally would not increase traffic or cause circulation36
problems at intersections or road segments, because either the projects and programs would not generate37
any traffic during peak-hour periods or they would involve a minor increase in the number of workers and38
minor truck traffic. It is possible that periodic truck trips will occur around treatment plants to deliver39
chemicals or haul sludge or brine waste.40

Transit41

Operations of reliable water supply projects would not result in additional demands on transit, because42
there would be no further construction activities related to reliable water supply projects during operations43
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and because operation of reliable water supply projects would not generate any traffic during peak-hour1
periods or they would involve a minor increase in the number of workers and minor truck traffic.2

Railroads3

Operations of reliable water supply projects would not result in additional demands on railroads, nor4
would they impair existing railroad efficiency because there would be no further construction activities5
related to reliable water supply projects during operations that would impair rail traffic and operation of6
reliable water supply projects would not generate any additional demands on railroads.7

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries8

Operations of reliable water supply projects would not affect navigable waters during operations, because9
there would be no major construction during operations. In addition, operation of reliable water supply10
projects would not generate additional demands on boating or delivery of supplies from navigable waters.11

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities12

Operations of reliable water supply projects would not significantly increase traffic or cause changes in13
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, because there would be no further construction activities related to14
reliable water supply projects during operations. In addition, operations of reliable water supply projects15
would not significantly increase traffic in a manner that could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic because16
they would involve a minor increase in the number of workers and minor truck traffic.17

Summary18

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with operation of reliable water supply projects would19
be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to the20
areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts21
associated with groundwater projects, by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project22
because the Revised Project is not expected to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.23

It is possible that the transportation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less24
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of25
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that26
significant and unavoidable transportation impacts could occur. One or more of the reliable water supply27
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable transportation28
impacts similar manner to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 19.4.4.1, Reliable Water Supply,29
of the Draft PEIR.30

Conclusion31

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the32
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential that increased traffic-33
related construction and operations activities would result in intersections or road segments operating34
below minimum applicable federal, State, and local level of service standards (e.g., when roads need to be35
closed temporarily for the installation of conveyance across the road) the potential impacts are considered36
significant.37

Transit delays would be temporary and localized and would not affect substantial numbers of commuters,38
and transit would be rerouted as necessary. Therefore, construction-related impacts resulting from the39
implementation of the reliable water supply projects would have a less than significant impact on transit.40
Operations of reliable water supply projects would result in no impacts to transit because operation of41
reliable water supply projects would involve a minor increase in the number of workers and minor truck42
traffic.43
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It is unlikely that rail lines would be relocated. Any possible track closures would be temporary and1
would cause only short-term delays. Therefore, construction-related impacts resulting from the2
implementation of the reliable water supply projects would have a less than significant impact on3
railroads. Operations of reliable water supply projects would result in no impacts to railroads because4
there would be no further construction activities related to reliable water supply projects during operations5
that would impair rail traffic, and operation of reliable water supply projects would not generate any6
additional demands on railroads.7

Construction of water supply reliability features probably would not take place in navigable waterways.8
Therefore, construction of water supply reliability actions would have no impact on navigation.9
Operations of reliable water supply projects also would result in no impacts to navigation because10
operation of reliable water supply projects would not generate additional needs on boating or delivery of11
supplies from navigable waters.12

Depending on the location of water supply reliability projects, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could be13
temporarily relocated or closed during construction. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are14
considered to be less than significant. However, closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for greater than 315
months could be significant. Operations of reliable water supply projects would result in no impacts to16
bicycle and pedestrian facilities because there would be no further construction activities related to17
reliable water supply projects during operations and operation of reliable water supply projects would not18
increase traffic that could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic because either the projects and programs19
would not generate any significant traffic during peak-hour periods or they would involve a minor20
increase in the number of workers and minor truck traffic.21

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water22
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised23
Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta, unlike the24
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of actions in the Delta25
watershed under the Revised Project, the overall adverse transportation impacts resulting from the26
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.27

19.4.4.1.2 Impact 19-2a: Potential Increase in Hazards Related to a Design Feature28

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation29

Transportation infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, railroads, and navigable waterways) could be affected30
by construction and operations of reliable water supply projects, as described under Impact 19-1a. Some31
of these projects could require the relocation of road segments and vehicular and railroad bridges, which32
could require substantial alterations in the horizontal and vertical alignments of the road segments and33
bridges. While specific locations of reliable water supply facilities are not known, reliable water supply34
projects would be implemented in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside of the Delta that use35
Delta water.36

Current engineering standards are based on design criteria to minimize hazards to the maximum amount37
practicable with respect to horizontal and vertical lines of site, adequate lane widths, shoulder widths, and38
guardrail safety devices. If the existing facilities are older and considered functionally or structurally39
obsolete, the construction activities could include replacement with functionally and structurally sound40
facilities designed to current standards. Federal, State, and local highway, road, pavement, and bridge41
design criteria would prevent construction of facilities that would not comply with the current design42
criteria. Because roads and bridges would be designed to meet the safety criteria existing at the time that43
the reliable water supply project is proposed, there is no potential for an increased hazard related to design44
of the feature during construction or operation of reliable water supply projects. The results of this impact45
analysis would similar manner as the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section46
19.4.4.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.47



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 19
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC, AND CIRCULATION

NOVEMBER 2012 19-7

Conclusion1

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the2
time reliable water supply projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because reliable water supply3
projects would be designed to meet the safety criteria existing at the time that the action is proposed, there4
is substantial evidence that this impact would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is based on the5
review of environmental analyses of similar projects and other, pertinent evidence cited in the Draft PEIR6
and this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible7
scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact8
would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to9
arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available10
information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.11

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water12
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised13
Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed14
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of actions in the Delta watershed15
under the Revised Project, the overall adverse transportation impacts resulting from the Revised Project16
would be greater than the Proposed Project, but still less than significant. The Revised Project’s17
impacts due to a potential increase in transportation hazards are thus effectively the same as the Proposed18
Project.19

19.4.4.1.3 Impact 19-3a: Potential Reduction in Adequate Emergency Access20

Effects of Project Construction21

Transportation infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, railroads, and navigable waterways) could be affected22
by construction of reliable water supply projects, as described under Impact 19-1a. Some of these projects23
could result in the need to temporarily close or relocate established emergency access routes during24
construction. Such disruptions could be resolved by ensuring that project sites remain accessible to25
emergency vehicles, or in extreme cases, by temporarily or permanently altering emergency access routes.26
Construction traffic or congestion near temporary closures also could delay response time for emergency27
vehicles. Emergency access routes primarily involve roadways, but also include boat access. The results28
of this impact analysis are similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section29
19.4.4.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.30

Effects of Project Operation31

Operations of reliable water supply projects generally would not increase traffic or cause circulation32
problems that would temporarily close or relocate emergency access routes during operations because33
operation of reliable water supply projects would not generate any significant traffic during peak-hour34
periods or they would involve a minor increase in the number of workers and minor truck traffic.35
Emergency access routes primarily involve roadways but also include boat access. The results of this36
impact analysis are similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.1,37
Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR38

Conclusion39

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the40
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for actions to41
interfere with emergency access on land or water (e.g., when the installation of a conveyance facility42
requires local road closure) during construction and operations, the potential impacts are considered43
significant.44

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water45
supply projects would be greater than impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project46



SECTION 19 RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC, AND CIRCULATION PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

19-8 NOVEMBER 2012

would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta, unlike the Proposed1
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of actions in the Delta watershed2
under the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts on emergency access resulting from the Revised3
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.4

19.4.4.1.4 Impact 19-4a: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with Adopted Policies,5

Plans, or Programs Regarding Bicycle or Pedestrian Facilities6

Effects of Project Construction7

Construction of reliable water supply projects could affect existing bicycle and pedestrian paths and trails,8
both those contiguous to roadways and within their own dedicated rights-of-way and those within9
established recreational areas, as described under Impact 19-1a. Implementation of reliable water supply10
actions could require the closure of these facilities for more than 3 months, thereby causing a conflict with11
bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans.12

Effects of Project Operation13

Operations of reliable water supply projects generally would not cause conflicts with bicycle or pedestrian14
facilities plans because there would be no further construction activities related to reliable water supply15
projects during operations and operation of reliable water supply projects would not increase traffic that16
could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic because either the projects and programs would not generate any17
significant traffic during peak-hour periods or they would involve a minor increase in the number of18
workers and minor truck traffic. The results of this impact analysis are similar to the impact analysis19
described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR20

Conclusion21

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the22
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for reliable water23
supply projects to conflict with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans for more than 3 months, the potential24
impacts are considered significant.25

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water26
supply projects would be greater than impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project27
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta, unlike the Proposed28
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and magnitude of actions in the Delta watershed29
under the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts on policies, plans or programs for bicycle30
transportation resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.31

19.4.4.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration32

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the33
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem, which could lead to completion, construction, and/or34
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as35
described in Section 19.4.4.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):36

 Floodplain restoration37
 Riparian restoration38
 Tidal marsh restoration39
 Stressor management40
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)41
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB42

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.43
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,44
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Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat1
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and potential2
locations for implementation.3

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands4
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an5
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of6
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the7
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.8

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including9
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance10
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy.11

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including12
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could13
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update14
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta15
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority16
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the17
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and18
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water19
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and20
improve water quality.21

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation22
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and23
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea24
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted25
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect the potential for transportation impacts26
because these modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs and regulations27
that prevent such impacts.28

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new29
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced30
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound31
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species32
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation33
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a34
program for mark and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and35
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs36
would not be expected to affect the potential for transportation impacts.37

19.4.4.2.1 Impact 19-1b: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with an Applicable Plan,38

Ordinance, or Policy Establishing Measures of Effectiveness for the Performance of the39

Circulation System, Taking into Account All Modes of Transportation40

Effects of Project Construction41

Roadways42

Construction-related activities at sites for Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the Revised Project43
could result in traffic and circulation similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 19.4.4.2,44
Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR. Roads may need to be relocated outside of the45
inundation area of floodplain restoration projects, causing new rerouted traffic at an intersection that is46
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not designed to accommodate the additional traffic. The export of fill material from levee degradation or1
modification may require a substantial increase in the numbers of trucks at rural intersections and on road2
segments that are not designed to accommodate increased levels of traffic.3

These construction activities could lead to a substantial increase in traffic congestion such that the level of4
service at an intersection or road segment would be reduced below the minimum standard. If a roadway5
that is affected by construction traffic is a designated truck route, there may be a conflict between6
construction traffic and non-construction trucks if the trucks are not able to operate on the designated7
truck route during this period. In addition, large trucks could substantially degrade road surfaces to the8
degree that repairs to the affected roadway would be required. These impacts would be temporary, during9
the construction period, prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions similar to those10
described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.11

Transit12

Construction-related impacts from Delta ecosystem restoration projects that result in increased traffic13
congestion due to increased vehicle traffic and temporary road relocations could adversely affect transit14
service by causing delays. These delays would be temporary and limited to the construction area, and15
would not affect large numbers of commuters. Detour routes would likely be established for use by the16
transit vehicles if an alternative route is available.17

Railroads18

Construction-related impacts on railroads from Delta ecosystem restoration projects would be similar to19
road and transit impacts. Ecosystem restoration facilities are generally designed to avoid temporary20
relocation or impacts on rail lines during construction.21

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries22

The construction of Delta ecosystem restoration features could include use of cofferdams, in-channel23
construction equipment including floating dredging equipment, and barge deliveries, which could24
temporarily obstruct vessel navigation. Restoration actions that could obstruct navigation include channel25
repair, operable gates installation, and levee degradation.26

Construction equipment such as pile drivers, barges, and dredges could obstruct boat passage during27
times of high boat traffic. Speed restrictions in construction areas could also cause boat traffic delays.28
Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged as part of the Revised Project would be required to29
comply with all requirements of the Rivers and Harbors Act that address placing obstructions or30
constructing structures in navigable waters; dredging or disposing of dredged materials; and completing31
excavation, filling, and channel reconstruction activities.32

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities33

Construction-related impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities from implementing Delta ecosystem34
restoration actions would be similar to the roadway impacts described above. Depending on the location35
of Delta ecosystem restoration actions, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could be temporarily relocated or36
closed during construction. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are considered to be less than37
significant. However, complete closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for greater than 3 months could be38
considered a significant impact.39

Summary40

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of Delta ecosystem restoration41
projects would be the same as under the Proposed Project.42

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to43
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration44
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Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result in1
transportation impacts during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than significant.2

It is possible that the transportation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less3
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of4
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that5
significant and unavoidable transportation impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem6
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable7
transportation impacts similar manner to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section8
19.4.4.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.9

Effects of Project Operation10

Roadways11

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not increase traffic or cause circulation12
problems at intersections or road segments because the projects and programs would not generate any13
traffic during peak-hour periods or result in an increase in the number of workers and related vehicle14
traffic. Roads may need to be relocated outside of the inundation area of floodplain restoration projects,15
causing new rerouted traffic at an intersection that is not designed to accommodate the additional traffic.16

Transit17

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not result in additional demands on transit18
because there would be no further construction activities during operation of Delta ecosystem restoration19
projects and operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not increase in the number of20
workers and related vehicle traffic.21

Railroads22

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects could have potential impacts on railroads similar to23
those described for roadways, with floodplain management actions resulting in floodwaters overtopping24
rail lines and eroding railroad base. Flooding and erosion related to operations of the projects encouraged25
by the Revised Project also could cause impacts on railroad service. The Delta ecosystem restoration26
projects would not generate any additional demands on use of railroads, however.27

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries28

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects could affect navigation in waterways and deep water29
channels. The design and installation of structures in or adjacent to navigable waters would be in30
accordance with current engineering standards and criteria. However, operation of some Delta ecosystem31
restoration projects could result in indirect effects that pose navigation hazards. Operations could cause32
accumulation of debris, including tree snags and other types of floating or submerged debris. Such an33
accumulation of debris may pose navigational hazards or cause damage to vessels in the channel.34
Operations may increase the accumulation of sediment that could form shoals or increase the size of35
existing shoals. In addition, malfunctions could expose boaters navigating in the channel to additional36
hazards, including increased water velocities or collisions with structures or other vessels.37

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities38

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not increase traffic or cause changes in bicycle39
and pedestrian facilities because there would be no further construction activities related to Delta40
ecosystem restoration projects during operations and operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects41
would not increase traffic that could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic.42
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Summary1

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects2
would be the same as the impacts under the Proposed Project.3

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to4
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration5
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result in6
transportation impacts during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than significant.7

It is possible that the transportation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less8
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of9
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that10
significant and unavoidable transportation impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta ecosystem11
restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable12
transportation impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.2, Delta13
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.14

Conclusion15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential that increased traffic-17
related construction activities would result in intersections or road segments operating below minimum18
applicable federal, State, and local level of service standards (e.g., when floodplain restoration requires a19
road relocation outside of the inundation area, causing new rerouted traffic at an existing intersection that20
is not designed to accommodate the additional traffic) the potential impacts are considered significant.21
Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would result in no impacts on roadways because22
operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not increase the number of workers and minor23
truck traffic.24

Transit delays would be temporary and localized, and would not affect substantial numbers of commuters,25
and transit would be rerouted as necessary. Therefore, construction-related impacts resulting from the26
implementation of the Delta ecosystem restoration projects would have a less than significant impact on27
transit. Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would result in no impacts on transit because28
operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not increase the number of workers and minor29
truck traffic.30

It is unlikely that rail lines would need to be relocated temporarily for Delta ecosystem restoration31
projects. Therefore, construction-related impacts resulting from the implementation of the Delta32
ecosystem restoration projects would have a less than significant impact on railroads. Operations of33
Delta ecosystem restoration projects could result in significant impact on railroads, because rail lines may34
need to be relocated or may be subject to erosion or floods if they are adjacent to wetlands.35

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the36
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, construction of Delta ecosystem restoration37
projects would take place in navigable waterways. Therefore, construction of Delta ecosystem restoration38
projects could have a significant impact on navigation. Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration39
projects also could result in significant impacts to navigation because operation of Delta ecosystem40
restoration projects could result in operations and maintenance activities in navigable waters. Therefore,41
the potential impacts to navigation during construction and operations of Delta ecosystem restoration42
projects are considered significant.43

Depending on the location of Delta ecosystem restoration actions, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could44
be temporarily relocated or closed during construction. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are45
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considered to be less than significant. However, closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for greater than 31
months could be significant. Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would result in no2
impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities, because there would be no further construction activities3
related to Delta ecosystem restoration projects during operations and because operations of Delta4
ecosystem restoration projects would not increase traffic that could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic.5

Under the Revised Project, the overall transportation impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be6
the same as the Proposed Project.7

19.4.4.2.2 Impact 19-2b: Potential Increase in Hazards Related to a Design Feature8

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation9

Transportation infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, railroads, and navigable waterways) could be affected10
by construction and operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including floodplain, riparian,11
tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive12
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure, as described under Impact 19-1b. Some13
of these projects could affect navigation in waterways and deep water channels.14

Installation, of structures in or adjacent to navigable waters would be required to be designed and15
constructed in accordance with current standards, Federal, State, and local criteria, which would prevent16
construction of facilities that would not comply with the current design criteria.17

Some restoration actions/activities could result in indirect effects that pose navigation hazards. Operations18
could cause accumulation of debris, including tree snags and other types of floating or submerged debris.19
Such an accumulation of debris may pose navigational hazards or damage to vessels navigating in the20
channel. Operations may increase the accumulation of sediment that could form shoals or increase the21
size of existing shoals. In addition, malfunctions could expose boaters navigating in the channel to22
additional hazards, including increased water velocities or collisions with structures or other vessels. The23
results of this impact analysis would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in24
Section 19.4.4.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.25

Conclusion26

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the27
time Delta ecosystem restoration projects are proposed by lead agencies. Although the Delta ecosystem28
restoration projects would be designed to meet the safety criteria existing at the time that the action is29
proposed, there is some potential for operations of ecosystem restoration actions to cause navigation30
hazards (e.g., when operations of operable gates cause the accumulation of debris), and the potential31
impacts are considered significant.32

Under the Revised Project, impacts due to a potential increase in transportation hazards would be the33
same as the Proposed Project.34

19.4.4.2.3 Impact 19-3b: Potential Reduction in Adequate Emergency Access35

Effects of Project Construction36

Transportation infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, railroads, and navigable waterways) could be affected37
by construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, as described under Impact 19-1b. Some of these38
projects could result in the need to temporarily close or relocate emergency access routes during39
construction. Such disruptions could be resolved by ensuring that project sites remain accessible to40
emergency vehicles, or in extreme cases, by temporarily or permanently altering emergency access routes.41
Construction traffic or congestion near temporary closures, could delay response time for emergency42
vehicles. Emergency access routes primarily involve roadways but also include boat access. The results of43
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this impact analysis are similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section1
19.4.4.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR2

Effects of Project Operation3

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and4
wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and5
modification of levees and associated infrastructure generally would not increase traffic or cause6
circulation problems that would temporarily close or relocate emergency access routes during operations,7
because operation of Delta ecosystem restoration projects would not increase the number of workers and8
related vehicle traffic. Emergency access routes primarily involve roadways but also include boat access.9
The results of this impact analysis are similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in10
Section 19.4.4.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR11

Conclusion12

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the13
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because construction activities related to14
floodplain restoration in remote locations in the Delta could result in the need to temporarily close or15
relocate emergency routes, delaying response time for emergency vehicles and limiting boat access, the16
potential impacts are considered significant.17

Under the Revised Project the overall impacts on emergency access would be the same as the Proposed18
Project.19

19.4.4.2.4 Impact 19-4b: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with Adopted Policies,20

Plans, or Programs Regarding Bicycle or Pedestrian Facilities21

Effects of Project Construction22

Construction of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and23
wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and24
modification of levees and associated infrastructure, could affect existing bicycle and pedestrian paths and25
trails, both those contiguous to roadways and within their own dedicated rights-of-way and those within26
established recreational areas, as described under Impact 19-1b. Implementation of Delta ecosystem27
restoration actions could require the closure of these facilities for more than 3 months, thereby causing a28
conflict with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans.29

Effects of Project Operation30

Operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh, and31
wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive species, and32
modification of levees and associated infrastructure generally would not cause conflicts with bicycle or33
pedestrian facilities plans because there would be no further construction activities related to Delta34
ecosystem restoration projects during operations and because operation of Delta ecosystem restoration35
projects would not increase traffic that could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic. The results of this impact36
analysis are similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.2, Delta37
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR38

Conclusion39

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the40
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for Delta ecosystem41
restoration projects to conflict with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans for more than 3 months, the42
potential impacts are considered significant.43
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Under the Revised Project the overall adverse impacts on policies, plans or programs for bicycle1
transportation would be the same as the Proposed Project.2

19.4.4.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place3

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the4
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place which could lead to completion,5
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as6
described in 19.4.4.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):7

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,8
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)9

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)10

The number and location of all most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this11
time. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State12
parks at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta. The Revised Project, unlike the13
Proposed Project, also would encourage funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State14
parks near Walnut Grove (Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park15
near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood Tract as potential projects to be implemented.16

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and17
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,18
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)19
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for20
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from21
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational22
resources.23

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 19.4.4.4,24
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.25

19.4.4.3.1 Impact 19-1c: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with an Applicable Plan,26
Ordinance, or Policy Establishing Measures of Effectiveness for the Performance of the27

Circulation System, Taking into Account All Modes of Transportation28

Effects of Project Construction29

Roadways30

Construction-related activities at sites for Delta enhancement projects under the Revised Project could31
affect traffic and circulation similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section32
19.4.4.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.33

These construction activities could lead to a substantial increase in traffic congestion such that the level of34
service at an intersection or road segment would be reduced below the minimum standard. If a roadway35
that is affected by construction traffic is a designated truck route, there may be a conflict between36
construction traffic and non-construction trucks if the trucks are not able to operate on the designated37
truck route during this period. In addition, large trucks could substantially degrade road surfaces to the38
degree that repairs to the affected roadway would be required. These impacts would be temporary, during39
construction period, prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions similar to those40
described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an41
Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.42
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Transit1

Construction-related impacts from Delta enhancement projects that result in increased traffic congestion2
due to increased vehicle traffic and temporary road relocations could adversely affect transit service by3
causing delays. These delays would be temporary and limited to the construction area, and would not4
affect large numbers of commuters. Detour routes would likely be established for use by the transit5
vehicles if an alternative route is available.6

Railroads7

Construction-related impacts on railroads from Delta enhancement projects would be similar to road and8
transit impacts. Delta enhancement facilities are generally designed to avoid temporary relocation or9
impacts on rail lines during construction.10

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries11

The construction of Delta enhancement projects that involve marinas could include use of floating12
dredging or pile driving equipment which could temporarily obstruct vessel navigation. Speed restrictions13
in construction areas could also cause boat traffic delays. Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the14
Revised Project would be required to comply with all requirements of the Rivers and Harbors Act that15
address placing obstructions or constructing structures in navigable waters; dredging or disposing of16
dredged materials; and completing excavation, filling, and channel reconstruction activities.17

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities18

Construction-related impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities from implementing Delta enhancement19
actions would be similar to the roadway impacts described above. Depending on the location of Delta20
enhancement actions, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could be temporarily relocated or closed during21
construction. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are considered to be less than significant.22
However, complete closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for greater than 3 months could be considered23
a significant impact.24

Summary25

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of Delta ecosystem restoration26
projects would be the same as under the Proposed Project.27

It is possible that the transportation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less28
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of29
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that30
significant and unavoidable transportation impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement31
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable transportation32
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.5, Protection and33
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.34

Effects of Project Operation35

Roadways36

Operations of Delta enhancement projects could increase traffic in the vicinity of recreational37
opportunities. The specific location of Delta enhancement sites and the number of visitor trips that would38
be generated are not known, and it is unknown whether the resulting traffic congestion would cause the39
level of service at an intersection or on road segments to be reduced below the minimum level of service40
standard. Therefore, Delta enhancement operations-related impacts on roadway levels of service cannot41
be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for42
implementation.43
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Transit1

Operations of Delta enhancement projects could increase traffic in the vicinity of recreational2
opportunities and cause transit delays periodically. The specific location of Delta enhancement sites and3
the number of visitor trips that would be generated are not known, and it is unknown whether the4
resulting traffic congestion would cause conflicts with transit. Therefore, Delta enhancement operations-5
related impacts on transit cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation6
measures would be available for implementation.7

Railroads8

Operations of Delta enhancement projects would not result in additional demands on railroads, nor would9
it impair existing railroad efficiency because operations of Delta enhancement projects are not expected to10
require railroad service, for example to deliver supplies. No increased demand due to passenger travel is11
expected because all Delta enhancement projects would not be located in proximity to rail passenger12
service facilities. The Delta enhancement projects would not generate any additional demands on13
railroads.14

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries15

Operations of Delta enhancement projects would not disrupt boating in navigable waters because there16
would be no major construction activities during operations of Delta enhancement projects. The Delta17
enhancement projects would not generate any additional demands on existing navigation facilities.18
Operation of Delta enhancement projects could generate additional demands on boating or delivery of19
supplies from navigable waters due to new or expanded marinas. The specific locations of new marinas20
are not known, and it is unknown whether the resulting traffic congestion would cause conflicts with21
navigation traffic. Therefore, Delta enhancement operations-related impacts on navigation cannot be22
accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be available for23
implementation.24

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities25

Operations of Delta enhancement projects could increase traffic in the vicinity of recreational26
opportunities and cause conflicts with bicycle and pedestrian facilities periodically. The specific location27
of Delta enhancement sites and the number of visitor trips that would be generated are not known, and it28
is unknown whether the resulting traffic congestion would cause conflicts with bicycle and pedestrian29
facilities. Therefore, Delta enhancement operations-related impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities30
cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be31
available for implementation.32

Summary33

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with operation of Delta enhancement projects would be34
the same as the impacts under the Proposed Project.35

It is possible that the transportation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less36
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of37
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that38
significant and unavoidable transportation impacts could occur. One or more of the Delta enhancement39
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable transportation40
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.5, Protection and41
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.42

Conclusion43

Project-level impacts during construction and operation of the Delta enhancement projects would be44
addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed45
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by lead agencies. However, because of the potential that traffic congestion at intersections or roadways1
(e.g., from additional traffic during construction or new trips generated by new retail and restaurant uses),2
would cause these facilities to operate below the minimum applicable federal, State, and local level of3
service standard, this potential impact is considered significant.4

Transit delays would be temporary and localized and would not affect substantial numbers of commuters,5
and transit would be rerouted temporarily as necessary for Delta enhancement projects. Therefore,6
construction-related impacts resulting from the implementation of the Delta enhancement projects would7
have a less than significant impact on transit. However, because of the potential that traffic congestion8
along roadways (e.g., from additional traffic during construction or new trips generated by new retail and9
restaurant uses) could cause conflicts with transit, this potential impact is considered significant.10

It is unlikely that rail lines would be relocated; therefore, construction-related impacts resulting from the11
implementation of the Delta enhancement projects would have a less than significant impact on12
railroads. Operations of Delta enhancement projects would result in no impacts on railroads.13

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the14
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, construction of Delta enhancement projects15
with new or modified marinas would take place in navigable waterways. Therefore, construction of Delta16
enhancement projects with new or modified marinas could have a significant impact on navigation.17
Operations of flood risk reduction projects also could result in significant impacts to navigation because18
increased boating traffic in navigable waters could occur due to the new or modified marinas. Therefore,19
the potential impacts to navigation during construction and operations of Delta enhancement projects with20
new or modified marinas are considered significant.21

Depending on the location of Delta enhancement actions, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could be22
temporarily relocated closed during construction. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are considered23
to be less than significant. However, complete closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for greater than 324
months could be significant. Because of the potential that traffic congestion (e.g., from additional traffic25
during construction or new trips generated by new retail and restaurant uses) could cause conflicts with26
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, this potential impact is considered significant.27

Given the potential for an increased number and size of Delta enhancement projects, specifically parks,28
under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse transportation impacts29
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.30

19.4.4.3.2 Impact 19-2c: Potential Increase in Hazards Related to a Design Feature31

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation32

Impacts from Delta enhancement project would be addressed in future site-specific environmental33
analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there is substantial34
evidence that the potential increase in hazards related to a design feature of Delta enhancement projects35
would be less-than significant, because the Delta enhancement projects are unlikely to require relocation36
of roads, bridges, railroads, and waterways, or changes in navigation. Therefore, there would be no37
increase in hazards related to the design of these features, similar to the Proposed Project, as described in38
Section 19.4.4.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Future39
project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a different conclusion; however,40
for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another41
finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.42

Conclusion43

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the44
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there is substantial evidence that Delta45
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enhancement project would increase hazards related to a design feature; therefore, there would no1
impact.2

Given the potential for an increased number and size of Delta enhancement projects, specifically parks,3
under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting4
from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project, but still less than significant. The5
Revised Project’s impacts due to a potential increase in hazards are thus effectively the same as the6
Proposed Project.7

19.4.4.3.3 Impact 19-3c: Potential Reduction in Adequate Emergency Access8

Effects of Project Construction9

Transportation infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, railroads, and navigable waterways) could be affected10
by construction of Delta enhancement projects, as described under Impact 19-1c. Some of these projects11
could result in the need to temporarily close or relocate emergency access routes during construction.12
Such disruptions could be resolved by ensuring that project sites remain accessible to emergency vehicles,13
or in extreme cases, by temporarily or permanently altering emergency access routes. Construction traffic14
or congestion near temporary closures, could delay response time for emergency vehicles. Emergency15
access routes primarily involve roadways but also include boat access. The results of this impact analysis16
are similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.5, Protection and17
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR18

Effects of Project Operation19

Operations of Delta enhancement projects could increase traffic in the vicinity of recreational20
opportunities. The specific location of Delta enhancement sites and the number of visitor trips that would21
be generated are not known, and it is unknown whether the resulting traffic congestion would affect22
emergency access routes during operations of Delta enhancement projects. Emergency access routes23
primarily involve roadways, but also include boat access. The results of this impact analysis are similar to24
the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.5, Protection and Enhancement of25
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.26

Conclusion27

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the28
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because construction activities related to29
Delta enhancement actions could result in the need to temporarily close or relocate emergency routes,30
delaying response time for emergency vehicles and limiting boat access, the potential impacts are31
considered significant.32

Given the potential for an increased number and size of Delta enhancement projects, specifically parks,33
under the Revised Project compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on emergency34
access from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.35

19.4.4.3.4 Impact 19-4c: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with Adopted Policies,36

Plans, or Programs Regarding Bicycle or Pedestrian Facilities37

Effects of Project Construction38

Construction of Delta enhancement projects, including recreational trails, community gateways and39
visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities, could affect existing bicycle and40
pedestrian paths and trails that are contiguous to roadways, within dedicated rights-of-way, or within41
established recreational areas, as described under Impact 19-1c. Construction of Delta enhancement42
projects could require the closure of bicycle and pedestrian facilities for more than 3 months, thereby43
causing a conflict with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans.44
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Effects of Project Operation1

Operations of Delta enhancement projects could increase traffic in the vicinity of recreational2
opportunities and periodically cause conflicts with bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The specific location3
of Delta enhancement sites and the number of visitor trips that would be generated are not known, and it4
is unknown whether the resulting traffic congestion would cause conflicts with bicycle and pedestrian5
facilities. Therefore, Delta enhancement operations-related impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities6
cannot be accurately determined, and it is uncertain whether feasible mitigation measures would be7
available for implementation.8

Conclusion9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time Delta enhancement projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for11
Delta enhancement projects to conflict with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans for more than 3 months,12
the potential impacts are considered significant.13

Given the potential for an increased number and size of Delta enhancement projects, specifically parks,14
under the Revised Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on policies,15
plans and programs for bicycle transportation resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than16
the Proposed Project.17

19.4.4.4 Water Quality Improvement18

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the19
Proposed Project to improve water quality, which could improve water quality including the following20
types of projects that lead to reduced constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment21
plants (as described in Section 19.4.4.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):22

 Water treatment plants23
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)24
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities25
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities26
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)27
 Wellhead treatment facilities28
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)29

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not30
known. The Revised Project, like Proposed Project, would encourage the Central Valley Drinking Water31
Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water Quality32
Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary; SWRCB/Central33
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan; completion of the34
regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total Maximum Daily35
Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley Pesticide TMDL36
and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments for selenium and37
methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project as potential projects to be38
implemented.39

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water40
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in41
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised42
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for43
other water quality criteria and objectives.44
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19.4.4.4.1 Impact 19-1d: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with an Applicable Plan,1

Ordinance, or Policy Establishing Measures of Effectiveness for the Performance of the2

Circulation System, Taking into Account All Modes of Transportation3

Effects of Project Construction4

Roadways5

Construction-related activities at sites for water quality improvement projects under the Revised Project6
could affect traffic and circulation similar to impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section7
19.4.4.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.8

These construction activities could lead to a substantial increase in traffic congestion such that the level of9
service at an intersection or road segment would be reduced below the minimum standard. If a roadway10
that is affected by construction traffic is a designated truck route, there may be a conflict between11
construction traffic and non-construction trucks if the trucks are not able to operate on the designated12
truck route during this period. Large trucks could substantially degrade road surfaces to the degree that13
repairs to the affected roadway would be required. These impacts would be temporary, during14
construction period, prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions, as described for the15
Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.16

Transit17

Construction-related impacts from water quality improvement projects that result in increased traffic18
congestion due to increased vehicle traffic could adversely affect transit service by causing delays. These19
delays would be temporary and localized to the construction area, thereby not affecting large numbers of20
commuters. Detour routes would likely be available to the transit provider.21

Railroads22

Construction-related impacts on railroads from water quality improvement projects would be similar to23
road and transit impacts. Water quality improvement projects are generally designed to avoid relocation24
or permanent impacts on rail lines during construction.25

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries26

The construction of water quality improvement projects would not be conducted in navigable waterways.27
Therefore, water quality improvement actions would have no impact on navigation.28

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities29

Construction-related impacts from implementing water quality improvement projects on bicycle and30
pedestrian facilities would be similar to the roadway impacts described above. Depending on the location31
of water quality improvement actions, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could require temporary relocation32
or complete removal of such facilities. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are considered to be less33
than significant. However, complete closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for greater than 3 months34
could be considered a significant impact.35

Summary36

It is possible that transportation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than37
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects38
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant39
and unavoidable transportation impacts could occur. One or more of the water quality improvement40
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable transportation41
impacts similar manner to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.3, Water42
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.43
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Effects of Project Operation1

Roadways2

Operations of water quality improvement projects would not increase traffic or cause circulation problems3
at intersections or road segments because the projects and programs would not generate any significant4
traffic during peak-hour periods due to a minor increase in the number of workers and related vehicle5
traffic.6

Transit7

Operations of water quality improvement projects would not result in additional demands on transit8
because there would be no further construction activities during operation of water quality improvement9
projects and operation of water quality improvement projects would not generate any significant traffic10
during peak-hour periods due to a minor increase in the number of workers and related vehicle traffic.11

Railroads12

Operations of water quality improvement projects would not result in additional demands on railroads,13
nor would it impair existing railroad efficiency because there would be no further construction activities14
related to water quality improvement projects during operations that would impair rail traffic and15
operation of water quality improvement projects would not generate any additional demands on railroads.16

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries17

Operations of water quality improvement projects would not affect navigable waters during operations,18
because there would be no major construction during operations. In addition, operation of water quality19
improvement projects would not generate additional demands on boating or delivery of supplies from20
navigable waters.21

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities22

Operations of water quality improvement projects would not significantly increase traffic or cause23
changes in bicycle or pedestrian facilities, because there would be no further construction activities24
related to water quality improvement projects during operations. In addition, operations of water quality25
improvement projects would not significantly increase traffic in a manner that could affect bicycle or26
pedestrian traffic because they would involve a minor increase in the number of workers and minor truck27
traffic.28

Summary29

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the30
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there is substantial evidence that this impact31
would not occur and there would no impact in a similar manner as those impacts described for the32
Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential that traffic36
congestion at intersections or roadways during construction would cause these facilities to operate below37
the minimum applicable federal, State, and local level of service standard, this potential impact is38
considered significant. Operations of water quality improvement projects would result in no impacts on39
roadways.40

Transit delays would be temporary and localized and would not affect substantial numbers of commuters,41
and transit would be rerouted as necessary. Therefore, construction-related impacts resulting from the42
implementation of the water quality improvement projects would have a less than significant impact on43
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transit. Operations of water quality improvement projects would result in no impacts on transit because1
operation of water quality improvement projects would involve a minor increase in the number of2
workers and minor truck traffic..3

It is unlikely that rail lines would need to be relocated, temporarily, for construction of water quality4
improvement projects. Therefore, construction-related impacts resulting from the implementation of the5
water quality improvement projects would have a less than significant impact on railroads. Operations of6
water quality improvement projects would result in no impacts on railroads.7

Construction of water quality improvement features probably would not take place in navigable8
waterways. Therefore, construction of water quality improvement actions would have no impact on9
navigation. Operations of water quality improvement projects also would result in no impacts to10
navigation because operation of water quality improvement projects would not generate additional needs11
on boating or delivery of supplies from navigable waters.12

Depending on the location of water quality improvement actions, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could13
be temporarily relocated or closed during construction. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are14
considered to be less than significant. However, complete closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for15
greater than 3 months could be significant. There would be no impact during operations to bicycle and16
pedestrian facilities, because there would be no further construction activities related to water quality17
improvement projects during operations and operations of water quality improvement projects would not18
increase traffic that could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic.19

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement projects under the Revised20
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised21
Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project.22

19.4.4.4.2 Impact 19-2d: Potential Increase in Hazards Related to a Design Feature23

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation24

Impacts from water quality improvement projects would be addressed in future site-specific25
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there26
is substantial evidence that this impact would not occur because the water quality improvement projects27
would likely not result in relocation of roads, bridges, railroads, and waterways or changes in navigation.28
Therefore, there would be no increase in hazards related to the design of these features in a similar29
manner as those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.3, Water Quality30
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to31
arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available32
information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.33

Conclusion34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, there is no substantial evidence that this36
impact would occur and there would be no impact.37

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement projects under the Revised38
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts due to potential increase in39
transportation hazards resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project but40
still no impact. The Revised Project’s impacts due to potential increase in transportation hazards are thus41
effectively the same as under Proposed Project.42
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19.4.4.4.3 Impact 19-3d: Potential Reduction in Adequate Emergency Access1

Effects of Project Construction2

Transportation infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, railroads, and navigable waterways) could be affected3
by construction of water quality improvement projects as described under Impact 19-1d. Some of these4
projects could result in the need to temporarily close or relocate emergency routes during construction.5
Such disruptions could be resolved by ensuring that project sites remain accessible to emergency vehicles,6
or in extreme cases, by temporarily or permanently altering emergency access routes. Construction traffic7
or congestion near temporary closures, could delay response time for emergency vehicles. Emergency8
access routes primarily involve roadways but also include boat access. The results of this impact analysis9
are similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.3, Water Quality10
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR11

Effects of Project Operation12

Operations of water quality improvement projects, including treatment plants and conveyance facilities13
(pipelines and pumping plants) generally would not increase traffic or cause circulation problems that14
would temporarily close or relocate emergency access routes during operations because operation of15
water quality improvement projects would not generate any significant traffic during peak-hour periods or16
increase the number of workers and related vehicle traffic. The emergency routes primarily involve17
roadways but also include boat access. The results of this impact analysis would similar to the impact18
analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft19
PEIR20

Conclusion21

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the22
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because construction activities related to23
water quality improvement actions could result in the need to temporarily close or relocate emergency24
routes, delaying response time for emergency vehicles and limiting boat access, the potential impacts are25
considered significant.26

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement projects under the Revised27
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on emergency access resulting28
from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.29

19.4.4.4.4 Impact 19-4d: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with Adopted Policies,30

Plans, or Programs Regarding Bicycle or Pedestrian Facilities31

Effects of Project Construction32

Construction of water quality improvement projects, including treatment plants and conveyance facilities33
(pipelines and pumping plants), could affect existing bicycle and pedestrian paths and trails, both those34
contiguous to roadways and within their own dedicated rights-of-way and those within established35
recreational areas, as described under Impact 19-1d.36

Implementation of water quality improvement projects could require the closure of these facilities for37
more than 3 months, thereby causing a conflict with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans.38

Effects of Project Operation39

Operations of water quality improvement projects generally would not cause conflicts with bicycle or40
pedestrian facilities plans, because there would be no further construction activities related to water41
quality improvement projects during operations and because operation of water quality improvement42
projects would not increase traffic that could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic. The results of this impact43



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 19
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT TRANSPORTATION, TRAFFIC, AND CIRCULATION

NOVEMBER 2012 19-25

analysis would similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.3,1
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR2

Conclusion3

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the4
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for water quality5
improvement projects to conflict with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans for more than 3 months, the6
potential impacts are considered significant.7

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement projects under the Revised8
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on policies, plans and programs9
for bicycle transportation resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.10

19.4.4.5 Flood Risk Reduction11

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the12
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described13
in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):14

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)15
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)16
 Levee maintenance17
 Levee modification18
 Dredging19
 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies20
 Reservoir reoperation21

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.22
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship23
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-24
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR) as potential25
projects to be implemented.26

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the27
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta28
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the29
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised30
Project The Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments31
with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses and less32
emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities, transportation, and33
ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this Recirculated Draft34
PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within the Delta than the35
Proposed Project.36

19.4.4.5.1 Impact 19-1e: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with an Applicable Plan,37

Ordinance, or Policy Establishing Measures of Effectiveness for the Performance of the38

Circulation System, Taking into Account All Modes of Transportation39

Effects of Project Construction40

Roadways41

Construction-related activities at sites for flood risk reduction projects under the Revised Project could42
result in traffic and circulation similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood43
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Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Construction of levees could result in closure or relocation of levee1
roads in the Delta.2

These construction activities could lead to a substantial increase in traffic congestion such that the level of3
service at an intersection or road segment would be reduced below the minimum standard. If a roadway4
that is affected by construction traffic is a designated truck route, there may be a conflict between5
construction traffic and non-construction trucks if the trucks are not able to operate on the designated6
truck route during this period. Large trucks could substantially degrade road surfaces to the degree that7
repairs to the affected roadway would be required. These impacts would be temporary,during the8
construction period, prior to restoration of the sites to pre-construction conditions, similar to those9
described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.10

Transit11

Construction-related impacts from flood risk reduction projects that result in increased traffic congestion12
due to increased vehicle traffic and temporary road relocations could adversely affect transit service by13
causing delays. These delays would be temporary and limited to the construction area, and would not14
affect large numbers of commuters. Detour routes would likely be established for use by the transit15
vehicles if an alternative route is available.16

Railroads17

Construction-related impacts on railroads from flood risk reduction projects would be similar to road and18
transit impacts. Flood risk reduction facilities are generally designed to avoid temporary relocation or19
impacts on rail lines during construction.20

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries21

The construction of flood risk reduction projects could include use of cofferdams, in-channel construction22
equipment including floating dredging equipment, and barge deliveries, which could temporarily obstruct23
vessel navigation. Erosion repair is an example of a levee improvement action that could obstruct24
navigation.25

Construction equipment, such as pile drivers, barges, and dredges, could obstruct boat passage during26
times of high boat traffic. Speed restrictions in construction areas could also cause boat traffic delays.27
Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be required to comply with all28
requirements of the Rivers and Harbors Act that address placing obstructions or constructing structures in29
navigable waters; dredging or disposing of dredged materials; and completing excavation, filling, and30
channel reconstruction activities.31

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities32

Construction-related impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities from implementing flood risk reduction33
actions would be similar to the roadway impacts described above. Depending on the location of flood risk34
reduction actions, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could be temporarily relocated or closed during35
construction. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are considered to be less than significant.36
However, complete closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for greater than 3 months could be considered37
a significant impact.38

Summary39

It is possible that transportation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than40
significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of projects41
encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant42
and unavoidable transportation impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction projects43
encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable transportation impacts44
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similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the1
Draft PEIR.2

Effects of Project Operation3

Roadways4

Operations of flood risk reduction projects under the Revised Project, including maintenance of levees5
and floodplains, could affect traffic and circulation similar to those impacts described for the Proposed6
Project in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.7

These activities could periodically lead to a substantial increase in traffic congestion such that the level of8
service at an intersection or road segment would be reduced below the minimum standard. These impacts9
would be similar to construction impacts described above for flood risk reduction projects, and temporary10
in nature similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of11
the Draft PEIR.12

Transit13

Operations of flood risk reduction projects under the Revised Project, including maintenance of levees14
and floodplains, could periodically result in increased traffic congestion due to increased vehicle traffic15
and temporary road relocations, and could adversely affect transit service by causing delays. These delays16
would be temporary and limited to the construction area, and would not affect large numbers of17
commuters. Detour routes would likely be established for use by the transit vehicles if an alternative route18
is available.19

Railroads20

Operations of flood risk reduction projects would not result in additional demands on railroads, nor would21
it impair existing railroad efficiency because there would be no need to relocate or impact rail lines during22
operations.23

Navigation, Ports, Waterways, and Ferries24

The use of cofferdams, the use of in-channel construction equipment including floating dredging25
equipment, and barge deliveries during construction of flood risk reduction actions, such as levee26
maintenance, could temporarily obstruct vessel navigation in a similar manner as those impacts described27
for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. Erosion repair is28
an example of a levee improvement action that could obstruct navigation during operations.29

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities30

Operations of flood risk reduction projects could periodically cause temporary impacts on bicycle and31
pedestrian paths. However, these impacts would be temporary. The flood risk reduction projects would32
not increase traffic or cause changes in bicycle and pedestrian facilities.33

Summary34

It is possible that the transportation impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less35
than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of many aspects of36
projects encouraged by the Revised Project are not currently known, however, and it is possible that37
significant and unavoidable transportation impacts could occur. One or more of the flood risk reduction38
projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and unavoidable transportation39
impacts similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk40
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.41
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Conclusion1

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the2
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential that traffic3
congestion at intersections or roadways during construction and operation of flood risk reduction projects4
would cause these facilities to operate below the minimum applicable federal, State, and local level of5
service standard, this potential impact is considered significant.6

Transit delays would be temporary and localized and would not affect substantial numbers of commuters,7
and transit would be rerouted as necessary. Therefore, construction-related impacts resulting from the8
implementation of the flood risk reduction projects would have a less than significant impact on transit.9
Operations of flood risk reduction projects would result in no impacts on transit because operation of10
flood risk reduction projects would involve a minor increase in the number of workers and minor truck11
traffic.12

It is unlikely that rail lines would be relocated, construction-related impacts resulting from the13
implementation of the flood risk reduction projects. Therefore, construction-related impacts resulting14
from flood risk reduction projects would have a less than significant impact on railroads. Operations of15
flood risk reduction projects would result in no impacts on railroads because the flood risk reduction16
projects would not generate additional demands for rail lines or require relocation of the rail lines.17

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the18
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, construction of flood risk reduction projects19
would take place in navigable waterways. Therefore, construction of flood risk reduction projects could20
have a significant impact on navigation. Operations of flood risk reduction projects also could result in21
significant impacts to navigation because operation of flood risk reduction projects could result in22
operations and maintenance activities in navigable waters. Therefore, the potential impacts to navigation23
during construction and operations of flood risk reduction projects are considered significant.24

Depending on the location of flood risk reduction actions, bicycle and pedestrian facilities could be25
temporarily relocated or closed during construction. Temporary impacts of less than 3 months are26
considered to be less than significant. However, closure of bicycle and pedestrian paths for greater than 327
months could be significant. Operations of flood risk reduction projects would result in no impacts on28
bicycle and pedestrian facilities because there would be no further construction activities related to flood29
risk reduction projects during operations, and operations of flood risk reduction projects would not30
increase traffic that could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic.31

Given the potential for a reduction in flood risk reduction projects under the Revised Project compared to32
the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on transportation resources resulting from the Revised33
Project would be less than the Proposed Project.34

19.4.4.5.2 Impact 19-2e: Potential Increase in Hazards Related to a Design Feature35

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation36

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the37
time flood risk reduction projects are proposed by lead agencies. Although the flood risk reduction38
projects would be designed to meet the safety criteria existing at the time that the action is proposed there39
is potential for construction and operations of flood risk reduction projects to cause navigation hazards.40

Conclusion41

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the42
time flood risk reduction projects are proposed by lead agencies. Although the flood risk reduction43
projects would be designed to meet the safety criteria existing at the time that the action is proposed there44
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is potential for construction and operations of flood risk reduction projects to cause navigation hazards,1
and the potential impacts are considered significant.2

Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project3
compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts due to a potential increase in transportation4
hazards resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.5

19.4.4.5.3 Impact 19-3e: Potential Reduction in Adequate Emergency Access6

Effects of Project Construction7

Transportation infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, railroads, and navigable waterways) could be affected8
by construction of flood risk reduction projects, as described under Impact 19-1e. Some of these projects9
could result in the need to temporarily close or relocate emergency routes during construction. Such10
disruptions could be resolved by ensuring that project sites remain accessible to emergency vehicles, or in11
extreme cases, by temporarily or permanently altering emergency access routes. Construction traffic or12
congestion near temporary closures, could delay response time for emergency vehicles. Emergency access13
routes primarily involve roadways but also include boat access. The results of this impact analysis are14
similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk15
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR16

Effects of Project Operation17

Operations of flood risk reduction projects generally would not increase traffic or cause circulation18
problems that would temporarily close or relocate emergency access routes during operations, because19
operation of flood risk reduction projects would not generate any significant traffic during peak-hour20
periods or increase the number of workers and related vehicle traffic. Emergency access routes primarily21
involve roadways but also include boat access. The results of this impact analysis are similar to the impact22
analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR23

Conclusion24

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the25
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because construction activities related to26
flood risk reduction actions could result in the need to temporarily close or relocate emergency routes,27
delaying response time for emergency vehicles and limiting boat access, the potential impacts are28
considered significant.29

Given the potential for a reduction in the number of flood risk reduction projects under the Revised30
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on emergency access resulting31
from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.32

19.4.4.5.4 Impact 19-4e: Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with Adopted Policies,33

Plans, or Programs Regarding Bicycle or Pedestrian Facilities34

Effects of Project Construction35

Construction of flood risk reduction projects, including levees and operable barriers along the levees,36
levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from channels,37
could affect existing bicycle and pedestrian paths and trails, both those contiguous to roadways and within38
their own dedicated rights-of-way and those within established recreational areas, as described under39
Impact 19-1e. Implementation of flood risk reduction projects could require the closure of these facilities40
for more than 3 months, thereby causing a conflict with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans.41
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Effects of Project Operation1

Operations of flood risk reduction projects, including levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee2
maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from channels3
generally would not cause conflicts with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans, because there would be no4
further construction activities during operations and operation of flood risk reduction projects which5
would increase traffic that could affect bicycle or pedestrian traffic. The results of this impact analysis are6
similar to the impact analysis described for the Proposed Project in Section 19.4.4.4, Flood Risk7
Reduction, of the Draft PEIR8

Conclusion9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, because of the potential for flood risk11
reduction projects to conflict with bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans for more than 3 months, the12
potential impacts are considered significant.13

Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as14
compared to the Proposed Project, the potential for flood risk reduction projects to conflict with bicycle or15
pedestrian facilities under the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.16

19.4.4.6 Mitigation Measures17

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 19-1 through 19-4 of18
the Proposed Project, as described in Section 19.4.4.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and19
summarized below.20

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for21
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts as22
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the23
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would24
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.25

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,26
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be27
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.28
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the29
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, the significant30
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.31

19.4.4.6.1 Mitigation Measure 19-132

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 19-1a through e, Construction- and33
Operations-related Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Ordinance, or Policy Establishing Measures of34
Effectiveness for the Performance of the Circulation System, Taking into Account All Modes of35
Transportation:36

 Avoid modifications to federal, State, and county highways, local roadways, and bridges that may37
reduce vehicle capacity, to the extent feasible.38

 Develop and implement a traffic control plan to reduce effects of roadway construction activities,39
including full and partial lane closures, bicycle and pedestrian facility closures, and reduced40
access to adjacent properties. Minimize lane closures during morning and evening peak hours.41
Limit lane closures near the affected segment. Reroute bicycle and pedestrian access around the42
project area. Prevent bicyclists and pedestrians from entering the work area.43
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 For project operations that increase traffic, prepare a traffic study. Determine haul routes that1
would be used. Evaluate the levels of service at affected intersections and road segments during2
the peak a.m. and peak p.m. periods. Model changes in traffic with project traffic. If the level of3
service is maintained at levels acceptable to the appropriate agency, then no additional mitigation4
is required. If project traffic causes an intersection or road segment to perform below the5
minimum level of service standard, then select an alternate route for project traffic or schedule6
project trips for non-peak-hour periods. If alternate routes are not feasible, then design and7
construct facility improvements to intersections or road segments to maintain the acceptable level8
of service.9

 For roads that will be flooded during floodplain operation, prepare and implement vehicular10
traffic detour planning as necessary. Provide convenient and parallel vehicular traffic detours for11
routes closed because of inundation. A detour plan shall be prepared and implemented in12
accordance with current Caltrans Standard Plans and Specifications. (A temporary crossing13
structure, for example at Bailey Bridge, may be used to maintain circulation and avoid a detour14
plan.) The detour plan shall be implemented before roadway inundation.15

The detour plan will include an assessment of existing roadway conditions, whether paved or16
unpaved, and provisions for repair and maintenance if the roadway conditions are substantially17
degraded from increased use. After the detour route is identified and before flood flows are18
released that would overtop roads, the condition of the detour road surface will be assessed and19
documented. The documentation will be submitted to the local agency responsible for20
maintenance of the road. After the detour is no longer needed, the condition of the road surface21
will be assessed and documented. The documentation will identify substantial changes in the22
condition of the road surface, such as potholing or rutting. Repair and maintenance actions23
needed to restore the road surface to predetour conditions will be identified. In coordination with24
the local maintenance agency, the repair and maintenance actions may be conducted by the25
agency conducting the floodplain operation or by the local maintenance agency to be26
proportionately reimbursed by the flood management authority.27

The detour plan will prioritize paved roads for use as detour routes. If use of paved roadway28
detours is not feasible during flood flow road inundation periods, the detour plan will require that29
visible dust emissions from unpaved detour routes will be limited to the percent opacity indicated30
by the appropriate air pollution control district. The following dust control measures may be used31
to stabilize unpaved roadways:32

 Watering33
 Uniform layer of washed gravel34
 Roadmix35
 Paving36

Any other method that can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the appropriate air pollution37
control district that effectively limits visible dust emission to the local percent opacity standard38
and meets the conditions of a stabilized unpaved road.39

 Traffic impact reports shall be prepared that meet the applicable agencies’ standards to assess40
potential impacts on appropriate street segments and intersections. The traffic impact reports shall41
identify impacts that exceed the agencies’ guidelines for significance and identify appropriate42
mitigation. Acceptable mitigation measures may include:43

 Turn restrictions44

 Roadway widening to add lanes or shoulders45
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 Redesign of freeway on- and off-ramps1

 Median construction/modification to restrict access2

 Flaring of intersections to add turn lanes3

 Provision of passing lanes or turnouts4

 Acceleration and deceleration lanes5

 Removal of obstructions6

 Roundabouts7

 Restriping to add lanes with or without parking removal and restrictions8

 Protected left-turn pockets or free right-turn lanes9

 Parking restrictions, daily or during peak hours10

 Fair share contributions to approved projects identified in the agency’s Capital Improvement11
Plan12

 Fair share contributions to traffic signals identified in the agency’s traffic signal plan13

 Prepare and implement a waterway traffic control plan to ensure safe and efficient vessel14
navigation during construction in waterways. The plan shall identify vessel traffic control15
measures to minimize congestion and navigation hazards to the extent feasible. Construction16
areas in the waterway will be barricaded or guarded by readily visible barriers or other effective17
means to warn boaters of their presence and restrict access. Warning devices and signage will be18
consistent with the California Uniform State Waterway Marking System and effective during19
nondaylight hours and periods of dense fog.20

 Where temporary partial channel closure is necessary, a temporary channel closure plan shall be21
developed. The waterway closure plan will identify and implement alternate detour routing and22
procedures for notifying boaters of construction activities and partial closures, including23
coordination with the U.S. Coast Guard, local boating organizations and marinas.24

 To the extent feasible, ensure that safe boat access to public launch and docking facilities,25
businesses, and residences is maintained.26

 Coordinate with transit system operators to establish appropriate alternate transit system routes to27
be rerouted during construction activities, as appropriate.28

 Boat passage facilities shall be provided as an integral component of operable gate facilities,29
when feasible. Boat passage facilities shall be designed to provide uninterrupted boat passage30
when gate are in the “up” position. Floating docks with mooring bits shall be provided along the31
shoreline on both sides of the boat passage facility for boaters to use while they await passage.32
Floating barriers will guide boats into the passage facility chambers.33

 Implement a program to provide boater education on procedures for waiting at and using the boat34
passage facility.35

 Minimize impacts on bicycle and pedestrian circulation where feasible by avoiding impacts,36
minimizing closure of paths, and providing for temporary or permanent relocation of the facility37
to the extent feasible. Consult with the appropriate public works department to determine the38
most feasible alignment for facility relocation.39
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These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of construction projects. In many cases,1
they reduce significant construction-related transportation-related impacts to less than significant levels.2
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the significance of traffic impacts by3
controlling traffic through construction sites during construction and maintaining access through4
construction sites. These measures provide for a waterway traffic control plan for in-water construction5
work to ensure safe passage of vessels around project sites similar to traffic control plans for area roads6
and intersections. The measures mitigate for impacts during project operations by constructing facility7
improvements, such as left turn lanes, to maintain acceptable levels of service and by rerouting traffic8
when a levee road may be closed due to flooding from floodplain operations. The mitigation measures9
minimize impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities by replacing facilities that may require removal for10
project construction.11

In cases when road closures or truck traffic cause intersections or road segments to operated below the12
agency’s minimum level of service standard, or when traffic engineering solutions to improve level of13
service at intersections or road segments are not feasible due to the cost of improvements relative cost of14
the project as a whole, construction- and operations-related traffic impacts would remain significant.15

19.4.4.6.2 Mitigation Measure 19-216

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 19-2a through e, Potential Increase17
in Hazards Related to a Design Feature:18

 Develop and implement a program that will include procedures for routine inspections and19
emergency facility operation to allow safe navigation should the facility become damaged or20
malfunction. The program will include the following specific components:21

 Routine inspections and correction procedures to ensure that facility safety features are in22
good working order.23

 Routine inspections and correction procedures for navigational hazards around facilities,24
including floating or submerged debris and the formation of shoals.25

 Contingency and emergency operating procedures to address the possibility that a boat26
colliding with the flow control facilities will damage the facilities or otherwise render them27
unable to operate as engineered, and provisions to allow safe navigation.28

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects that potentially involve29
hazards to navigation. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce, to less than significant30
levels in many cases, navigation hazards related to the design and installation of facilities in waters by31
routinely inspecting facilities to identify hazards and fixing them. These measures also provide32
contingency procedures for emergency situations to avoid navigation hazards during emergency work.33
Navigation hazards cannot be completely eliminated because the bottom of waterways is not always34
visible and submerged debris can accumulate without being seen; therefore, the potential navigation35
hazard would remain significant.36

19.4.4.6.3 Mitigation Measure 19-337

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 19-3a through e, Potential38
Reduction in Adequate Emergency Access:39

 Coordinate with responsible local agencies to establish appropriate emergency routes during40
construction activities and before existing emergency routes are reclassified to a nonemergency41
route use.42

 Phase construction activities, and use multiple routes to and from offsite locations to minimize43
the daily amount of traffic on individual roadways.44
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 Post warnings about the potential presence of slow-moving vehicles.1

 Use traffic-control personnel when appropriate.2

 Place and maintain barriers, and install traffic-control devices necessary for safety, as specified in3
Caltrans’ Manual of Traffic Controls for Construction and Maintenance Work Zones and in4
accordance with city and county requirements.5

 Notify appropriate emergency service providers of project construction throughout the6
construction period to ensure that emergency access through construction areas is maintained.7

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. In many cases, they reduce8
significant construction-related transportation-related impacts to emergency access to less than significant9
levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize impacts on emergency access10
through coordination with emergency service providers and maintaining through traffic to the extent11
practicable. In cases where roadways must be closed completely and provide the only means of12
emergency access allowing standard response times, there would remain a significant impact on13
emergency access because emergency service response times could exceed the agency’s level of service14
standard.15

19.4.4.6.4 Mitigation Measure 19-416

The following mitigation measure would reduce the effects of Impact 19-4a through e, Construction- and17
Operations-related Conflict with Adopted Policies, Plans, or Programs Regarding Bicycle or Pedestrian18
Facilities:19

 Implement Mitigation Measure 19-1, above. The portion of the measure that addresses20
minimizing impacts on bicycle and pedestrian circulation also would apply to Impact 19-4a21
through e.22

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects. Implementation of this23
mitigation measure would reduce, to less than significant levels in many cases, conflicts with bicycle and24
pedestrian facilities planning by (a) minimizing or avoiding temporary closures during construction and25
(b) replacing facilities that may need to be removed by the project. In cases where relocating bicycle or26
pedestrian facilities is not feasible because the cost of replacement is prohibitive relative to the overall27
cost of the project, the project could conflict with bicycle and pedestrian planning and the impact would28
remain significant.29

19.5 References30

The Section 19.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.31

32



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Section 20
Utilities and Service Systems





NOVEMBER 2012 20-1

Section 201

Utilities and Service Systems2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
addresses utilities and service systems. The discussion, below, cross-references Section 20 of the Draft4
Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).5

20.1 Study Area6

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 20.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The7
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the8
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.9

20.2 Regulatory Framework10

The Section 20.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR11
remain unchanged.12

20.3 Environmental Setting13

The Section 20.3, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.14

20.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project15

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as described for the16
Proposed Project in Section 20.4, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.17

20.4.1 Assessment Methods18

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft19
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not20
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of21
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project22
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including23
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure. The precise magnitude and extent of project-24
specific impacts on the physical environment would depend on the type of action or project being25
evaluated, its specific location, its total size, and a variety of project- and site-specific factors that are26
undefined at the time of preparation of this program-level study. Project-specific impacts would be27
addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time the projects28
are proposed for implementation.29
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The assessment methods for impacts to utilities and service systems are the same as described in Section1
20.4.1, Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction disturbance details2
are not available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not evaluated on a site-3
specific basis.4

20.4.2 Thresholds of Significance5

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 20.4.2, Thresholds of6
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.7

20.4.3 Approach to Impact Assessment of the Revised Project8

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the9
Proposed Project. The impacts of a project on utilities and service systems are related to the level of10
demand for utilities and service systems to implement the Revised Project. As for the Proposed Project,11
the potential impacts on utilities and service systems were found to be similar for all of the project12
categories. In other words, the impacts of Reliable Water Supply, Delta Ecosystem Restoration,13
Protection and Enhancement of Delta as Evolving Place, Water Quality Improvement, and Flood Risk14
Reduction projects on utilities and services was determined to be essentially the same. To avoid15
unnecessary repetition in the analysis of impacts that could occur under the Revised Project, therefore, the16
impact analyses for all five of the project categories have been combined into a single discussion for each17
potential impact. Impacts would be limited primarily to construction and operations activities that would18
require or result in the construction of new infrastructure to provide utilities and service systems in19
addition to the water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure that are proposed as part of the Revised20
Project.21

20.4.4 Revised Project22

20.4.4.1 Reliable Water Supply23

The actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to reliable water supply projects may24
include construction of surface water and groundwater storage projects, ocean desalination projects,25
wastewater and stormwater recycling projects, water transfers, and water use efficiency and conservation26
programs that could include construction of water intakes, conveyance facilities (canals, pipelines,27
tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants), treatment facilities, and reservoirs. Under the Revised Project, the28
potential for construction and operation of surface water and groundwater projects would be the same as29
the Proposed Project for the Delta and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. However, unlike the30
Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage these types of projects in areas upstream of the31
Delta within the Delta watershed. In these areas it is anticipated that recycled wastewater and stormwater32
projects would occur more frequently than groundwater projects, which would not be technically feasible33
in many areas.34

20.4.4.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration35

Actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to Delta ecosystem restoration projects36
may include floodplain, riparian, and tidal marsh restoration; stressor and invasive species management;37
levee modification; and modification of Delta flow and water quality objectives by the State Water38
Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project also would39
encourage prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands and Dutch Slough. Restoration40
of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an environmental impact report (DWR41
2010). The impacts on utilities and service systems associated with these actions would be the same as for42
other habitat restoration areas; however, the impacts also would occur in the western Delta, including43
Dutch Slough.44
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Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project also encourages other actions, including Department of1
Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could influence water2
quality) and encouraging the SWRCB to update the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San3
Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow4
requirements for the Delta and high-priority tributaries in the Delta watershed that are necessary to5
achieve the coequal goals. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the Draft6
PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and7
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water8
could respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and improve9
water quality. The impacts on utilities and service systems associated with these actions would be the10
same as those described for reliable water supply and water quality improvement projects.11

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation12
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and13
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of these ecosystem plans for14
sea level rise and for consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the15
adopted Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect utilities and service systems because16
these modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing programs.17

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new18
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced19
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound20
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to threatened and endangered fish species, as21
required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation with22
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a program23
for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and wild fish24
based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs would25
not be expected to affect utilities and service systems.26

20.4.4.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place27

Actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to Delta enhancement projects would be28
the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the Proposed Project, and could include29
construction of gateways, parks, trails, and other recreational facilities; and construction of retail and30
restaurants in Delta legacy towns to support tourism as described in Section 13.4.3, Proposed Project, of31
the Draft PEIR. The Revised Project would include three possible projects identified in the Proposed32
Project (new State parks at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other portions of the Delta) and33
consideration of two additional possible projects (expanded State parks near Walnut Grove related to34
Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House and a new state park near Stockton on the Wright-Elmwood35
Tract). Unlike the Proposed Project, the Revised Project would encourage protection of existing and36
planned land uses related to siting of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas, and flood37
management infrastructure. These programs could affect the location of water resources facilities, but38
would not be expected to affect overall implementation of water resources projects.39

The Revised Project also would encourage subsidence reversal projects, like the Proposed Project.40

20.4.4.4 Water Quality Improvement41

Actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to water quality improvement projects42
could include construction of water treatment plants, conveyance facilities, wastewater treatment and43
recycling facilities, municipal stormwater treatment facilities, agricultural runoff treatment facilities, and44
wellhead treatment facilities and wells. The Revised Project is the same as the Proposed Project with45
respect to specifically naming the Central Valley Drinking Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity46
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Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water Quality Control Plan Update for the San1
Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary; SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality2
Control Board (RWQCB) Strategic Workplan; completion of the regulatory processes, research, and3
monitoring for the Central Valley Pesticide Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan4
Amendment for pyrethroids, and TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments for selenium and methylmercury;5
and the North Bay Aqueduct Alternative Intake Project as potential projects for implementation. Unlike6
the Proposed Project, the Revised Project also includes more specific recommendations for water quality7
protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in the8
Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh.9

20.4.4.5 Flood Risk Reduction10

Actions that could be encouraged by the Revised Project related to flood risk reduction projects could11
include construction of setback levees, floodplain expansion, levee maintenance and modification,12
dredging, stockpiling of materials, and reservoir reoperation. One named project included in the Revised13
Project, the Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the14
USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C,15
Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR), also is included in the Proposed Project as a potential project to be16
implemented.17

The Revised Project does not include one of the named projects in the Proposed Project, DWR’s A18
Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta Integrated Flood Management. This19
report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the Draft PEIR. This report was to be20
used to facilitate prioritization of State investments in Delta levees. The Revised Project includes three21
goals to be considered for prioritization of State investments, with a similar emphasis as the Proposed22
Project on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land uses but with less emphasis than23
the Proposed Project on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,24
transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this25
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within26
the Delta than the Proposed Project.27

20.4.4.6 Results of Impact Analysis of the Revised Project28

The results of the impact assessment of the Revised Project are presented below.29

20.4.4.6.1 Impact 20-1: Require or Result in the Construction of New Water Treatment Facilities or30

the Expansion of Existing Facilities, the Construction or Operation of Which Would31

Have Significant Environmental Effects or Require the Procurement of Additional Water32

Supply Entitlements33

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation34

Construction of new water systems (e.g., diversion, treatment, and distribution facilities) or expansion of35
existing systems would be caused by increased customer demand, typically as a result of new land36
development and/or population growth. The Revised Project does not include new land development37
and/or induce population growth, and therefore would not add new customer demands to the existing38
water systems. For a discussion of the growth-inducing effects, see Section 24.1, Growth-inducing39
Impacts, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR.40

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and41
operation of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods and duration42
of construction activities. The types of facilities encouraged by the Revised Project are of a type usually43
constructed in rural areas that are not served by municipal water systems. Construction of these facilities44
may require a water supply (e.g., for dust control or soil compaction), but water use for construction45
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purposes would be temporary and could be met by non- municipal sources. Ecosystem restoration1
projects are likely to require a water supply (e.g., to ensure wetland habitat is maintained), but could use2
locally available water sources, such as groundwater, without requiring the procurement of additional3
water supply entitlements. Expansion of marsh habitat would become inundated through water flowing4
into the areas without the need for additional water supply entitlements. Some of the facilities encouraged5
by the Delta enhancement objective (e.g., picnic areas, concessionaire facilities) could generate additional6
demand for municipal water services. These facilities would be of a type usually constructed in rural areas7
not served by municipal water systems; hence, local groundwater supplies or small “package” water8
treatment facilities are likely to be installed. To the extent that some projects occur in municipal settings,9
it is unlikely that the relatively small amount of water needed would require an expansion of water10
treatment facilities. These impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section11
20.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft PEIR.12

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to13
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration14
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough would result15
in less than significant impacts or no impact to water systems.16

Conclusion17

Impacts from projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be addressed in future site-specific18
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is19
substantial evidence that the impact to water systems would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is20
based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects and other, pertinent evidence cited in21
this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in22
which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less23
than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive at a24
different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available25
information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.26

Given the potential for a greater number and severity of actions in the Delta and Delta watershed that27
could result in the construction of large infrastructure (i.e., wastewater and water treatment plants,28
conveyance, reservoirs) under the Revised Project, the overall impacts to water systems resulting from the29
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.30

20.4.4.6.2 Impact 20-2: Require or Result in the Construction of New Wastewater Treatment31
Facilities or the Expansion of Existing Facilities, the Construction or Operation of Which32

Would Have Significant Environmental Effects33

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation34

Construction of new wastewater systems (e.g., collection, treatment, and discharge facilities) or expansion35
of existing systems is prompted by increased customer demand, typically as a result of new land36
development and/or population growth. The Revised Project does not include new land development37
and/or induce population growth, and therefore would not add new customer demands to the existing38
wastewater systems. For a discussion of the growth-inducing effects, see Section 24.1, Growth-inducing39
Impacts, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR.40

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and41
operation of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, and methods and42
duration of construction activities. The types of facilities encouraged by the Revised Project are of a type43
usually constructed in rural areas not served by municipal wastewater systems. Construction of these44
facilities may result in wastewater generation (e.g., portable restrooms for construction workers), but45
these uses would be temporary, very small (relative to municipal treatment capacity), or served by onsite46
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septic systems. Operation of some of the facilities encouraged by the Delta enhancement objective (e.g.,1
picnic areas, concessionaire facilities) could generate additional demand for municipal wastewater2
services, but these facilities are expected to be constructed in rural areas not served by municipal3
wastewater systems. Onsite septic systems (e.g., vault toilets often used at State Parks) are likely to be4
installed. To the extent that some projects occur in municipal settings, it is unlikely that the relatively5
small amount of wastewater generated would require an expansion of wastewater treatment facilities. It is6
unlikely that projects encouraged by the Revised Project would result in a determination by a wastewater7
treatment provider that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the proposed project. Any new8
wastewater discharge would comply with water treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB. These9
impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 20.4.3, Proposed Project, of the10
Draft PEIR.11

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to12
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration13
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough would result14
in less than significant impacts or no impact to wastewater systems.15

Conclusion16

Impacts from the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be addressed in future site-specific17
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is18
substantial evidence that the impact to wastewater systems would be less-than-significant. This19
conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects and other, pertinent20
evidence cited in this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably21
plausible scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this22
impact would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate23
information to arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there24
is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial25
evidence.26

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta and Delta watershed that27
could result in the construction of large infrastructure (i.e., wastewater and water treatment plants,28
conveyance, reservoirs) under the Revised Project, the overall impacts to wastewater systems resulting29
from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.30

20.4.4.6.3 Impact 20-3: Require or Result in the Construction of New Stormwater Drainage31
Facilities or the Expansion of Existing Facilities, the Construction or Operation of Which32

Would Have Significant Environmental Effects33

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation34

Construction of new municipal stormwater systems (e.g., drainage facilities and stormwater quality35
structures) or expansion of existing systems is prompted by increased impervious surfaces within the36
areas served by these systems. It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project37
would result in construction and operation of projects, including the location, number, capacity,38
operational criteria, and methods and duration of construction activities. The types of facilities39
encouraged by the Revised Project are unlikely to increase impervious surface area in a substantial way,40
but could alter local drainage patterns in rural areas. These facilities, however, are of a type usually41
constructed in rural areas not served by municipal stormwater systems, and therefore are not expected to42
affect municipal systems. To the extent that some projects occur in municipal settings, it is unlikely that43
the relatively small amount of stormwater generated would require an expansion of drainage facilities.44
These localized changes would be addressed during project-level design, and stormwater quantity and45
quality impacts would be mitigated in accordance with federal, state, and local standards. These impacts46
would be similar to those impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 20.4.3, Proposed Project,47
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of the Draft PEIR. For a discussion of the flood management effects of the Revised Project, see Section 5,1
Delta Flood Risk, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR.2

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project as a potential3
project for implementation in addition to habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The4
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration5
projects at Dutch Slough would result in less than significant impacts or no impact to stormwater systems.6

Conclusion7

Impacts from the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be addressed in future site-specific8
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is no9
substantial evidence that the impact to stormwater drainage systems would be less-than-significant. This10
conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects and other, pertinent11
evidence cited in this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and on the inability to identify a reasonably plausible12
scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact13
would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to14
arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available15
information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.16

Given the potential for a greater number and severity of actions in the Delta and Delta watershed that17
could result in the construction of large infrastructure (i.e., wastewater and water treatment plants,18
conveyance, reservoirs) under the Revised Project, the overall impacts to stormwater systems resulting19
from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.20

20.4.4.6.4 Impact 20-4: Generate Solid Waste That Would Exceed the Permitted Capacity of Local21

Landfills or Cause Conflicts with Federal, State, and Local Statutes and Regulations22

Related to Solid Waste23

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation24

Construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project could temporarily increase the amount of25
solid waste hauled to local landfills. The increased generation of solid waste would depend on the size,26
number, location, and nature of projects, and their ability to recycle, re-use, or dispose of materials onsite.27
Most projects in this category would involve substantial earthmoving activities, but would not generate28
large amounts of construction waste (e.g., demolition debris) that would require disposal at a landfill. For29
this reason, construction waste is unlikely to cause the permitted capacity of local landfills to be exceeded30
or to create conflicts with federal, state, and local regulations related to solid waste.31

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and32
operation of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, and methods and33
duration of construction activities. However, the Revised Project encourages implementation of various34
projects with potential impacts to landfill capacity.35

Operations of new or expanded water, wastewater, and stormwater treatment facilities would generate36
solid waste (i.e., sludge, brine cake) collected from the waters diverted into the facilities, which would37
require disposal at solid waste facilities. Operation of Delta enhancement projects would generate solid38
waste, for example, from picnic areas or concessionaire activities. The increased generation of solid waste39
would depend on the size, number, location, and nature of projects, but the amount of solid waste likely to40
be generated by these uses would be very small compared to landfill capacity and is unlikely to cause the41
permitted capacity of local landfills to be exceeded or potentially create conflicts with federal, state, and42
local regulations related to solid waste. These impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project, as43
described in Section 20.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft PEIR.44



SECTION 20 RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

20-8 NOVEMBER 2012

Conclusion1

Impacts from the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be addressed in future site-specific2
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However,3
because of the potential impacts to landfill capacity, the potential impacts are considered significant.4

Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta and Delta watershed that5
could result in the construction of large infrastructure (i.e., wastewater and water treatment plants,6
conveyance, reservoirs) under the Revised Project, the overall impacts to landfill capacity and compliance7
with solid waste laws and regulations resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the8
Proposed Project.9

20.4.4.6.5 Impact 20-5: Require or Result in the Development of New Electricity Generating10
Facilities or the Expansion of Existing Facilities, the Construction or Operation of Which11

Would Have Significant Environmental Effects12

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation13

Construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project would involve site grading and similar14
activities requiring heavy equipment use. Energy for these activities would come from diesel fuel, and15
therefore would not contribute to demand for electricity. Electricity would be generated by operating16
some types of project facilities (e.g., hydropower units associated with water storage facilities). Electricity17
would be used for operation of most of types of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, but most18
operational demands (e.g., air conditioning in control rooms) would be very small in the context of19
overall electricity demands, and would not require or result in the need to develop new electricity20
generating facilities. Increases in electricity demand would depend on the size, number, location, and21
nature of projects. Some of the types of projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be more22
energy-intensive, especially public improvements that involve pumping or processing water such as23
“force main” conveyance facilities, wells, water and wastewater treatment processes, and energy-24
intensive desalination plants. Energy-intensive projects could place large new demands on local power25
providers, but these demands can be met by the large network of interconnected electric power plants26
distributed throughout the state. In addition, many of reliable water supply and water quality improvement27
projects would be used to enhance the reliability of local water supplies, which would avoid the energy-28
intensive need to pump water over long distances, and some projects (new/expanded reservoirs with29
hydroelectric facilities incorporated) would generate electricity. These impacts would be similar to the30
Proposed Project, as described in Section 20.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft PEIR.31

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project as a potential32
project for implementation in addition to habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The33
Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration34
projects at Dutch Slough would result in less than significant impacts or no impact to energy demands and35
associated need for new or expanded electricity generating facilities.36

Conclusion37

Impacts from the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be addressed in future site-specific38
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. There is39
substantial evidence that the impact to electricity generating systems would be less-than-significant. This40
conclusion is based on the review of environmental analyses of similar projects and other, pertinent41
evidence cited in this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and on the inability to identify a reasonably plausible42
scenario in which a potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact43
would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to44
arrive at a different conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available45
information to indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.46
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Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta and Delta watershed that1
could result in the construction of large infrastructure (i.e., wastewater and water treatment plants,2
conveyance, reservoirs) under the Revised Project, the overall impacts to energy demands and associated3
need for new or expanded electricity generating facilities resulting from the Revised Project would be4
greater than the Proposed Project.5

20.4.4.6.6 Impact 20-6: Create a Public Health Hazard from Utility Disruption6

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation7

Construction of projects encouraged by the Revised Project would involve site grading and similar8
activities requiring heavy equipment use. These construction activities could cause unintentional damage9
to or disruption of underground utilities as a result of trenching, augering, or other ground-disturbing10
activity. Disruption of certain utilities, such as natural gas pipelines, could result in public health hazards11
(e.g., explosions). This impact could occur under all project types, and is more likely to occur if utilities12
are not carefully surveyed prior to construction, including contact with local utility service providers.13

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and14
operation of projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria, methods and duration15
of construction activities. However, the Revised Project encourages implementation of various projects16
with the potential to disrupt utilities during project construction. These impacts would be similar to the17
Proposed Project, as described in Section 20.4.3, Proposed Project, of the Draft PEIR.18

Conclusion19

Impacts from the projects encouraged by the Revised Project would be addressed in future site-specific20
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However,21
because of the potential to disrupt utilities during construction that could result in a public health hazard,22
the potential impacts are considered significant.23

Given the potential for a greater number and severity of actions in the Delta and Delta watershed that24
could result in the construction of large infrastructure (i.e., wastewater and water treatment plants,25
conveyance, reservoirs) under the Revised Project, the overall potential to disrupt utilities during26
construction would be greater than the Proposed Project.27

20.4.4.7 Mitigation Measures28

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 20-4 and 20-6 of the29
Proposed Project, as described in Section 20.4.3.2, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and30
summarized below. Impacts 20-1, 20-2, 20-3, and 20-5 were found to be less than significant.31

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for32
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts33
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the34
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would35
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.36

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,37
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be38
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.39
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the40
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, the significant41
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.42
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20.4.4.7.1 Mitigation Measure 20-11

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 20-4:2

 Establish construction debris disposal fee schedules to promote recycling and minimize solid3
waste.4

 Limit disposal of construction debris and other solid waste at local landfills if the landfills have5
limited capacity.6

 Dispose of all construction debris at landfills and disposal facilities that are licensed for the type7
of wastes to be disposed. If the landfills and disposal facilities are not located near future8
construction sites, include analysis of transportation of solid waste in future environmental9
documentation for specific projects.10

 Require construction contractors to prepare construction debris management plans and require11
reuse or recycling of construction debris.12

 Develop project-specific solid waste plans to maximize practices that reduce and recycle solid13
waste and sludge generated by water, wastewater, and stormwater treatment facilities; and collect,14
recycle, or compost litter and solid waste generated at new facilities designed for visitor use (such15
as parks and visitor centers).16

This mitigation measure will likely reduce solid waste facility impacts to a less than significant level.17
However, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of Revised18
Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and19
enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies20
other than the Delta Stewardship Council. In such cases, this impact could remain significant and21
unavoidable.22

20.4.4.7.2 Mitigation Measure 20-223

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impact 20-6:24

 Relocate or modify existing water, wastewater, and stormwater facilities or electricity25
transmission systems in a manner that does not affect current operational reliability to existing26
and projected users.27

 Coordinate utility relocation and modification with utility providers and local agencies to28
integrate potential other construction projects and minimize disturbance to the communities.29

 Verify utility locations through field surveys and services such as Underground Service Alert.30

This mitigation measure will likely reduce potential utility disruption/conflict impacts to a less–than-31
significant level. However, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis32
of Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and33
enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies34
other than the Delta Stewardship Council. In such cases, this impact could remain significant and35
unavoidable.36

20.5 References37

The Section 20.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.38

39
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Section 211

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas2

Emissions3

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)4
addresses climate and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The discussion, below, cross-references Section5
21 of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR).6

21.1 Study Area7

The Study Area is unchanged from the description in Section 21.1, Study Area, in the Draft PEIR. The8
Study Area section in the Draft PEIR is divided into three main areas: the Delta and Suisun Marsh, the9
Delta watershed, and the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water.10

21.2 Regulatory Framework11

The Section 21.2, Regulatory Framework, and Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft PEIR12
remain unchanged.13

21.3 Environmental Setting14

The Section 21.4, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.15

21.4 Impacts Analysis of Revised Project16

The impact analysis for the Revised Project addresses the same five project categories as were described17
for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5, Impact Analysis of Project and Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR.18

21.4.1 Assessment Methods19

The impact analysis methods and significance criteria are the same as the methods presented in the Draft20
PEIR. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project as described in Draft PEIR Section 2A, does not21
direct the construction of specific projects and would not directly result in construction or operation of22
projects or facilities; therefore, it would result in no direct impacts on any resources. The Revised Project23
could ultimately result in or encourage implementation of actions or development of projects, including24
construction and operations of facilities or infrastructure.25

The precise magnitude and extent of project-specific impacts on the physical environment would depend26
on the type of action or project, its specific location, its total size, and a variety of project- and27
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site-specific factors that are undefined at the time of preparation of this program-level study.1
Project-specific impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the2
lead agency at the time the projects are proposed for implementation.3

The assessment methods used to analyze climate change and GHG emissions impacts are the same as4
described in Section 21.5.1, Assessment Methods, of the Draft PEIR. Because project-level construction5
disturbance details are not available for the project components analyzed, potential impacts were not6
evaluated on a site-specific basis.7

21.4.2 Thresholds of Significance8

The thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G, as described in Section 21.5.2, Thresholds of9
Significance, of the Draft PEIR.10

21.4.3 Revised Project11

21.4.3.1 Reliable Water Supply12

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the13
Proposed Project to improve water supply reliability through completion, construction, and/or operation14
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply, including the following types of projects (as15
described in Section 21.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR):16

 Surface water projects (water intakes, treatment and conveyance facilities, reservoirs,17
hydroelectric facilities)18

 Groundwater projects (wells, wellhead treatment, conveyance facilities)19

 Ocean desalination projects (water intakes, brine outfalls, treatment and conveyance facilities)20

 Recycled wastewater and stormwater projects (treatment and conveyance facilities)21

 Water transfers22

 Water use efficiency and conservation program implementation23

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.24
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names the Department of Water25
Resources (DWR) Surface Water Storage Investigation, which includes the North-of-the-Delta Offstream26
Storage Investigation, Los Vaqueros Reservoir Project (Phase 2), and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin27
Storage Investigation Plan as potential projects to be implemented. Both the Revised Project and the28
Proposed Project also encourage the update of Bulletin 118, which could lead to improvements in29
groundwater management.30

The Revised Project would apply to areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the31
Proposed Project. In most of this upstream area, groundwater supplies are not substantial, especially in the32
foothills and mountains that surround the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. In these areas, it is33
anticipated that projects to recycle wastewater and stormwater would predominate over groundwater34
projects. Thus, impacts related to the construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under35
the Revised Project would be greater than under the Proposed Project because of the newly-covered36
upstream area; these increased impacts would largely be the result of new storm water and wastewater37
recycling projects, while impacts related to groundwater projects would not increase over the Proposed38
Project.39
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21.4.3.1.1 Impact 21-1a: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Result in an Increase in1

GHG Emissions That May Have a Significant Impact on the Environment2

Effects of Project Construction3

The amount of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction of surface water and groundwater4
storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers, and5
hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in6
Section 21.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.7

Construction-related GHG emissions for reliable water supply projects associated with the8
implementation of the Revised Project would primarily result from fuel combustion in construction9
equipment, trucks, worker vehicles, and dredging equipment. Construction-related activities for large10
surface water reservoirs could require extensive use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders,11
scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and concrete mixing and pumping trucks. Haul trucks would be used to12
move borrow and/or spoils and other materials. Reservoir projects also could include construction of13
related facilities, such as conveyance networks, hydroelectric facilities, water intakes, pumping plants,14
service roads, dams, and buildings. Less extensive use of heavy equipment and smaller construction15
footprints would be needed for smaller storage and regulating reservoirs, reservoir modifications, ocean16
desalination projects, recycled wastewater and stormwater treatment plants, and groundwater storage17
facilities that might be constructed to improve water supply reliability. These projects would be located in18
the Delta, Delta watershed, or in areas outside the Delta, and could be located in one or more air basins.19

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of reliable water supply projects20
would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to21
the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts22
associated with groundwater projects, by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project23
because the Revised Project is not expected to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.24

Based on the information described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply,25
of the Draft PEIR, it is possible that GHG emissions impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised26
Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of27
many aspects of these projects are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant and28
unavoidable GHG emissions could occur. Impacts of large-scale surface water storage projects may be29
more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less than significant level because of the magnitude of the30
construction and the required levels of operations and maintenance. Therefore, one or more of the reliable31
water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in a significant and unavoidable32
GHG emissions impacts.33

Project-specific construction emissions are likely to be substantial if large infrastructure projects are34
implemented. Construction-related GHG emissions from future reliable water supply projects encouraged35
by the Revised Project are considered significant, because of uncertainties regarding size, timing, and36
locations of potential projects, as well as the applicable air quality management district (AQMD) or air37
pollution control district (APCD) regulations, CEQA guidance, and thresholds of significance.38

Effects of Project Operation39

The amount of GHG emissions associated with operations of reliable water supply projects would depend40
on several factors, such as the size and type of project, the amount and the source of the electricity used,41
the number of employees and types of equipment, the increased traffic on the local and regional roadway42
network (including additional trucks and worker vehicles), and the level and frequency of operations and43
maintenance activities. Emissions similar to those expected during construction, but at lower levels,44
would likely result from maintenance and operation of projects.45
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Quantification of operational emissions would be too speculative at this program level because of1
unknown project details, localized variables, and operational considerations. Project-specific GHG2
emissions impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead3
agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating4
conditions would be included in permits and approvals for the projects.5

In addition to emissions quantification, the DWR CEQA guidance recommends definition of qualitative6
criteria to determine the significance of a project’s GHG-related impacts. As one such qualitative7
criterion, the DWR guidance suggests that project-specific impact assessments should evaluate whether8
the proposed project has the potential to contribute to a lower carbon future, for example:9

 Whether the design of the proposed project is inherently energy efficient;10

 Whether all applicable best management practices that would reduce GHG emissions are11
incorporated into the proposed project design;12

 Whether the proposed project implements or funds its fair share of a mitigation strategy designed13
to alleviate climate change; and14

 Whether there are process improvements or efficiencies to be gained by implementing the15
Proposed Project (DWR 2011a).16

The benefits of long-term operation of some potential projects, such as hydroelectric power generation,17
could reduce GHG emissions if the electricity produced replaces demand for and use of electricity18
generated using carbon-based fuels. These reductions are unlikely to offset all of the increased emissions19
from construction and operation of reliable water supply projects under the Revised Project. Therefore,20
the Revised Project would have limited potential to contribute to a lower carbon future, which is similar21
to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.22

Conclusion23

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and24
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,25
methods and duration of activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying these future projects, GHG26
emissions impacts cannot be accurately quantified for specific projects at a program level. Project-level27
impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such28
projects are proposed by lead agencies.29

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the30
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project31
could generate substantial GHG emissions; therefore, this potential impact is considered significant.32

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water33
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised34
Project would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta, unlike the35
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta36
watershed under the Revised Project, the overall adverse GHG emissions impacts resulting from the37
Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.38
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21.4.3.1.2 Impact 21-2a: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an1

Applicable Plan, Policy, or Regulation Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing Emissions2

of GHGs3

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation4

The amount of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction and operations of surface water5
and groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water6
transfers, and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed7
Project in Section 21.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.8

Based on the size, scope, and purpose of reliable water supply projects, the following criteria could be9
used to evaluate whether a proposed project is consistent with plans or state goals to reduce or mitigate10
GHGs, including:11

 ARB’s recommendations and policy guidance in its Climate Change Scoping Plan(ARB 2008);12

 Regulations or requirements adopted by ARB and others to implement a statewide, regional, or13
local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions, or;14

 Whether the proposed project is part of a plan that includes overall reductions in GHG emissions.15

The six key elements of the Climate Change Scoping Plan are energy efficiency, renewable energy, an16
on-going cap and trade program1, targets for transportation-related GHG emissions, implementation of17
measures pursuant to existing State laws and policies, and targeted fees, including a public goods charge18
on water use. The Revised Project would directly support several GHG reduction measures recommended19
by ARB (e.g., water use efficiency, water recycling, reuse of urban runoff), which would also be20
beneficial in meeting any local GHG reduction goals.21

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction of reliable water supply projects22
would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project, because the Revised Project would apply to23
the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta unlike the Proposed Project. Impacts24
associated with groundwater projects, by contrast, would be the same as under the Proposed Project25
because the Revised Project is not expected to increase the number of such projects in upstream areas.26

Project-level actions are not addressed in existing State plans to reduce or mitigate GHGs; rather, the27
plans recommend broader goals and actions for statewide evaluation and implementation. Project-level28
actions may be covered in local climate action plans, however. As long as individual projects incorporate29
the recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable climate action plans as part of30
project-specific environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with31
these plans, which is similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.1, Reliable Water32
Supply, of the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. As long as individual projects incorporate the36
recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable plans as part of project-specific37
environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable38
plans. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is39
based on the review of environmental analysis of similar projects and other, pertinent evidence cited in40
the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a41

1 In accordance with the California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32), the California Air Resources Board initiated the
Greenhouse Gas cap-and-trade program as of January 1, 2012 with enforceable compliance to begin in 2013.
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potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than1
significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive a different2
conclusion; however for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to3
indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.4

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water5
supply projects would be greater than the Proposed Project because the Revised Project also would apply6
to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta, unlike the Proposed Project. Given the7
potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised8
Project, the overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised Project due to conflicts with GHG9
reduction policies, plans and programs would be greater than the Proposed Project, but still less than10
significant. The Revised Project’s impact due to conflicts with GHG reduction policies, plans and11
programs are thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.12

21.4.3.1.3 Impact 21-3a: Conflict with Operations of Proposed Facilities Due to Climate Change13

and Sea Level Rise14

Effects of Project Operation15

Because of the long-term nature of climate change and sea level rise, impacts related to climate change16
and sea level rise are considered in this EIR only as they affect project operations.17

The same types of climate change impacts would occur from construction of surface water and18
groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, conveyance facilities, groundwater wells, water transfers,19
and hydroelectric generation facilities under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in20
Section 21.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.21

Climate change impacts are projected by the State of California (DWR 2009) to reduce the amount of22
snowfall and increase the amount of rainfall during winter storms. Currently, snow accumulates in the23
watershed above the reservoirs and rainfall increases the amount of water stored in the reservoirs during24
the winter and spring months. Then, during the late spring and summer months, water is released from the25
reservoirs for downstream water users and the water is replaced in the reservoir by the melting snow.26

In the future, with climate change, more intense and frequent storms are projected to occur during the27
winter and spring months with less snowfall. Therefore, the reservoirs will attain maximum storage28
volumes earlier in the winter/spring months than under current conditions and will need to release flows29
downstream. During the late spring and summer months, when water is released from the reservoirs for30
downstream water users, there will be less snow to melt and refill the reservoirs; therefore, there may be31
less water available for water users in the summer and fall months.32

Climate change also will affect groundwater recharge. In much of the Central Valley, groundwater is33
recharged by snow slowly melting on top of the ground and moving through the soil into the groundwater34
aquifer. Groundwater also is recharged by water slowly moving through the soil from stream beds. If35
there is less snow in the winter and decreased flows from the reservoirs in the summer, the potential for36
groundwater recharge also could be reduced in many areas of the Central Valley. Delta water also is used37
in areas outside the Delta for groundwater recharge by injecting the Delta water into the aquifer or placing38
the Delta water in percolation ponds. If there is less water available to Delta water users, there also would39
be less Delta water available for groundwater recharge.40

Under the Revised Project, the potential for construction of reliable water supply projects would be the41
same as under the Proposed Project for the Delta and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. Under42
the Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, these types of projects also would be encouraged for43
areas upstream of the Delta within the Delta watershed.44
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Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the1
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these analyses will include more information on2
impacts resulting from climate change and sea level rise. During the project-level analyses, these impacts3
will be identified by hydrology and hydraulic studies, because they depend on various site-specific factors4
and on the proximity of the site to surface waters and groundwater recharge mechanisms. Reliable water5
supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be affected by interruption of project operations,6
flooding due to climate change and sea level rise, or reduced groundwater recharge, similar to the7
Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR.8

Conclusion9

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and10
operations of reliable water supply projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,11
and methods and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific12
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However,13
because the implementation of projects and activities that would be encouraged by the Revised Project14
could be affected by interruption of project operations, flooding due to climate change and sea level rise,15
or reduced groundwater recharge amounts, the potential impacts are considered significant.16

Under the Revised Project, the impacts associated with construction and operation of reliable water17
supply projects would be greater than the impacts under the Proposed Project because the Revised Project18
would apply to the areas of the Delta watershed located upstream of the Delta, unlike the Proposed19
Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of actions in the Delta watershed under20
the Revised Project, the overall adverse impacts on reliable water supply facilities due to climate change21
and sea level rise resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.22

21.4.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration23

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the24
Proposed Project to improve the Delta ecosystem which could lead to completion, construction, and/or25
operation of projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem, including the following types of projects (as26
described in Section 21.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR):27

 Floodplain restoration28
 Riparian restoration29
 Tidal marsh restoration30
 Stressor management31
 Invasive species management (including removal of invasive vegetation)32
 Delta flow and water quality objectives to be set by the SWRCB33

The number and location of most potential projects that could be implemented is not known at this time.34
However, the Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, specifically names Cache Slough Complex,35
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River Bypass, Suisun Marsh Habitat36
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan, and Yolo Bypass as potential projects and potential37
locations for implementation.38

In addition the Revised Project encourages prioritization of habitat restoration in the western Delta islands39
and Dutch Slough. Restoration of Dutch Slough has been initiated following the completion of an40
environmental impact report (DWR 2010). This recommendation does not change the number or size of41
encouraged restoration projects in the western Delta compared to the Proposed Project, but only the42
timing and priority of such projects within the western Delta.43
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The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including1
recommendations that could influence the Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and obtaining a variance2
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Vegetation Policy.3

The Revised Project also encourages other actions in the same manner as the Proposed Project, including4
Department of Fish and Game (DFG)’s Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species (which could5
influence water quality), and encouraging the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s update6
of the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the San Francisco Bay/ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta7
Estuary and develop, implement, and enforce updated flow requirements for the Delta and high-priority8
tributaries in the Delta watershed. As described in Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives, of the9
Draft PEIR, these actions could result in a more natural flow regime in the Delta and Delta tributaries and10
changes in Delta water export patterns. Water users in the areas outside the Delta that use Delta water11
would likely respond to these changes by constructing facilities to improve water supply reliability and12
improve water quality.13

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage the San Francisco Bay Conservation14
and Development Commission and Solano County to update the 1976 Suisun Marsh Protection Plan and15
the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Plan, respectively, to address adaptation of the ecosystem plans for sea16
level rise and consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, Delta Reform Act, and the adopted17
Delta Plan. These programs would not be expected to affect the potential for climate change and GHG18
emissions impacts because these modifications would be implemented in accordance with existing19
programs and regulations that prevent such impacts.20

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, would encourage DFG to: 1) develop proposals for new21
or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations of listed fish species through reduced22
predation by introduced sport fish; 2) encourage hatcheries to develop and implement scientifically sound23
Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans to reduce risks to those threatened and endangered fish species24
as required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); and 3) encourage DFG, in cooperation25
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NMFS, to revise and begin implementation of a26
program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve management of hatchery and27
wild fish based on recommendations of the California Hatchery Scientific Review Group. These programs28
would not be expected to affect the potential for climate change and GHG emissions impacts.29

21.4.3.2.1 Impact 21-1b: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Result in an Increase in30

GHG Emissions That May Have a Significant Impact on the Environment31

Effects of Project Construction32

The same amount of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal33
marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive34
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure facilities under the Revised Project as35
described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.36

Construction-related GHG emissions for reliable water supply projects associated with the37
implementation of the Revised Project would primarily result from fuel combustion in construction38
equipment, trucks, worker vehicles, and dredging equipment. Projects encouraged by the Revised Project39
would include the construction of ecosystem restoration areas, including floodplain, riparian, tidal marsh,40
and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors (e.g., nonnative invasive41
species), and modification of levees and associated infrastructure. Construction of restoration sites could42
involve topographic grading, removal or relocation of levee sections, exposure of bare soil, dredging, and43
changes in vegetation. Restoration would introduce habitat types such as tidal marsh, riparian corridors,44
and grassland to areas that are currently dominated by agricultural fields and, to a lesser extent, urban45
land uses.46
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Construction-related activities for large Delta ecosystem restoration projects would require use of heavy1
equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, dredges, and large trucks. Less2
extensive use of heavy equipment and smaller construction footprints would be needed for smaller3
ecosystem restoration projects. The locations of these projects would be in or adjacent to the Delta.4
Projects would be located in or near the Delta, Suisun Marsh, Cache Slough, Yolo Bypass, or the San5
Joaquin River, and could be located in one or more air basins.6

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to7
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration8
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) determined that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result9
in GHG emissions impacts during construction. The potential impacts were found to be less than10
significant or to have no impact.11

Based on the information described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem12
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR, it is possible that GHG emissions impacts of projects encouraged by the13
Revised Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The14
details of many aspects of these projects are not currently known, however, and it is possible that15
significant and unavoidable GHG emissions could occur. Impacts of large-scale restoration projects may16
be more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less than significant level because of the magnitude of the17
construction. Therefore, one or more of the ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised18
Project may result in a significant and unavoidable impact on GHG emissions.19

Project-specific construction emissions are likely to be substantial if large infrastructure projects are20
implemented. Construction-related GHG emissions from Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged21
by the Revised Project are considered significant, because of uncertainties regarding size, timing, and22
locations of potential projects, as well as the applicable AQMD or APCD regulations, CEQA guidance,23
and thresholds of significance.24

Effects of Project Operation25

The amount of GHG emissions associated with operations and maintenance of ecosystem restoration26
projects would likely be similar to those expected during construction, but at much lower levels. GHG27
emissions would depend on several factors, such as the size and type of project, the number of employees28
and types of equipment used, the increased traffic on the local and regional roadway network (including29
additional trucks and worker vehicles), and the level and frequency of activities.30

Long term operation of some potential projects, such as ecosystem habitat, tule farms, and conversion or31
fallowing of agricultural land could sequester or reduce GHG emissions. These reductions are unlikely to32
offset all of the increased emissions from construction and operation of ecosystem restoration projects33
under the Revised Project. The Revised Project could reduce atmospheric carbon to a small degree34
depending upon the size of the restoration projects and the types of vegetation or land use that would be35
converted, which is similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem36
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.37

Quantification of operational emissions would be too speculative at this program level because of38
unknown project details, localized variables, and operational considerations. Project-specific GHG39
emissions impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead40
agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating41
conditions would be included in permits and approvals for the projects.42

The Revised Project specifically names the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project in addition to43
habitat restoration projects named in the Proposed Project. The Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration44
Project Draft EIR (DWR 2008) concluded that habitat restoration projects at Dutch Slough could result in45
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GHG emissions impacts during operation. The potential impacts were found to be less than significant or1
to have no impact.2

Conclusion3

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and4
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational5
criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying these future projects,6
GHG emissions impacts cannot be accurately quantified for specific projects at a program level. Project-7
level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time8
such projects are proposed by lead agencies.9

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the10
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project11
could generate substantial GHG emissions; therefore, this potential impact is considered significant.12

Overall adverse GHG emissions impacts resulting from Delta ecosystem restoration projects under the13
Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.14

21.4.3.2.2 Impact 21-2b: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an15

Applicable Plan, Policy, or Regulation Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing Emissions16

of GHGs17

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation18

The amounts of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction and operations of floodplain,19
riparian, tidal marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and20
invasive species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure facilities under the Revised21
Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the22
Draft PEIR.23

Based on the size, scope, and purpose of reliable water supply projects, criteria described under Impact24
21-2a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR could be used to evaluate whether a proposed project is consistent25
with plans or state goals to reduce or mitigate GHGs.26

Project-level actions are not addressed in existing State plans to reduce or mitigate GHGs; rather, the27
plans recommend broader goals and actions for statewide evaluation and implementation. Project-level28
actions may be covered in local climate action plans, however. As long as individual projects incorporate29
the recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable plans as part of project-specific30
environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable31
plans, which is similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem32
Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.33

Conclusion34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. As long as individual projects incorporate the36
recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable plans as part of project-specific37
environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable38
plans. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is39
based on the review of environmental analysis of similar projects and other, pertinent evidence cited in40
the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a41
potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than42
significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive a different43
conclusion; however, for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to44
indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.45
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Overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised Project due to conflicts with GHG reduction policies,1
plans and programs would be the same as the Proposed Project.2

21.4.3.2.3 Impact 21-3b: Conflict with Operations of Proposed Facilities Due to Climate Change3

and Sea Level Rise4

Effects of Project Operation5

Because of the long-term nature of climate change and sea level rise, impacts related to climate change6
and sea level rise are considered in this EIR only as they affect project operations. Climate change7
conditions are projected to increase sea level water elevations in San Francisco Bay and western Delta8
(BCDC 2011).9

The same types of climate change impacts would occur from construction of floodplain, riparian, tidal10
marsh, and wetland restoration areas, along with management of ecosystem stressors and invasive11
species, and modification of levees and associated infrastructure facilities under the Revised Project as12
described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.13

The Revised Project would encourage the development of floodplain restoration, riparian restoration, and14
tidal marsh restoration to improve ecosystem habitat. Aquatic species that use floodplain, riparian, and15
tidal marsh habitats generally require shallow water. Sea level rise could increase the water elevations to16
depths that may not support the aquatic species that use these habitats.17

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the18
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these analyses will include more information on19
impacts resulting from climate change and sea level rise. During the project-level analyses, these impacts20
will be identified by hydrology and hydraulic studies and ecological surveys, because they depend on21
various site-specific factors and on the specific location of the site along surface water bodies. Delta22
ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be affected by increased surface23
water elevations due to sea level rise, which is similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section24
21.5.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.25

Conclusion26

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and27
operations of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational28
criteria, and methods and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-29
specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.30
However, because the Delta ecosystem restoration projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be31
affected by increased surface water elevations due to sea level rise which could be detrimental to aquatic32
resources that inhabit shallow water areas, the potential impacts on Delta restoration projects due to33
climate change and sea level rise are considered significant.34

Overall adverse climate change impacts resulting from the Revised Project due to climate change and sea35
level rise would be the same as the Proposed Project.36

21.4.3.3 Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place37

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the38
Proposed Project to protect and enhance the Delta as an evolving place, which could lead to completion,39
construction, and/or operation of associated projects including the following types of projects (as40
described in 18.4.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR):41

 Gateways, bike lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling,42
and hunting opportunities (construction, maintenance, and use of recreation facilities)43

 Additional retail and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism (construction and use)44
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The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.1
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage three possible projects: new State parks2
at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, and in other areas of the Delta as potential projects and potential3
locations for implementation. The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage4
funding to reopen Brannan Island State Park, expansion of State parks near Walnut Grove (Delta5
Meadows-Locke Boarding House) and consideration of a new state park near Stockton on the Wright-6
Elmwood Tract.7

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also would encourage protection of existing and8
planned land uses through: 1) development of new water management facilities, habitat restoration areas,9
and flood management infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land uses; 2)10
prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration prior to purchase of new public lands for11
ecosystem restoration, and, if property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from12
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and protection of recreational13
resources.14

The Revised Project also encourages actions for subsidence reversal, as described in Section 21.4.3.4,15
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.16

21.4.3.3.1 Impact 21-1c: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Result in an Increase in17

GHG Emissions That May Have a Significant Impact on the Environment18

Effects of Project Construction19

The same amount of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction of recreational trails,20
community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under the21
Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of22
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.23

Construction-related GHG emissions for water quality improvement projects associated with the24
implementation of the Revised Project would primarily result from fuel combustion in construction25
equipment, trucks, worker vehicles, and equipment. Projects to protect and enhance the unique resources26
and values of the Delta as an evolving place, such as construction of recreational or tourism facilities or27
parks have the potential to result in GHG emissions impacts. The nature and severity of impacts would28
depend on the construction details and operating characteristics of the proposed projects, the applicable29
thresholds of significance, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies.30
These projects could be located in one or more air basins. The details of many aspects of these projects,31
however, are not currently known. While it is possible that GHG emissions impacts of projects32
encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than33
significant level, it is also possible that significant and unavoidable GHG emissions impacts could occur.34

Based on the information described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.5, Protection and35
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR, it is possible that GHG emissions impacts36
of projects encouraged by the Revised Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less37
than significant level. The details of many aspects of these projects are not currently known, however, and38
it is possible that significant and unavoidable GHG emissions could occur. Impacts of large-scale projects39
may be more difficult to avoid or mitigate to a less than significant level because of the magnitude of the40
construction. Therefore, one or more of the Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised41
Project may result in a significant and unavoidable impact on GHG emissions.42

Project-specific construction emissions are likely to be substantial if large infrastructure projects are43
implemented. Construction-related GHG emissions from future projects to protect and enhance the unique44
resources and values of the Delta as an evolving place, such as construction of recreational or tourism45
facilities or parks, are considered significant, because of the uncertainties regarding size, timing, and46
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locations of potential projects, as well as the applicable AQMD or APCD regulations, CEQA guidance,1
and thresholds of significance.2

Effects of Project Operation3

The amount of GHG emissions associated with operations and maintenance of recreational, tourism, or4
other Delta enhancement projects would depend on several factors, such as the size and type of project,5
the number of employees and types of equipment, the amount and the source of the electricity used, the6
increased traffic on the local and regional roadway network, and the level and frequency of operations7
and maintenance activities. GHG emissions impacts may not be significant, but quantification of8
operational emissions would be too speculative at this program level because of unknown project details,9
localized variables, and operational considerations. Project-specific GHG emissions impacts would be10
addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead agency at the time projects are11
proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating conditions would be reflected in12
needed permits and approvals for the projects.13

Conclusion14

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and15
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,16
methods, and duration of activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying these future projects, GHG17
emissions impacts cannot be accurately quantified for specific projects at a program level. Project-level18
impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such19
projects are proposed by lead agencies.20

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the21
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project22
could generate substantial GHG emissions; therefore, this potential impact is considered significant.23

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the24
Proposed Project, the overall adverse GHG emissions impacts on resulting from the Revised Project25
would be greater than the Proposed Project.26

21.4.3.3.2 Impact 21-2c: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an27

Applicable Plan, Policy, or Regulation Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing Emissions28

of GHGs29

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation30

The amounts of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction and operations of recreational31
trails, community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under32
the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.5, Protection and33
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.34

Based on the size, scope, and purpose of Delta enhancement projects, the criteria described under Impact35
21-2a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR could be used to evaluate whether a proposed project is consistent36
with plans or state goals to reduce or mitigate GHGs.37

Project-level actions are not addressed in existing State plans to reduce or mitigate GHGs; rather, the38
plans recommend broader goals and actions for statewide evaluation and implementation. Project-level39
actions may be covered in local climate action plans, however. As long as individual projects incorporate40
the recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable plans as part of project-specific41
environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable42
plans, which is similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.5, Protection and43
Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.44
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Conclusion1

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the2
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. As long as individual projects incorporate the3
recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable plans as part of project-specific4
environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable5
plans. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is6
based on the review of environmental analysis of similar projects and other, pertinent evidence cited in7
the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a8
potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that impacts due to conflicts with GHG9
reduction policies, plans and programs would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses10
may develop adequate information to arrive a different conclusion; however for purposes of this11
program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or12
supported by substantial evidence.13

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the14
Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts on resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than15
those under the Proposed Project, but still, less than significant The Revised Project’s impacts due to16
conflicts with GHG reduction policies, plans and programs are thus effectively the same as the Proposed17
Project.18

21.4.3.3.3 Impact 21-3c: Conflict with Operations of Proposed Facilities Due to Climate Change19

and Sea Level Rise20

Effects of Project Operation21

Because of the long-term nature of climate change and sea level rise, impacts related to climate change22
and sea level rise are considered in this EIR only as they affect project operations. Climate change23
conditions are projected to increase sea level water elevations in San Francisco Bay and western Delta24
(BCDC 2011).25

The same types of climate change impacts would occur from construction of recreational trails,26
community gateways and visitor centers, marinas, parks, and waterfowl hunting opportunities under the27
Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of28
Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.29

If future projects to protect and enhance the unique resources and values of the Delta as an evolving place30
are located at elevations below the highest projected surface water elevation with sea level rise, the31
facilities may not be operable due to local flooding conditions. In addition, if sea level rise increases32
water depths or changes water quality that results in changes in fish and wildlife species composition,33
angling and hunting opportunities could be reduced.34

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the35
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these analyses will include more information on36
impacts resulting from climate change and sea level rise. During the project-level analyses, these impacts37
will be identified by hydrology and hydraulic studies, as they depend on various site-specific factors and38
on the proximity of the site to surface waters. Projects to protect and enhance the unique resources and39
values of the Delta as an evolving place encouraged by the Revised Project could be affected by flooding40
due to sea level rise or related changes in fish and wildlife species composition, which is similar to the41
Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the42
Draft PEIR.43
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Conclusion1

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and2
operations of Delta enhancement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,3
and methods and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific4
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However,5
because projects to protect and enhance the unique resources and values of the Delta as an evolving place6
encouraged by the Revised Project could be affected by flooding due to sea level rise, the potential7
impacts on Delta enhancement projects due to climate change and sea level rise are considered8
significant.9

Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project as compared to the10
Proposed Project, the overall adverse climate change impacts due to climate change and sea level rise11
resulting from the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.12

21.4.3.4 Water Quality Improvement13

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the14
Proposed Project to improve water quality which could improve water quality including the following15
types of projects that lead to reduced constituents from agricultural runoff and wastewater treatment16
plants (as described in Section 18.4.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR):17

 Water treatment plants18
 Conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants)19
 Wastewater treatment and recycle facilities20
 Municipal stormwater treatment facilities21
 Agricultural runoff treatment (eliminate, capture and treat/reuse)22
 Wellhead treatment facilities23
 Wells (withdrawal, recharge, and monitoring)24

The number and location of most potential actions and projects that could be implemented is currently not25
known. The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, is the same as the Proposed Project with respect26
to specifically naming the Central Valley Drinking Water Policy; Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for27
Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS); Water Quality Control Plan Update for the San Francisco Bay/28
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary; SWRCB/Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board29
(RWQCB) Strategic Workplan; completion of the regulatory processes, research, and monitoring for the30
Central Valley Pesticide Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon31
and chlorpyrifos, Central Valley Pesticide TMDL and Basin Plan Amendment for pyrethroids, and32
TMDL and Basin Plan Amendments for selenium and methylmercury; and the North Bay Aqueduct33
Alternative Intake Project as potential projects and potential locations for implementation.34

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, also includes more specific recommendations for water35
quality protection of habitat restoration and completion of studies to establish dissolved oxygen criteria in36
the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. These actions encouraged under the Revised37
Project could lead to completion, construction, and/or operation of the same projects listed above for38
other water quality criteria and objectives.39

21.4.3.4.1 Impact 21-1d: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Result in an Increase in40

GHG Emissions That May Have a Significant Impact on the Environment41

Effects of Project Construction42

The same amount of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction of construction of treatment43
plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as described for44
the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.45
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Construction-related GHG emissions for water quality improvement projects associated with the1
implementation of the Revised Project would primarily result from fuel combustion in construction2
equipment, trucks, worker vehicles, and dredging equipment. Water quality improvement projects3
encouraged by the Revised Project would include new and expanded water and wastewater treatment4
plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants). Projects to improve water quality may5
include modified or new treatment plants for surface water, groundwater, wastewater, stormwater, or6
agricultural runoff.7

Construction-related activities to build large water treatment facilities and other projects to improve water8
quality could require the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers,9
backhoes, and large trucks. Less extensive use of heavy equipment and smaller construction footprints10
would be needed for smaller projects that might be constructed to improve water quality.11

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Proposed Project would result in construction of12
water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, methods, and duration of13
construction activities. Projects encouraged by the Revised Project have the potential to result in GHG14
emissions impacts and benefits. The nature and magnitude of impacts and benefits would depend on the15
construction details and operating characteristics of the proposed projects, the applicable thresholds of16
significance, and the specific mitigation measures adopted by the implementing agencies. These projects17
would be located in or adjacent to the Delta, and could be located in one or more air basins.18

Based on the information described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.3, Water Quality19
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR, it is possible that GHG emissions impacts of projects encouraged by the20
Revised Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The21
details of many aspects of these projects are not currently known, however, and it is possible that22
significant and unavoidable impacts on GHG emissions could occur. Therefore, one or more of the water23
quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result in significant and24
unavoidable impact on GHG emissions.25

Project-specific construction emissions are likely to be substantial if large infrastructure projects are26
implemented. Construction-related GHG emissions from water quality improvement projects encouraged27
by the Revised Project are considered significant, because of the uncertainties regarding size, timing, and28
locations of potential projects, as well as the applicable AQMD or APCD regulations, CEQA guidance,29
and thresholds of significance.30

Effects of Project Operation31

The amount of GHG emissions associated with operations and maintenance of projects to improve water32
quality would depend on several factors, such as the size and type of project, the number and types of33
emission sources (e.g., boilers and generators) needed to support operations, required chemical use, the34
amount and the source of the electricity used, the number of employees and types of equipment, the35
increased traffic on the local and regional roadway network (including additional haul trucks and36
workers), types and volumes of generated wastes, and the level of operations activities.37

Quantification of operational emissions would be too speculative at this program level because of38
unknown project details, localized variables, and operational considerations. Project-specific GHG39
emissions impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead40
agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating41
conditions would be included in permits and approvals for the projects.42

Conclusion43

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and44
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational45
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criteria, methods, and duration of activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying these future projects1
GHG emissions impacts cannot be accurately quantified for specific projects at a program level. Project-2
level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time3
such projects are proposed by lead agencies.4

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the5
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project6
could generate substantial GHG emissions; therefore, this potential impact is considered significant.7

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised8
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse GHG emissions impacts resulting from9
the Revised Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.10

21.4.3.4.2 Impact 21-2d: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an11

Applicable Plan, Policy, or Regulation Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing Emissions12

of GHGs13

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation14

The amounts of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction of construction and operation of15
treatment plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as16
described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.17

Based on the size, scope, and purpose of water quality improvement projects, criteria described under18
Impact 21-2a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR could be used to evaluate whether a proposed project is19
consistent with plans or state goals to reduce or mitigate GHGs.20

Project-level actions are not addressed in existing State plans to reduce or mitigate GHGs; rather, the21
plans recommend broader goals and actions for statewide evaluation and implementation. Project-level22
actions may be covered in local climate action plans, however. As long as individual projects incorporate23
the recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable plans as part of project-specific24
environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable25
plans, which is similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.3, Water Quality26
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.27

Conclusion28

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the29
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. As long as individual projects incorporate the30
recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable plans as part of project-specific31
environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable32
plans. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is33
based on the review of environmental analysis of similar projects and other, pertinent evidence cited in34
the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a35
potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that this impact would be less than36
significant. Future project-specific analyses may develop adequate information to arrive a different37
conclusion; however for purposes of this program-level analysis, there is no available information to38
indicate that another finding is warranted or supported by substantial evidence.39

Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised40
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts resulting from the Revised41
Project would be greater than those under the Proposed Project due to increased GHG emissions during42
construction and operations of the wastewater and stormwater treatment plants, but still less than43
significant. The Revised Project’s impacts due to conflicts with GHG reduction policies, plans and44
programs under the Revised Project are thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project.45
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21.4.3.4.3 Impact 21-3d: Conflict with Operations of Proposed Facilities Due to Climate Change1

and Sea Level Rise2

Effects of Project Operation3

Because of the long-term nature of climate change and sea level rise, impacts related to climate change4
and sea level rise are considered in this EIR only as they affect project operations. Climate change5
conditions are projected to increase sea level water elevations in San Francisco Bay and western Delta6
(BCDC 2011).7

The same types of climate change impacts would occur from construction of construction of treatment8
plants and conveyance facilities (pipelines and pumping plants) under the Revised Project as described for9
the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.10

The Revised Project would encourage the development of wastewater treatment facilities, stormwater11
treatment facilities, and agricultural runoff treatment facilities that are generally constructed along the12
banks of rivers and streams. Future sea level rise due to climate change could increase the potential for13
flooding of the treatment facilities located in the Delta if flood protection walls or berms were not14
included in the design criteria.15

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the16
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these analyses will include more information on17
impacts resulting from climate change and sea level rise. During the project-level analyses, these impacts18
will be identified by hydrology and hydraulic studies, because they depend on various site-specific factors19
and on the proximity of the site to surface waters and groundwater recharge mechanisms. Water quality20
improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be affected by flooding due to climate21
change and sea level rise, which is similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.3, Water22
Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR.23

Conclusion24

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and25
operations of water quality improvement projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational26
criteria, and methods and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-27
specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies.28
However, because water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be29
affected by flooding due to climate change and sea level rise, the potential impacts on water quality30
improvement projects due to climate change and sea level rise are considered significant.31

Given the potential for an increased number water quality improvement programs under the Revised32
Project as compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse climate change and sea level rise impacts33
due to the potential flooding water quality improvement project facilities encouraged by the Revised34
Project would be greater than the Proposed Project.35

21.4.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction36

The Revised Project would encourage the same types of potential actions as those encouraged by the37
Proposed Project to reduce flood risk in the Delta including the following types of projects (as described38
in Section 18.4.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR):39

 Setback levees (construction and maintenance)40
 Floodplain expansion (construction and maintenance)41
 Levee maintenance42
 Levee modification43
 Dredging44
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 Stockpiling of rock for flood emergencies1
 Reservoir reoperation2

The number and location of most potential projects that would be implemented are not known at this time.3
The Revised Project, like the Proposed Project, would encourage the Sacramento Deep Water Ship4
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel Dredging (the USACE’s Delta Dredged Sediment Long-5
Term Management Strategy included in Appendix C, Attachment C-7, of the Draft PEIR) as potential6
projects and potential locations for implementation.7

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project, does not include one of the named projects in the8
Proposed Action, DWR’s A Framework for Department of Water Resources Investments in Delta9
Integrated Flood Management. This report was completed in February 2012 following publication of the10
Draft PEIR. Recommendations from the final report are similar to some of the provisions in the Revised11
Project. For example, the Revised Project includes three goals to be considered for prioritization of State12
investments with a similar emphasis on levees to protect existing and future urban and municipal land13
uses and less emphasis on levees to protect agricultural, recreational, public services and utilities,14
transportation, and ecosystem land uses, as described in Section 2.1.7, Flood Risk Reduction, of this15
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Therefore, the Revised Project could result in fewer levee improvements within16
the Delta than the Proposed Project.17

21.4.3.5.1 Impact 21-1e: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Result in an Increase in18

GHG Emissions That May Have a Significant Impact on the Environment19

Effects of Project Construction20

The amount of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction of levees and operable barriers21
along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal22
from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.4, Flood23
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.24

Construction-related GHG emissions for flood risk reduction projects associated with the implementation25
of the Revised Project would primarily result from fuel combustion in construction equipment, trucks,26
worker vehicles, and dredging equipment. Construction would include removal of vegetation and27
disturbance of soil in facilities footprints and borrow/spoils areas. The Revised Project could increase28
investments in levee improvements in the Delta. The improvements could primarily be to existing levees,29
and typically would not alter their basic shape and configuration, except for the use of setback levees.30
Setback levees could extend the levee footprint and width on the land side of the levee and increase31
riparian habitat on the water side of the levee.32

Construction-related activities for projects to reduce risk of floods in the Delta would require the use of33
heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, dredges, and large trucks.34
Less extensive use of heavy equipment and smaller construction footprints would be needed for smaller35
projects. These projects would be located in the Delta, and in one or more air basins.36

Based on the information described for the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction,37
of the Draft PEIR, it is possible that GHG emissions impacts of projects encouraged by the Revised38
Project may be less than significant, or could be mitigated to a less than significant level. The details of39
many aspects of these projects are not currently known, however, and it is possible that significant and40
unavoidable GHG emissions could occur. Impacts of flood risk reduction projects may be more difficult41
to avoid or mitigate to a less than significant level because of the magnitude of the construction.42
Therefore, one or more of the flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project may result43
in significant and unavoidable GHG emissions.44
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Project-specific construction emissions are likely to be substantial if large infrastructure projects are1
implemented. Construction-related GHG emissions from future flood risk reduction projects encouraged2
by the Revised Project are considered significant, because of the uncertainties regarding size, timing, and3
locations of potential projects, as well as the applicable AQMD or APCD regulations, CEQA guidance,4
and thresholds of significance.5

Effects of Project Operation6

The amount of GHG emissions associated with operations and maintenance of flood risk reduction7
projects would likely be similar to those expected during construction, but at much lower levels. GHG8
emissions associated with operations and maintenance would depend on several factors, such as the size9
and type of project, the number of employees and types of equipment, the increased traffic on the local10
and regional roadway network (including additional haul trucks and workers), and the level and frequency11
of activities.12

Quantification of operational emissions would be too speculative at this program level because of13
unknown project details, localized variables, and operational considerations. Project-specific GHG14
emissions impacts would be addressed in project-specific environmental studies conducted by the lead15
agency at the time projects are proposed for implementation, and required mitigation and operating16
conditions would be included in permits and approvals for the projects.17

Conclusion18

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and19
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,20
and methods and duration of activities. Because of the uncertainties underlying these future projects GHG21
emissions impacts cannot be accurately quantified for specific projects at a program level. Project-level22
impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the time such23
projects are proposed by lead agencies.24

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the25
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However, projects encouraged by the Revised Project26
could generate substantial GHG emissions; therefore, this potential impact is considered significant.27

Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as28
compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse GHG emissions impacts resulting from the Revised29
Project would be less than the Proposed Project.30

21.4.3.5.2 Impact 21-2e: Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an31
Applicable Plan, Policy, or Regulation Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing Emissions32

of GHGs33

Effects of Project Construction and Project Operation34

The same amounts of GHG emissions impacts would occur from construction of construction and35
operation of levees and operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification,36
expansion of floodplains, and sediment removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for37
the Proposed Project in Section 21.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.38

Based on the size, scope, and purpose of flood risk reduction projects, the criteria described under Impact39
21-2a, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR could be used to evaluate whether a proposed project is consistent40
with plans or state goals to reduce or mitigate GHGs.41

Project-level actions are not addressed in existing State plans to reduce or mitigate GHGs; rather, the42
plans recommend broader goals and actions for statewide evaluation and implementation. Project-level43
actions may be covered in local climate action plans, however. As long as individual projects incorporate44
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the recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable plans as part of project-specific1
environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable2
plans, which is similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of3
the Draft PEIR.4

Conclusion5

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the6
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. As long as individual projects incorporate the7
recommended measures and evaluate consistency with the applicable plans as part of project-specific8
environmental documentation, projects would not be in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable9
plans. There is substantial evidence that this impact would be less-than-significant. This conclusion is10
based on the review of environmental analysis of similar projects and other, pertinent evidence cited in11
the Draft PEIR, and on substantial evidence that there is no reasonably plausible scenario in which a12
potential significant impact would occur. It is therefore concluded that impacts due to conflicts with GHG13
reduction policies, plans and programs would be less than significant. Future project-specific analyses14
may develop adequate information to arrive a different conclusion; however for purposes of this15
program-level analysis, there is no available information to indicate that another finding is warranted or16
supported by substantial evidence.17

Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project as18
compared to the Proposed Project, the overall adverse impacts due to conflicts with GHG reduction19
policies, plans and programs resulting from the Revised Project would be less than the Proposed Project.20

21.4.3.5.3 Impact 21-3e: Conflict with Operations of Proposed Facilities Due to Climate Change21

and Sea Level Rise22

Effects of Project Operation23

Because of the long-term nature of climate change and sea level rise, impacts related to climate change24
and sea level rise are considered in this EIR only as they affect project operations. Climate change25
conditions are projected to increase sea level water elevations in San Francisco Bay and western Delta26
(BCDC 2011).27

The same types of climate change impacts would occur from construction of construction of levees and28
operable barriers along the levees, levee maintenance, levee modification, expansion of floodplains, and29
sediment removal from channels under the Revised Project as described for the Proposed Project in30
Section 21.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.31

The Revised Project would encourage the development of setback levees, floodplain expansion, levee32
modifications, and reservoir reoperation. Surface water elevations within floodplains and along levees33
could increase due to both sea level rise and more frequent extreme rainfall or snowmelt events, and may34
overtop the levees or cause levee failures.35

As described for Impact 21-1c, climate change impacts are projected by the State of California (DWR36
2009) to reduce the amount of snowfall and possibly increase the amount of rainfall during winter storms.37
The increased rainfall will cause the reservoirs to attain maximum storage volumes earlier in the year than38
under current conditions, and water will be released during the winter/spring storms. The additional water39
released as compared to existing conditions, combined with projected sea level rise, could increase the40
potential for flooding in the Delta for levees that were designed without consideration for climate change41
conditions.42

Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific environmental analysis conducted at the43
time such projects are proposed by lead agencies, and these analyses will include more information on44
impacts resulting from climate change and sea level rise. During the project-level analyses, these impacts45
will be identified by hydrology and hydraulic studies, because they depend on various site-specific factors46
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and on the proximity of the site to surface waters and groundwater recharge mechanisms. Flood risk1
reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be affected by climate change and sea level2
rise similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft3
PEIR.4

Conclusion5

It is not known at this time how implementation of the Revised Project would result in construction and6
operations of flood risk reduction projects, including the location, number, capacity, operational criteria,7
and methods and duration of activities. Project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific8
environmental analysis conducted at the time such projects are proposed by lead agencies. However,9
because flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project could be affected by climate10
change and sea level rise, the potential impacts are considered significant.11

Overall potential for adverse climate change impacts related to flood risk reduction projects would not be12
related to the number of projects encouraged by the Revised Project, and the potential impacts on flood13
risk reduction projects due to climate change and sea level rise would be the same as the Proposed14
Project.15

21.4.3.6 Mitigation Measures16

Mitigation measures for the Revised Project would be same as described for Impacts 21-1 and 21-3 of the17
Proposed Project, as described in Section 21.5.3.6, Mitigation Measures, of the Draft PEIR and18
summarized below. Impact 21-2 was found to be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation measures19
are provided for this potential impact.20

Any covered action that would have one or more of the significant environmental impacts listed above for21
the Revised Project shall incorporate the same features and/or requirements related to such impacts22
described for the Proposed Project in the Draft PEIR. These mitigation measures would reduce the23
impacts of the Revised Project. Project-level analysis by the agency proposing the covered action would24
determine whether the measures are sufficient to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.25

With regard to actions taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e.,26
activities that are not covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be27
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council.28
Those agencies can and should adopt these measures as part of their approval of such actions, but the29
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to require their adoption. Therefore, the significant30
impacts of noncovered actions could remain significant and unavoidable.31

In most cases, implementation of mitigation measures would reduce GHG emissions impacts associated32
with reliable water supply projects to a less than significant level. In some cases, construction or33
operations emissions may exceed the applicable significance levels, even with mitigation, and could result34
in a significant, unavoidable impact. This situation is most likely to occur during construction of large35
infrastructure projects, but would be temporary in nature. GHG emissions that would result from projects36
after implementation of mitigation would be less than the maximum estimated amounts, but the emissions37
and climate change impacts that would ultimately occur remain uncertain.38

For projects with the potential to result in significant environmental impacts from GHG emissions, lead39
agencies should prepare and include a project-specific technical report on climate change and GHG40
emissions as part of the environmental documentation, prior to approval of the projects. The technical41
report should include an analysis of potential environmental impacts from GHG emissions, including:42

 Quantification of GHG emissions;43

 An analysis to determine whether construction- and operation-related GHG emissions would44
exceed applicable air district thresholds;45
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 Evaluation of the effect of climate change on the project; and1

 Recommended emission reduction measures, including but not limited to potential actions that2
could sequester or reduce GHG emissions.3

The technical report should be based on the climate change or GHG emissions management plans,4
policies, and regulations of the appropriate local air district(s), should document consistency with5
applicable State and local plans to reduce GHG emissions, and should identify compliance with6
applicable BMPs and requirements. The technical report should identify project emissions from7
construction and operation of permitted (stationary) and non-permitted (mobile and area) sources, and8
mitigation measures that would be implemented to reduce significant emissions to below the applicable9
thresholds of significance. If these thresholds cannot be met with mitigation, then the individual project10
could require additional environmental review, additional mitigation measures, and/or a statement of11
over-riding considerations.12

21.4.3.6.1 Mitigation Measure 21-1: To Be Implemented When Construction and Operations of13

Projects Could Result in an Increase in GHG Emissions That May Have a Significant14

Impact on the Environment15

The following mitigation strategies should be considered by lead agencies, as applicable, to develop16
specific mitigation measures for future projects. The following mitigation measures could reduce the17
effects of Impact 21-1a through e, To Be Implemented When Construction and Operations of Projects18
Could Result in an Increase in GHG Emissions That May Have a Significant Impact on the Environment:19

Construction20

Implement GHG mitigation measures listed in the most recent California Air Pollution Control Officers21
Association and local air district guidance documents (e.g., CAPCOA 2010, p. 210-232; BAAQMD 2011,22
p. 8-6). Current versions of such guidance documents list the following for construction:23

1. Use alternative fuels for construction equipment.24
2. Use electric and hybrid construction equipment.25
3. Limit construction equipment idling beyond regulatory requirements.26
4. Institute a heavy-duty off-road vehicle plan.27
5. Implement a construction vehicle inventory tracking system.28
6. Use local building materials of at least ten percent.29
7. Recycling or reusing at least 50 percent of construction waste or demolition materials.30

In addition, the California Attorney General’s Office has developed a list of various measures that may31
reduce GHG emissions at the individual project level. A selected list of those proposed measures that32
could be applied to DWR projects was appended to the DWR guidance document, titled Guidance for33
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Determining the Significance of their Contribution to Global34
Climate Change for CEQA Purposes (DWR 2010c, Appendix B). As appropriate, the measures can be35
included as design features of a project, required as changes to the project, or imposed as mitigation36
(whether undertaken directly by the project proponent or funded by mitigation fees). The measures are37
examples; the list is not intended to be exhaustive. The following may serve as BMPs to be considered38
and implemented (as applicable) during design, construction, operation, and maintenance of project39
facilities.40

Efficiency41

1. Design buildings to be energy efficient. Site buildings to take advantage of shade, prevailing42
winds, landscaping and sun screens to reduce energy use.43
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2. Install efficient lighting and lighting control systems. Use daylight as an integral part of lighting1
systems in buildings.2

3. Install light colored “cool” roofs, cool pavements, and strategically placed shade trees.3

4. Install energy efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances and equipment, and control4
systems.5

5. Install light-emitting diodes for street and other outdoor lighting.6

6. Limit the hours of operation of outdoor lighting.7

7. Provide education on energy efficiency.8

Renewable Energy9

1. Install solar and wind power systems and energy-efficient heating ventilation and air10
conditioning.11

2. Install solar panels over parking areas.12

3. Use combined heat and power in appropriate applications.13

Water Conservation and Efficiency14

4. Create water-efficient landscapes.15

5. Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as soil moisture-based irrigation16
controls.17

6. Use reclaimed water for landscape irrigation. Install the infrastructure to deliver and use18
reclaimed water.19

7. Design buildings to be water-efficient. Install water-efficient fixtures and appliances.20

8. Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that apply water to non-vegetated surfaces) and21
control runoff.22

9. Restrict the use of water for cleaning outdoor surfaces and vehicles.23

10. Implement low-impact development practices that maintain the existing hydrologic character of24
the site to manage stormwater and protect the environment. (Retaining stormwater runoff on-site25
can drastically reduce the need for energy-intensive imported water at the site.)26

11. Devise a comprehensive water conservation strategy appropriate for the project and location. The27
strategy may include many of the specific items listed above, plus other innovative measures that28
are appropriate to the specific project.29

12. Provide education about water conservation.30

Solid Waste Measures31

13. Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to, soil,32
vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard).33

14. Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste and adequate recycling34
containers located in public areas.35

15. Recover by-product methane to generate electricity.36
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Transportation and Motor Vehicles1

16. Limit idling time for commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction vehicles.2

17. Use low or zero-emission vehicles, including construction vehicles.3

18. Institute a heavy-duty off-road vehicle plan and a construction vehicle inventory tracking system4
for construction projects.5

19. Promote ride sharing.6

20. Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure to encourage the use of low or zero-emission7
vehicles (e.g., electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located alternative fueling8
stations).9

21. Increase the cost of driving and parking private vehicles by, e.g., imposing tolls and parking fees.10

22. Provide shuttle service to public transit/[work sites].11

23. Provide information on all options for individuals and businesses to reduce transportation-related12
emissions.13

Carbon Offsets14

24. If, after analyzing and requiring all reasonable and feasible on-site mitigation measures for15
avoiding or reducing greenhouse gas-related impacts, the lead agency determines that additional16
mitigation is required, the agency may consider additional off-site mitigation. The project17
proponent could, for example, fund off-site mitigation projects (e.g., alternative energy projects,18
or energy or water audits for existing projects) that will reduce carbon emissions, conduct an19
audit of its other existing operations and agree to retrofit, or purchase carbon “credits” from20
another entity that will undertake mitigation.21

25. The topic of offsets can be complicated, and a full discussion is outside the scope of this summary22
document. Issues that the lead agency should consider include:23

a. The location of the off-site mitigation. (If the off-site mitigation is far from the project, any24
additional, non-climate related benefits of the mitigation will be lost to the local community.)25

b. Whether the emissions reductions from off-site mitigation can be quantified and verified.26

c. Whether the mitigation ratio should be greater than 1:1 to reflect any uncertainty about the27
effectiveness of the offset.28

SmartWay Truck Efficiency29

The strategy involves requiring existing trucks/trailers to be retrofitted with the best available “SmartWay30
Transport” and/or ARB approved technology. Technologies that reduce GHG emissions from trucks may31
include devices that reduce aerodynamic drag and rolling resistance. Aerodynamic drag may be reduced32
using devices such as cab roof fairings, cab side gap fairings, cab side skirts, and on the trailer side, trailer33
side skirts, gap fairings, and trailer tail. Rolling resistance may be reduced using single wide tires or low-34
rolling resistance tires and automatic tire inflation systems on both the tractor and the trailer.35

Tire Inflation Program36

The strategy involves actions to ensure that vehicle tire pressure is maintained to manufacturer37
specifications.38
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Blended Cements1

The strategy to reduce CO2 emissions involves the addition of blending materials such as limestone, fly2
ash, natural pozzolan and/or slag to replace some of the clinker in the production of Portland cement.3

Anti-idling Enforcement4

The strategy guarantees emission reductions as claimed by increasing compliance with anti-idling rules,5
thereby reducing the amount of fuel burned through unnecessary idling. Measures may include enhanced6
field enforcement of anti-idling regulations, increased penalties for violations of anti-idling regulations,7
and restriction on registrations of heavy-duty diesel vehicles with uncorrected idling violations.8

In most cases, compliance with required permits approvals and implementation of mitigation measures9
would reduce impacts associated with projects to a less than significant level and demonstrate consistency10
with applicable plans. In some cases, construction or operations emissions may exceed the applicable air11
district significance levels, even with mitigation, and could result in a significant, unavoidable impact.12
This situation is most likely to occur during construction of large infrastructure projects, and may be13
temporary in nature. Emissions of GHG emissions may be cumulatively considerable when more than one14
project is being constructed or operated at the same time, in the same vicinity, region, or air basin.15

Because it is not known whether mitigation measures would reduce the GHG emissions impacts16
associated with construction and operation of projects to a less than significant level, this potential impact17
is considered significant and may be unavoidable.18

21.4.3.6.2 Mitigation Measure 21-219

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 21-3a, 21-3c, and 21-3e, Conflict20
with Operations of Proposed Facilities Due to Climate Change and Sea Level Rise:21

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would assess the need and provide a22
basis for the design for flood protection of the facilities constructed along waterways. Prepare the23
study in accordance with applicable standards of Federal Emergency Management Agency24
(FEMA), USACE, DWR, Central Valley Flood Protection Board, BCDC, as well as the local25
reclamation districts and flood control agencies and the counties and cities. Design subsequent26
mitigation measures in accordance with the final study and with the applicable standards of27
FEMA, USACE, DWR, Central Valley Flood Protection Board, and BCDC.28

 Design intakes/diversions and outfalls to be operated at multiple surface water elevations between29
existing conditions and maximum projected surface water elevations during a high flow event30
with sea level rise for the life of the facility.31

 Prepare a hydrogeologic study that would assess long-term groundwater recharge and safe yield32
of wells and wellfields under a sustainable groundwater management plan. If the wells can be33
used to a greater degree in some years in a manner that would support the sustainable34
groundwater management plan to avoid long-term groundwater overdraft, wells could be drilled35
to deeper depths than would be required under existing conditions.36

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects in which surface water37
elevations are projected to increase. In many cases, they reduce significant climate change and sea level38
rise impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the39
significance of operations-related climate change and sea level rise impacts by site-specific hydrology and40
hydraulic studies and hydrogeologic studies. In some cases it will not be feasible to fully implement the41
mitigation measures in a manner that completely eliminates climate change and sea level rise related42
impacts due to local hydrology and topography. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions43
taken by other agencies on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not44
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covered actions), the implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the1
responsibility and jurisdiction of public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For these2
reasons, operations-related climate change and sea level rise impacts would remain significant.3

21.4.3.6.3 Mitigation Measure 21-34

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 21-3b, Conflict with Operations5
of Proposed Facilities Due to Climate Change and Sea Level Rise:6

 Prepare a drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would assess the need and provide a7
basis for the design for ecosystem habitat restoration, including adjacent areas that would allow8
for migration of the habitat to higher elevations as the surface water elevations increase. Prepare9
the study in accordance with applicable standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, and BCDC. Design10
subsequent mitigation measures in accordance with the final study and with the applicable11
standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, Central Valley Flood Protection Board, and BCDC.12

These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects in which surface water13
elevations are projected to increase. In many cases, they reduce significant climate change and sea level14
rise impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the15
significance of operations-related climate change and sea level rise impacts by site-specific hydrology and16
hydraulic studies. In some cases it will not be feasible to fully implement the mitigation measures in a17
manner that completely eliminates climate change and sea level rise related impacts due to local18
hydrology and topography. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies19
on the basis of Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the20
implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of21
public agencies other than the Council. For these reasons, operations-related climate change and sea level22
rise impacts would remain significant.23

21.4.3.6.4 Mitigation Measure 21-424

The following mitigation measures would reduce the effects of Impacts 21-3d, Conflict with Operations25
of Proposed Facilities Due to Climate Change and Sea Level Rise:26

 Prepare drainage or hydrology and hydraulics study that would assess the need and provide a27
basis for the design for projects that reduce risks of floods in the Delta. Prepare the study in28
accordance with applicable standards of FEMA, USACE, DWR, and BCDC. Design subsequent29
mitigation measures in accordance with the final study and with the applicable standards of30
FEMA, USACE, DWR, Central Valley Flood Protection Board, and BCDC.31

 Based on the results of the drainage or hydrologic and hydraulic study, arrange the length of flood32
management facilities in the direction of the floodplain flow to maximize surface flows under33
flood conditions.34

 Install setback levees or bypass channels to maintain channel capacity and to mitigate hydraulic35
impacts of high flow events and higher surface water elevations due to climate change and sea36
level rise.37

 Channel modifications for restoration actions would be required to be implemented to maintain or38
improve flood management functions and would be coordinated with the USACE, DWR, Central39
Valley Flood Protection Board, BCDC, and other flood control agencies to assess the desirability40
and feasibility for channel modifications. To the extent consistent with floodplain land uses and41
flood control requirements, if applicable, woody riparian vegetation would be allowed to42
naturally establish.43
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These mitigation measures are commonly employed on a variety of projects in which surface water1
elevations are projected to increase. In many cases, they reduce significant climate change and sea level2
rise impacts to less than significant levels. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the3
significance of operations-related climate change and sea level rise impacts by site-specific hydrology and4
hydraulic studies. In some cases it will not be feasible to fully implement the mitigation measures in a5
manner that completely eliminates climate change and sea level rise related impacts due to hydrology,6
hydraulics, and topography. Moreover, as discussed above, with regard to actions taken by other agencies7
on the basis of the Revised Project recommendations (i.e., activities that are not covered actions), the8
implementation and enforcement of these measures would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of9
public agencies other than the Delta Stewardship Council. For these reasons, operations-related climate10
change and sea level rise impacts would remain significant.11

21.5 References12

The Section 21.6, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged. The following reference is added to13
those references.14

DWR (California Department of Water Resources). 2009. California Water Plan Update 2009. Bulletin15
160-09.16

17
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Section 221

Cumulative Impact Assessment2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
describes the potential cumulative impacts of the Revised Project.4

22.1 CEQA Requirements5

Section 22.1, CEQA Requirements, in the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR)6
describes the cumulative impact assessment methodology, which remain unchanged.7

22.2 Cumulative Impacts of the Revised Project8

As stated in each resource section of the Draft PEIR and this Recirculated Draft PEIR, the Delta Plan9
alternatives could encourage the implementation of actions or activities by other agencies to construct and10
operate facilities or infrastructure that are described in Sections 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives,11
and 2B, Introduction to Resource Sections, of the Draft PEIR. Examples of potential projects include the12
construction and operation of water and wastewater treatment plants; water conveyance facilities,13
including pumping plants; surface water or groundwater storage facilities; ecosystem restoration projects;14
flood control levees; or recreation facilities. Implementation of these types of projects and construction15
and operation of these types of facilities could result in significant environmental impacts.16

The potential cumulative impacts that could result from implementation of the Revised Project in17
combination with past projects, other current projects and probable future projects (“cumulative projects”)18
are summarized below. The cumulative impacts are discussed below for each resource area analyzed in19
the Draft PEIR and this Recirculated Draft PEIR. Each cumulative project is described in Table 22-1,20
Related Actions, Programs, and Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impact Assessment, of the Draft21
PEIR.22

22.2.1 Water Resources23

Cumulative water resources impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects24
would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on water resources, as described in Section 3, Water25
Resources, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:26

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water27
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could28
violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water29
quality. This includes the potential release of hazardous materials during construction (e.g.,30
gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various31
lubricants, paint, paint thinner) or the release of hazardous materials by disturbance (e.g.,32
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dredging). Projects with considerable heavy equipment use are likely to have the greatest1
potential water quality impacts during construction. Representative cumulative projects that could2
lead to these impacts include the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation; Bay Delta3
Conservation Plan; San Diego County Water Authority Emergency Storage Project; El Monte4
Valley Mining, Reclamation, and Groundwater Recharge Project; fish screen projects; Liberty5
Island Conservation Bank; Meins Landing restoration; the five listed habitat conservation plans;6
the CALFED Levee Stability Program; the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program, and channel7
dredging projects. These impacts could be significant. The water quality impacts of the Proposed8
Project (i.e., Impact 3-1a – 3-1e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this9
significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 3-1should be10
considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.11

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other ecosystem12
restoration and flood control projects could result in water quality impacts, because new13
floodplains, channels, or restoration areas may create long-term changes in the balance of14
sedimentation and scour within channels or newly created restoration areas. In addition, operation15
of Delta enhancement projects could increase in boating activity in the Delta, and waves16
generated by boat traffic could cause an increase in stream bank erosion and sediments added to17
the water. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the Bay18
Delta Conservation Plan, Delta Wetlands, Meins Landing restoration, the five listed habitat19
conservation plans, the CALFED Levee Stability Program, and the Delta Levees Flood Protection20
Program. These impacts could be significant. The soil loss impacts of the Revised Project (i.e.,21
Impacts 3-2b, 3-2d, and 3-2e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this22
significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 3-2 should be23
considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.24

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with construction and25
operation of other water supply and water quality projects, and with the construction of other26
ecosystem restoration, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects, could result in water27
quality impacts due to erosion and sedimentation. Project types with the greatest potential for28
erosion and sedimentation are those with the greatest construction disturbance area, such as new29
surface water storage projects (especially with earthen dams), large ecosystem restoration30
projects, and levee improvement projects. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to31
these impacts include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan; San Diego County Water Authority32
Emergency Storage Project; El Monte Valley Mining, Reclamation, and Groundwater Recharge33
Project; Meins Landing restoration; the five listed habitat conservation plans; the CALFED Levee34
Stability Program; and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. However, these impacts are35
likely to be less than significant because of standard construction practices including erosion36
control best management practices. Erosion and sedimentation impacts from the Revised Project37
would be less than significant. Because the Revised Project also would include similar projects38
following similar construction practices, it would have a less than significant cumulative impact.39

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water40
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could41
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. Potential adverse impacts42
could include loss of groundwater through loss of recharge supplies (e.g., treated wastewater43
diverted to reuse) and introduction of saline water (e.g., from tidal marsh restoration). In addition,44
some types of projects (e.g., groundwater banking, water transfers) would have adverse effects45
during the drawdown period, such as reduction in groundwater storage volume, as well as46
beneficial effects of increasing groundwater storage volume during recharge periods.47
Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the Riverside-Corona48
Feeder Project, Liberty Island Conservation Bank, and the Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration49
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Project. However, these impacts are likely to be less than significant because of the likelihood of1
overall beneficial effects of increased groundwater storage volume. Groundwater impacts from2
the Revised Project would be less than significant for the same reason. Because the Revised3
Project also has the potential for beneficial effects, it would have a less than significant4
cumulative impact.5

These cumulative water resources impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed6
Project in Section 22.2.1, Water Resources, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an7
increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the8
overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed9
Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the10
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be11
the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised12
Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the13
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs14
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions15
would be greater than the Proposed Project due to potential water quality impacts during construction, but16
still less than significant; and thus effectively the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a17
reduction in the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts18
related to flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.19

22.2.2 Biological Resources20

Cumulative biological resources impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects21
would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on biological resources as described in Section 4,22
Biological Resources, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:23

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water24
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could25
impact sensitive natural communities (e.g., wetlands and riparian habitat), special-status species,26
or the habitat of common fish and wildlife species (ecosystem restoration projects only). Impacts27
could occur as a result of many different processes including ground disturbance or indirect28
effects (e.g., dust, noise) during construction, site preparation for and construction of new29
permanent facilities, impoundment in new storage reservoirs, changes in instream flow or water30
quality conditions, and the spread of invasive species or noxious weeds. These types of impacts31
could be created by construction and operation of any type of cumulative project considered in32
this Recirculated Draft PEIR, especially projects with large footprints of disturbance. These33
impacts could be significant. The fish and wildlife species and habitat impacts of the Revised34
Project (i.e., Impacts 4-1a – 4-1e, 4-2a – 4-2e, and 4-3a – 4-3e) could constitute a cumulatively35
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to36
Mitigation Measure 4-1 (for sensitive natural communities), Mitigation Measure 4-2 (for special-37
status species), and Mitigation Measure 4-3 (for common fish and wildlife habitat impacts of38
ecosystem restoration projects) should be considered for these other actions as well as the39
Revised Project.40

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water41
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could42
potentially interfere with the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or43
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. Impacts are most likely to occur44
from projects with large space requirements (e.g., surface storage) or with large instream45
disturbance areas. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the46
Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation; Bay Delta Conservation Plan, San Diego County47
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Water Authority Emergency Storage Project; El Monte Valley Mining, Reclamation, and1
Groundwater Recharge Project; the CALFED Levee Stability Program; the Delta Levees Flood2
Protection Program; and both of the deep water ship channel dredging projects. These impacts3
could be significant. The fish and wildlife movement and migration impacts of the Revised4
Project (i.e., Impacts 4-4a – 4-4e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to5
this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 4-4 should6
be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.7

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water8
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could9
potentially conflict with local requirements protecting biological resources, or the provisions of10
adopted habitat conservation or protection plans. The geographic scope of this potential impact11
would be limited to areas with approved plans for biological resources protection, such as eastern12
Contra Costa County (East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan/ Natural Community13
Conservation Plan). Representative cumulative projects that could lead to conflicts with plans for14
biological resources include the San Diego County Water Authority Emergency Storage Project,15
the CALFED Levee Stability Program, the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program, and both of16
the deep water ship channel dredging projects. These impacts could be significant. Under the17
Revised Project, plan conflicts (i.e., Impacts 4-5a – 4-5e) could constitute a cumulatively18
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to19
Mitigation Measure 4-5 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised20
Project.21

These cumulative biological resources impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed22
Project in Section 22.2.2, Biological Resources, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an23
increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the24
overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed25
Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the26
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be27
the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised28
Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the29
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs30
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions31
would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta32
levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction33
actions would be less than the Proposed Project.34

22.2.3 Delta Flood Risk35

Cumulative flood management impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects36
would be similar to the Revised Project’s Delta flood risk impacts as described in Section 5, Delta Flood37
Risk, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:38

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water39
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects may40
expose people or structures to flood hazards. Processes due to alteration of drainage patterns41
(including stream and river alterations), increasing the rate or amount of surface runoff,42
exceeding storm drainage capacity, dam or levee failure, or construction within flood hazard43
areas. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the Bay Delta44
Conservation Plan; San Diego County Water Authority Emergency Storage Project; El Monte45
Valley Mining, Reclamation, and Groundwater Recharge Project; the CALFED Levee Stability46
Program; and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be significant.47
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The flood hazard impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 5-1a – 5-1e through 5-5a – 5-5e)1
could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact.2
Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measures 5-1 through 5-5 should be considered for3
these other actions as well as the Revised Project.4

These cumulative Delta flood risk impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed5
Project in Section 22.2.3, Delta Flood Risk, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an6
increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the7
overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed8
Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the9
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be10
the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised11
Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the12
Proposed Project due to increased flood risk to users of parks and risks to structures in the parks. Given13
the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised Project,14
the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions would be greater than those15
under the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee projects16
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction actions would be17
greater than the Proposed Project.18

22.2.4 Land Use and Planning19

Cumulative land use and planning impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative20
projects would be similar to the Revised Project’s land use and planning impacts on as described in21
Section 6, Land Use and Planning, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:22

 Construction of physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with23
other water supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement24
projects could cause short-term disruptions from construction activities that temporarily cut off25
roadways and bridge access, thus isolating communities. Representative cumulative projects that26
could lead to these impacts include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, the San Diego County27
Water Authority Emergency Storage Project, the 2-Gates Project, fish screen projects, the Franks28
Tract project, the CALFED Levee Stability Program, and the Delta Levees Flood Protection29
Program. However, these impacts are likely to be less than significant because traffic could be30
rerouted during the construction period. Construction-phase land use impacts from the Revised31
Project would be less than significant. Because the Revised Project also would include similar32
projects following similar construction practices, it would have a less than significant cumulative33
impact.34

 Construction of physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with35
other water supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, and flood control projects could cause a36
long-term and permanent disruption of local development patterns, including as a result of road37
closures or rerouting. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include38
the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, the San Diego County Water Authority Emergency Storage39
Project, the 2-Gates Project, fish screen projects, the Franks Tract project, the CALFED Levee40
Stability Program, and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be41
significant. Because the Revised Project also would include similar projects following similar42
construction practices, impacts related to dividing an established community (i.e., Impacts 6-1a –43
6-1e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative44
impact.45

 Operation of physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with46
other Delta enhancement projects could cause a long-term and permanent disruption of local47
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development patterns, including as a result of road closures or rerouting. Representative1
cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include implementation of the Land Use and2
Resource Management Plan Update and Recreation Proposal for the Sacramento-San Joaquin3
Delta and Suisun Marsh. However, these impacts are likely to be less than significant because4
impacts are likely to be beneficial (i.e., access would be increased). Operations-phase land use5
impacts from the Revised Project would be less than significant. Because the Revised Project also6
would enhance access to Delta communities, it would have a less than significant cumulative7
impact.8

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water9
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could10
potentially conflict with land use plans, policies and regulations adopted for the purpose of11
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect (e.g., agricultural preservation) if the projects are12
developed in locations protected by these plans, policies and regulations (e.g., lands designated in13
the general plan for agriculture). In addition, operation of these projects could create land use14
conflicts if they are incompatible with adjacent uses (e.g., industrial operations in close proximity15
to residential uses). These conditions could be created by development of any type of cumulative16
project considered in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. These impacts could be significant. Under the17
Revised Project, land use conflicts (i.e., Impacts 6-2a – 6-2e) could constitute a cumulatively18
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to19
Mitigation Measure 6-2 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised20
Project.21

These cumulative land use and planning impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the22
Proposed Project in Section 22.2.4, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the23
potential for an increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the24
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater25
than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration26
actions under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration27
actions would be the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks28
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be29
greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality30
improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality31
improvement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in32
the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to33
flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.34

22.2.5 Agriculture and Forestry Resources35

Cumulative agriculture and forestry resources impacts of the Revised Project in combination with36
cumulative projects would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on agriculture and forestry37
resources as described in Section 7, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR,38
and would include the following:39

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water40
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could41
require the conversion of farmland to accommodate new project features, and could conflict with42
existing agricultural zoning and Williamson Act contracts. Project features involving farmland43
conversion or agricultural zoning/Williamson Act conflicts could include wetland and other44
habitat restoration sites, surface water storage areas, and typical water infrastructure facilities45
with a defined “footprint” (e.g., wastewater treatment plants, levees). These effects could be46
temporary (e.g., spoils storage, soil compaction from heavy equipment, pipeline construction) as47
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well as permanent. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include1
the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, habitat conservation plans, the Grasslands Bypass Project,2
channel dredging projects, and Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be3
significant. The farmland conversion and zoning conflict impacts of the Revised Project (i.e.,4
Impacts 7-1a – 7-1e, 7-2a – 7-2e, and 7-5a – 7-5e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable5
contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation6
Measure 7-1 (for farmland conversion) and Mitigation Measure 7-2 (for agricultural zoning and7
Williamson Act conflicts) should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised8
Project.9

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water10
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could11
require the conversion of forestland to accommodate new project features, and could conflict with12
existing forest zoning (including Timberland Production Zones [TPZ]). Project features involving13
forestland conversion or forest zoning/TPZ conflicts could include surface water storage areas14
and typical water infrastructure facilities with a defined “footprint” (e.g., wastewater treatment15
plants, levees). These effects could be temporary (e.g., pipeline construction) as well as16
permanent. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the Shasta17
Lake Water Resources Investigation and habitat conservation plans. These impacts could be18
significant. The farmland conversion and zoning conflict impacts of the Revised Project (i.e.,19
Impacts 7-3a – 7-3e, 7-4a – 7-4e, and 7-5a – 7-5e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable20
contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation21
Measure 7-3 (for forest zoning and TPZ conflicts) and Mitigation Measure 7-4 (for forestland22
conversion) should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.23

These cumulative agricultural and forestry resources impacts would be similar to the impacts described24
for the Proposed Project in Section 22.2.5, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of the Draft PEIR.25
However, given the potential for an increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta26
watershed under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply27
actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of28
Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to29
Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an30
increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta31
enhancement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased32
number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative33
impacts related to water quality improvement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given34
the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall35
cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.36

22.2.6 Visual Resources37

Cumulative visual resources impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects38
would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on visual resources as described in Section 8, Visual39
Resources, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:40

 Improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water supply,41
ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects would42
introduce new physical features into the existing landscape, which could degrade visual quality,43
affect scenic vistas and scenic resources, and introduce new sources of light and glare. Project44
features that could substantially alter existing rural and natural landscapes that currently have45
high visual quality could include surface water storage areas and typical water infrastructure46
facilities with a defined “footprint” (e.g., wastewater treatment plants, levees). These effects47
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could be temporary (e.g., stockpiling of dredge spoils) as well as permanent (e.g., new buildings,1
large earthen structures). Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts2
include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, the 2-Gates Project, fish screen projects, the Franks3
Tract project, the South Delta Temporary Barriers program, channel dredging projects, and the4
Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be significant. Under the Revised5
Project, degradation of visual quality, adverse effects on scenic vistas and scenic resources, and6
new sources of substantial light and glare (i.e., Impacts 8-1a – 8-1e, 8-2a – 8-2e, and 8-3a – 8-3e)7
could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact.8
Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 8-1 (for degradation of visual quality),9
Mitigation Measure 8-2 (for effects on scenic vistas and scenic resources), and Mitigation10
Measure 8-3 (for light and glare) should be considered for these other actions as well as the11
Revised Project.12

These cumulative visual resources impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed13
Project in Section 22.2.6, Visual Resources, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an14
increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the15
overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed16
Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the17
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be18
the same as Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised19
Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the20
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs21
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions22
would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta23
levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction24
actions would be less than the Proposed Project.25

22.2.7 Air Quality26

Cumulative air quality impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects would be27
similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on air quality as described in Section 9, Air Quality, of this28
Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:29

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water30
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could31
conflict with adopted air quality plans (e.g., State Implementation Plan, Air Quality Management32
Plan) or substantially contribute to an air quality violation. These impacts could occur during33
construction (primarily from construction equipment emissions) or during project operations.34
Construction-related emissions for projects would arise from a variety of activities, including:35
(1) generation of fugitive dust by equipment used for grading, excavation, road building, and36
other earth-moving activities; (2) fugitive dust from travel by construction equipment, haul37
trucks, and worker vehicles on paved and unpaved surfaces; (3) fugitive dust from establishing38
borrow sites and from storing and handling materials; and (4) exhaust from fuel combustion in39
construction equipment, trucks, and worker vehicles. These conditions could be created by40
construction and operation of any type of cumulative project, especially projects with large41
footprints of disturbance and large amounts of construction activities. Operation-phase emissions42
could occur from fuel consumption (e.g., from maintenance activities) and from treatment43
processes (e.g., chemical feeds). Representative cumulative projects with potential operation-44
phase impacts include the three listed desalination projects (Bay Area, Huntington Beach, and45
Carlsbad). These impacts could be significant. The air quality plan conflicts of the Revised46
Project (Impacts 9-1a – 9-1e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this47
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significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 9-1 should be1
considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.2

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other ecosystem3
restoration and water quality projects could result in exposure of sensitive receptors to4
objectionable odors. Various types of projects may generate odors from sources such as algal5
growth and anaerobic digestion (with ammonia and hydrogen sulfide emissions). Representative6
cumulative projects with potential impacts include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, the three7
listed desalination projects (Bay Area, Huntington Beach, and Carlsbad), the Delta Smelt Interim8
Refuge, Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project, and the five listed habitat conservation9
plans. These impacts could be significant. The odor impacts of the Revised Project (Impacts 9-2a10
– 9-2e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative11
impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 9-2 should be considered for these12
other actions as well as the Revised Project.13

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water14
supply, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could result in exposure of sensitive15
receptors to objectionable odors. Various types of projects may generate odors from sources such16
as algal growth and brine storage. Representative cumulative projects with potential operation-17
phase impacts include the three listed desalination projects (Bay Area, Huntington Beach, and18
Carlsbad). However, these impacts are likely to be less than significant because these types of19
project typically do not generate substantial odors. Odor impacts from the Revised Project would20
be less than significant. Because the Revised Project also would include similar projects with no21
odor impacts, it would have a less than significant cumulative impact.22

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water23
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could24
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., carbon monoxide, toxic air25
contaminants). These impacts are most likely to occur during construction, primarily from26
exhaust from construction equipment, trucks, and worker vehicles. These conditions could be27
created by construction and operation of any type of cumulative project considered in this28
Recirculated Draft PEIR, especially projects with large amounts of construction activity. These29
impacts could be significant. The pollutant concentration impacts of the Revised Project30
(Impacts 9-3a – 9-3e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant31
cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 9-3 should be considered32
for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.33

These cumulative air quality impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project34
in Section 22.2.7, Air Quality, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an increased number35
of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative36
impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the37
potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the Revised Project,38
the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be the same as the39
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the40
overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the Proposed41
Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the42
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions would be43
greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee44
projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction actions45
would be less than the Proposed Project.46
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22.2.8 Cultural Resources1

Cumulative cultural resources impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects2
would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on cultural resources as described in Section 10,3
Cultural Resources, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:4

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water5
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could6
result in disturbance or destruction of prehistoric or historic archaeological resources; historic7
buildings, structures, and linear features, and unrecorded human remains. Construction projects8
also could result in the alteration or removal of character-defining features of a cultural9
landscape. These conditions could be created by construction and operation of any type of10
cumulative project considered in this Recirculated Draft PEIR, especially projects with large11
footprints of disturbance. These impacts could be significant. The archaeological and historical12
resource impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 10-1a – 10-1e, 10-2a – 14-2e, 10-3a – 10-13
3e, and 10-4a – 10-4e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this14
significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measures 10-1 (for15
archaeological resources), 10-2 (for unrecorded human remains), 10-3 (for historic resources),16
and 10-4 (for cultural landscapes) should be considered for these other actions as well as the17
Revised Project.18

These cumulative cultural resources impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed19
Project in Section 22.2.8, Cultural Resources, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an20
increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the21
overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed22
Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the23
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be24
the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised25
Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the26
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs27
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions28
would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta29
levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction30
actions would be less than the Proposed Project.31

22.2.9 Geology and Soils32

Cumulative geological resources impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects33
would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on geology and soils as described in Section 11,34
Geology and Soils, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:35

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water36
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects may37
expose people or structures to seismic hazards including fault rupture and strong ground motion.38
Project types with the greatest risk of loss, injury, or death include surface storage projects and39
flood control projects. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include40
the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation; San Diego County41
Water Authority Emergency Storage Project; El Monte Valley Mining, Reclamation, and42
Groundwater Recharge Project; the CALFED Levee Stability Program; and the Delta Levees43
Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be significant. The seismic hazard impacts of the44
Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 11-1a – 11-1e and 11-2a – 11-2e) could constitute a cumulatively45
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to46
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Mitigation Measure 11-1 (for fault rupture) and Mitigation Measure 11-2 (for strong ground1
motion) should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.2

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water3
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects may4
expose people or structures to unstable geological conditions including unstable geology (e.g.,5
loss of bearing value, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse), expansive soils,6
landslides, and high organic matter soils. Projects built on sites with these geological constraints7
may experience greater hazardous conditions during construction and greater risk of structural8
damage to complete projects. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts9
include the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation, Bay Delta Conservation Plan, the 2-Gates10
Project, fish screen projects, the Franks Tract Project, the CALFED Levee Stability Program, and11
the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be significant. The geological12
hazard impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 11-3a – 11-3e, 11-5a – 11-5e, 11-7a – 11-7e,13
and 11-9a – 11-9e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant14
cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 11-3 (for unstable15
geological conditions), Mitigation Measure 11-5 (for expansive soils), Mitigation Measure 11-716
(for landslides), and Mitigation Measure 11-9 (for high organic matter soils) should be considered17
for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.18

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water19
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could20
result in a loss of topsoil associated with ground disturbance, with resulting erosion and21
sedimentation impacts. Project types with the greatest potential for soil loss are those with the22
greatest area of construction disturbance, such as new surface water storage projects (especially23
with earthen dams), large ecosystem restoration projects, and levee improvement projects.24
Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the Bay Delta25
Conservation Plan, San Diego County Water Authority Emergency Storage Project; El Monte26
Valley Mining, Reclamation, and Groundwater Recharge Project; Meins Landing restoration; the27
five listed habitat conservation plans; the CALFED Levee Stability Program; and the Delta28
Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be significant. The soil loss impacts of29
the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 11-4a – 11-4e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable30
contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation31
Measure 11-4 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.32

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water33
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could34
result in the unintentional formation of seeps and springs and the resulting occurrence of water35
flowing across currently dry land. Project types with the greatest potential for water flowing36
across currently dry land are projects that impound water (including levees) that could interrupt37
existing streams or drainage flow patterns; or projects that involve substantial excavation to38
elevations below groundwater that could cause standing water. Representative cumulative39
projects that could lead to these impacts include the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation;40
San Diego County Water Authority Emergency Storage Project; El Monte Valley Mining,41
Reclamation, and Groundwater Recharge Project; the CALFED Levee Stability Program; and the42
Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be significant. The nuisance water43
impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 11-6a – 11-6e) could constitute a cumulatively44
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to45
Mitigation Measure 11-6 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised46
Project.47
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 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water1
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, and Delta enhancement projects may require2
locating facilities in remote areas without access to municipal wastewater systems. In these3
locations, onsite septic systems would be required but could occur in areas with soil conditions4
that are unable to properly treat effluent. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to5
these impacts include the 2-Gates Project, fish screen projects, and the Franks Tract Project.6
These impacts could be significant. The septic system impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impact7
11-8) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative8
impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 11-8 should be considered for these9
other actions as well as the Revised Project.10

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other flood11
control projects may require locating facilities in remote areas without access to municipal12
wastewater systems. Onsite septic systems are not expected to be required for flood control13
projects but could occur in areas with soil conditions that are unable to properly treat effluent.14
Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the CALFED Levee15
Stability Program and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. Septic system impacts from16
the Revised Project would be less than significant. Because the Revised Project also would17
include similar flood control projects that are not expected to require septic systems, it would18
have a less than significant cumulative impact.19

These cumulative geology and soils impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed20
Project in Section 22.2.9, Geology and Soils, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an21
increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the22
overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed23
Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the24
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be25
the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised26
Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the27
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs28
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions29
would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta30
levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction31
actions would be less than the Proposed Project.32

22.2.10 Paleontological Resources33

Cumulative paleontological resources impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative34
projects would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on paleontological resources as described in35
Section 12, Paleontological Resources, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:36

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water37
supply, water quality, and flood control projects could result in destruction of paleontological38
resources. These conditions could be created by construction and operation of any type of39
cumulative project considered in this Recirculated Draft PEIR, especially projects with large40
footprints of disturbance and deep excavation. These impacts could be significant. The41
paleontological resource impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 12-1a, 12-1d, and 12-1e)42
could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact.43
Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 12-1 should be considered for these other44
actions as well as the Revised Project.45

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other ecosystem46
restoration and Delta enhancement projects could result in destruction of paleontological47
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resources. These conditions could be created by construction and operation of any type of1
cumulative project considered in this Recirculated Draft PEIR, especially projects with large2
footprints of disturbance. However, these impacts are likely to be less than significant because3
these types of projects are likely to occur on disturbed soils and would not include deep4
excavation (i.e., below the surface soil horizon). The paleontological resource impacts of5
ecosystem restoration and Delta enhancement projects (i.e., Impacts 12-1b and 12-1c) would be6
less than significant. Because the Revised Project also would include similar projects in disturbed7
areas without deep excavation, it would have a less than significant cumulative impact.8

These cumulative paleontological resources impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the9
Proposed Project in Section 22.2.10, Paleontological Resources, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the10
potential for an increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the11
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater12
than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration13
actions under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration14
actions would be the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks15
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be16
greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality17
improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality18
improvement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in19
the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to20
flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.21

22.2.11 Mineral Resources22

Cumulative mineral resources impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects23
would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on mineral resources as described in Section 13,24
Mineral Resources, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:25

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water26
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could27
result in a loss of access to known mineral resources, including sites delineated in local plans.28
Project types with the greatest potential for mineral resource impacts are those located outside of29
the Delta and Suisun Marsh that could be developed in Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2) areas30
(see Section 13, Mineral Resources), because there are no MRZ zones in these areas.31
Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the Shasta Lake32
Water Resources Investigation and the San Diego County Water Authority Emergency Storage33
Project. Other project types with potential mineral resource impacts are those located in areas34
within the Delta and Suisun Marsh that contain natural gas resources, the use of which could be35
precluded by the project. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts36
include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Delta Smelt Interim Refuge, Liberty Island37
Conservation Bank, Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project, Meins Landing restoration,38
and the five listed habitat conservation plans. These impacts could be significant. The mineral39
resource impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 13-1 and 13-2) could constitute a40
cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures41
similar to Mitigation Measures 13-1 and 13-2 should be considered for these other actions as well42
as the Revised Project.43

These cumulative minerals resources impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed44
Project in Section 22.2.11, Mineral Resources, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an45
increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the46
overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed47
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Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the1
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be2
the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised3
Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the4
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs5
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions6
would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta7
levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction8
actions would be less than the Proposed Project.9

22.2.12 Hazards and Hazardous Materials10

Cumulative hazards and hazardous materials of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative11
projects would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts due to hazards and hazardous materials as12
described in Section 14, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would13
include the following:14

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water15
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could16
result in exposure of the environment and sensitive receptors to hazardous materials such as17
gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various18
lubricants, paint, and paint thinner. This includes the potential release of existing onsite hazardous19
materials that are uncovered or otherwise disrupted during construction. Some of these impacts20
could occur within 0.25 miles of a school. Projects that involve considerable heavy equipment use21
are likely to have the greatest potential hazardous materials impacts. These types of projects22
include new surface water storage projects, large ecosystem restoration projects, and levee23
improvement projects. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts24
include the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation; Bay Delta Conservation Plan; San Diego25
County Water Authority Emergency Storage Project; El Monte Valley Mining, Reclamation, and26
Groundwater Recharge Project; fish screen projects; Liberty Island Conservation Bank; Meins27
Landing restoration; habitat conservation plans; the CALFED Levee Stability Program; the Delta28
Levees Flood Protection Program, and channel dredging projects. These impacts could be29
significant. The hazardous materials impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 14-1a – 14-1e,30
14-2a – 14-2e, 14-5a – 14-5e, and 14-6a – 14-6e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable31
contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation32
Measures 14-1, 14-2, and 14-3 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised33
Project.34

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water35
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could36
result in new areas of standing water, which increases the potential creation of mosquito breeding37
habitat. These conditions could be created by construction and operation of any type of38
cumulative project considered in this Recirculated Draft PEIR. These impacts could be39
significant. The vector impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 14-3a – 14-3e) could40
constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact.41
Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 14-4 should be considered for these other42
actions as well as the Revised Project.43

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water44
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could45
result in new areas of open surface water within 5 miles of an Airport Operations Area, which46
could be attractive to waterfowl and become a hazardous wildlife attractant. These conditions47
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could be created by construction and operation of any type of cumulative project considered in1
this Recirculated Draft PEIR. These impacts could be significant. The bird strike impacts of the2
Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 14-7a – 14-7e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable3
contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation4
Measure 14-6 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.5

These hazards and hazardous materials cumulative impacts would be similar to the impacts described for6
the Proposed Project in Section 22.2.12, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft PEIR. However,7
given the potential for an increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under8
the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be9
greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem10
restoration actions under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem11
restoration actions would be the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased12
number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement13
actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water14
quality improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water15
quality improvement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a16
reduction in the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts17
related to flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.18

22.2.13 Noise19

Cumulative noise impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects would be20
similar to the Revised Project’s impacts due to noise as described in Section 15, Noise, of this21
Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:22

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water23
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could24
result in exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive temporary, short-term construction noise.25
Projects with considerable heavy equipment use near residences or similar receptors, or that26
require a large number of vehicle trips (e.g., to haul materials) are likely to have the greatest27
construction noise impacts. These types of projects include new surface water storage projects,28
large ecosystem restoration projects, and levee improvement projects. Representative cumulative29
projects that could lead to these impacts include the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation;30
Bay Delta Conservation Plan; San Diego County Water Authority Emergency Storage Project; El31
Monte Valley Mining, Reclamation, and Groundwater Recharge Project; fish screen projects;32
Liberty Island Conservation Bank; Meins Landing restoration; habitat conservation plans; the33
CALFED Levee Stability Program; the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program, and channel34
dredging projects. These impacts could be significant. The construction noise impacts of the35
Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 15-1a – 15-1e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable36
contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation37
Measure 15-1 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.38

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water39
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could40
result in temporary and short-term exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive groundborne41
vibrations. Projects that may induce substantial groundborne vibration during construction are42
those with considerable heavy equipment use (especially pile-driving and vibratory equipment)43
near fragile historic structures, vibration-sensitive equipment (e.g., some medical and44
manufacturing businesses), or residents. These types of projects include new surface water45
storage projects and levee improvement projects. Representative cumulative projects that could46
lead to these impacts include the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation; San Diego County47
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Water Authority Emergency Storage Project; El Monte Valley Mining, Reclamation, and1
Groundwater Recharge Project; fish screen projects; the CALFED Levee Stability Program; and2
the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be significant. The construction3
vibration impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 15-2a – 15-2e) could constitute a4
cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures5
similar to Mitigation Measure 15-2 should constitute considered for these other actions as well as6
the Revised Project.7

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water8
supply, water quality, and Delta enhancement projects could result in the long-term exposure of9
sensitive receptors to excessive noise from operations. Projects that require large pumps (e.g.,10
wells) or surface water projects with hydroelectric features (e.g., turbines with falling water) are11
likely to have the greatest operational noise impacts. Recreation projects also could generate12
operational noise impacts (e.g., dog parks, playing fields, parking lots, marinas). Representative13
cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the Shasta Lake Water Resources14
Investigation, Bay Delta Conservation Plan, and Delta Wetlands project. These impacts could be15
significant. The operational noise impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 15-3a – 15-3e)16
could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact.17
Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 15-3 should be considered for these other18
actions as well as the Revised Project.19

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other ecosystem20
restoration and flood control projects could result in the long-term exposure of sensitive receptors21
to excessive noise from operations. Some noise would be generated by maintenance of new or22
modified restoration sites or flood control features (e.g., levees). Representative cumulative23
projects that could lead to these impacts include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Liberty Island24
Conservation Bank, Meins Landing restoration, the five listed habitat conservation plans, the25
CALFED Levee Stability Program, and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These26
projects, however, would only generate operation-phase noise for short amounts of time and/or27
infrequently. For example, maintenance activities related to periodic dredging could be audible in28
areas adjacent to the maintenance activities. Operations-phase noise impacts from the Revised29
Project would be less than significant. Because the Revised Project also would include similar30
projects that generate only limited or periodic noise, it would have a less than significant31
cumulative impact.32

These cumulative noise impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in33
Section 22.2.13, Noise, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an increased number of34
reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative35
impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the36
potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the Revised Project,37
the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be the same as the38
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the39
overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the Proposed40
Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the41
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions would be42
greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee43
projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction actions44
would be less than the Proposed Project.45
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22.2.14 Population and Housing1

Cumulative population and housing impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative2
projects would be similar to the Revised Project’s population and housing impacts as described in3
Section 16, Population and Housing, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:4

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water5
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood risk reduction, and Delta enhancements6
projects could displace housing and/or people, which would necessitate the construction of7
replacement housing elsewhere. The impact would be significant if the resulting housing demand8
cannot be met with existing housing in the specific project area. However, these categories of9
projects would most often occur in rural areas that are zoned for agriculture, or in urban areas10
with established manufacturing and construction industries and labor pools. In addition,11
construction activities in sparsely populated areas would be temporary and unlikely to contribute12
substantive changes to local labor pools. For these reasons, cumulative impacts are expected to be13
less than significant. Because the Revised Project also would include similar projects in rural,14
sparsely populated areas, or in urban areas with an established construction industry, it would15
have a less than significant cumulative impact.16

These cumulative population and housing impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the17
Proposed Project in Section 22.2.14, Population and Housing, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the18
potential for an increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the19
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater20
than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration21
actions under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration22
actions would be the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks23
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be24
greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality25
improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality26
improvement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in27
the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to28
flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.29

22.2.15 Public Services30

Cumulative public services impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects would31
be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on public services as described in Section 17, Public Services,32
of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:33

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water34
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could35
place additional demands on public services (e.g., from job site accidents and job site security36
during construction) and disrupt the delivery of police, fire, and ambulance service by blocking37
access or otherwise interfering with established service routes. These impacts could result in the38
need for new or expanded public service facilities. Representative cumulative projects that could39
lead to these impacts include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Delta Wetlands Project, the 2-40
Gates Project, Liberty Island Conservation Bank, and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program.41
The need for new or physically altered public service facilities, however, is mostly prompted by42
increased demand, typically as a result of new land development and/or population growth. The43
cumulative project considered in this Recirculated Draft PEIR do not include new land44
development and/or population growth, and therefore would not add only negligible new45
demands to existing public services. For this reason, cumulative impacts are expected to be less46
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than significant. Because the Revised Project also would include similar projects with no new1
land development or population growth, it would have a less than significant cumulative impact.2

These cumulative public services impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed3
Project in Section 22.2.15, Public Services, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an4
increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the5
overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed6
Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the7
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be8
the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised9
Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the10
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs11
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions12
would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta13
levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction14
actions would be less than the Proposed Project.15

22.2.16 Recreation16

Cumulative recreation impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects would be17
similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on recreation as described in Section 18, Recreation, of this18
Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:19

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water20
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, and flood control projects could impair, degrade, or21
eliminate recreational facilities and activities. Examples of these impacts include:22

 Displacement of existing recreation facilities (e.g., marinas).23
 Inundation of shoreline trails, launching ramps, and use areas (e.g., docks, tie-ups).24
 Changes in water flow patterns and elevations.25
 Conversion of actively used turf areas to drought-tolerant plantings.26
 Change in species composition (e.g., reduced numbers of striped bass).27

These types of impacts may require recreational users to travel longer distances to28
recreation sites, or could provide less or lower-quality recreation than the original29
facilities. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the30
Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation, Bay Delta Conservation Plan, San Diego31
County Water Authority Emergency Storage Project, 2-Gates Project, Franks Tract32
Project, Liberty Island Conservation Bank, Delta Smelt Interim Refuge, Meins Landing33
restoration, Mayberry Farms Subsidence Reversal Project, Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh34
Restoration Project, habitat conservation plans, the CALFED Levee Stability Program,35
and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be significant. The36
recreation impacts of the Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 18-1a – 18-1e) could constitute a37
cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation38
measures similar to Mitigation Measure 18-1 should be considered for these other39
actions as well as the Revised Project.40

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other Delta41
enhancement projects would not impair, degrade, or eliminate recreational facilities and activities.42
Representative cumulative projects that could potentially lead to these impacts include the Land43
Use and Resource Management Plan Update and the Recreation Proposal for the Sacramento-San44
Joaquin Delta and Suisun Marsh. However, these types of actions are likely to enhance, rather45
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than degrade, recreational facilities and activities. Recreation impacts from the Revised Project1
(Delta enhancements) would be less than significant. Because the Revised Project also would2
include similar projects that would enhance recreation, it would have a less than significant3
cumulative impact.4

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water5
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could6
place additional demands on recreation facilities by attracting more recreation users or displacing7
people from existing recreation facilities. These impacts could require construction of new8
recreation facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Representative cumulative projects that9
could lead to these impacts include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Delta Wetlands Project, the10
2-Gates Project, Delta Smelt Interim Refuge, Franks Tract, Liberty Island Conservation Bank,11
Meins Landing Restoration, Mayberry Farms Subsidence Reversal Project, Dutch Slough Tidal12
Marsh Restoration Project, and the five listed habitat conservation plans. Several of these13
cumulative projects could create new or expanded recreational opportunities, such as Delta14
Wetlands Project, Dutch Slough Tidal Marsh Restoration Project, and Franks Tract. Other15
cumulative projects either would not increase recreational opportunities or could diminish16
recreational opportunities, such as 2-Gates Project and ecosystem restoration programs that17
discourage public recreational uses. These impacts could be significant. The recreation demand18
impacts of the Revised Project (Impacts 18-2a – 18-2e and 18-3a – 18-3e) could constitute a19
cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures20
similar to Mitigation Measures 18-2 and 18-3 should be considered for these other actions as well21
as the Revised Project.22

These cumulative recreation impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project23
in Section 22.2.16, Recreation, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an increased number24
of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative25
impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the26
potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the Revised Project,27
the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be the same as the28
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the29
overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the Proposed30
Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the31
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions would be32
greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee33
projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction actions34
would be less than the Proposed Project.35

22.2.17 Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation36

Cumulative transportation impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects would37
be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on transportation, traffic and circulation as described in38
Section 19, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include39
the following:40

 Construction of physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with41
other water supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement42
projects could conflict with adopted plans and policies for roadway performance, and for bicycle43
and pedestrian paths and trails. These impacts could occur by blocking access or otherwise44
interfering with established routes, increasing traffic congestion (e.g., from construction45
vehicles), or by damaging road surfaces. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to46
these impacts include Bay Delta Conservation Plan, the Delta Wetlands Project, the 2-Gates47
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Project, Liberty Island Conservation Bank, and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program.1
These impacts could be significant. The conflicts of the Revised Project with transportation plans2
(Impacts 19-1a – 19-1e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this3
significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 19-1 should be4
considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.5

 Construction of physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with6
other water supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement7
projects could conflict with adopted plans and policies for rail and transit performance. These8
impacts could occur by requiring service delays in the construction area, and potentially by9
rerouting service. Because these impacts would be temporary, cumulative impacts are expected to10
be less than significant. Because the Revised Project is not expected to interrupt railroad and11
transit operations (other than minor delays and detours) during construction, it would have a less12
than significant cumulative impact.13

 Construction of physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with14
other ecosystem restoration and flood control projects could conflict with adopted plans and15
policies for navigation, ports, waterways, and ferries. These impacts could occur by blocking16
access or otherwise interfering with established routes through the use of in-water construction17
(e.g., cofferdams, floating dredging equipment, barge deliveries), or during operation (e.g., from18
operable barriers, channelization, levee degradation). Representative cumulative projects that19
could lead to these impacts include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, 2-Gates Project, Franks20
Tract Project, Liberty Island Conservation Bank, and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program.21
These impacts could be significant. The conflicts of the Revised Project with transportation plans22
(Impacts 19-1a – 19-1e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this23
significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 19-1 should be24
considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.25

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water26
supply, ecosystem restoration, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could conflict with27
adopted plans and policies for roadway performance. These impacts could occur by generating28
substantial new trips during operations and maintenance activities. Representative cumulative29
projects that could lead to these impacts include all of the listed desalination projects (Bay Area,30
Huntington Beach, Carlsbad) or implementation of the Recreation Proposal for the Sacramento-31
San Joaquin Delta and Suisun Marsh. These impacts could be significant. The conflicts of the32
Revised Project with transportation plans (Impacts 19-1a – 19-1e) could constitute a cumulatively33
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to34
Mitigation Measure 19-1 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised35
Project.36

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other ecosystem37
restoration projects could conflict with adopted plans and policies for rail performance. These38
impacts could occur from floodplain management actions that could overtop rail lines and erode39
the railroad base. Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the40
Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Meins Landing Restoration Project, the Mayberry Farms Duck41
Club Subsidence Reversal Project, and the habitat conservation plans. These impacts could be42
significant. The plan conflicts of the Revised Project (Impacts 19-1a – 19-1e) could constitute a43
cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures44
similar to Mitigation Measure 19-1 should be considered for these other actions as well as the45
Revised Project.46

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water47
supply projects could increase traffic hazards as a result of road relocation. Representative48



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 22
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT CUMULATIVE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

NOVEMBER 2012 22-21

cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include potential actions under the Shasta1
Lake Water Resources Investigation, the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, and the San Diego County2
Water Authority Emergency Storage Project. Because State and local highway and bridge design3
criteria, however, would prevent construction of facilities that would not comply with the design4
criteria, the impacts are likely to be less than significant. Water supply projects under the Revised5
Project are not expected to create traffic hazards for the same reason, and therefore it would have6
a less than significant cumulative impact.7

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other ecosystem8
restoration also could increase navigation hazards related to design features (e.g., tree snags,9
shoal formation/expansion). Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts10
include potential actions under the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Delta Smelt Recovery Plan,11
Delta Smelt Interim Refuge, Liberty Island Conservation Bank, and levee programs that include12
use of setback levees. These impacts could be significant. The navigation hazard impacts of the13
Revised Project (Impact 19-2b) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this14
significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 19-2 should be15
considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.16

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water17
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could18
result inadequate emergency access by blocking access or otherwise interfering with established19
emergency service routes (including boat access) during construction. Representative cumulative20
projects that could lead to these impacts include the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Delta Wetlands21
Project, the 2-Gates Project, Liberty Island Conservation Bank, and the Delta Levees Flood22
Protection Program. These impacts could be significant. The emergency services impacts of the23
Revised Project (Impacts 19-3a – 19-3e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable24
contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation25
Measure 19-3 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project.26

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water27
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could28
conflict with adopted plans, policies, or programs for bicycle and pedestrian paths and trails by29
blocking access or otherwise interfering with established bicycle and pedestrian routes.30
Representative cumulative projects that could lead to these impacts include the Bay Delta31
Conservation Plan, Delta Wetlands Project, the 2-Gates Project, Liberty Island Conservation32
Bank, and the Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. These impacts could be significant. The33
bicycle and pedestrian plan conflicts of the Revised Project (Impacts 19-4a – 19-4e) could34
constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact.35
Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measure 19-4 should be considered for these other36
actions as well as the Revised Project.37

These cumulative transportation impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed38
Project in Section 22.2.17, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, of the Draft PEIR. However, given39
the potential for an increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the40
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater41
than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration42
actions under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration43
actions would be the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks44
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be45
greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality46
improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality47
improvement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in48
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the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to1
flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.2

22.2.18 Utilities and Service Systems3

Cumulative utilities and services impacts of the Revised Project in combination with cumulative projects4
would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts on utilities and service systems as described in5
Section 20, Utilities and Service Systems, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the6
following:7

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water8
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects9
would not place additional demands on municipal water, wastewater, and stormwater systems10
(e.g., from construction and operational water demands, portable restrooms at job sites, vault11
toilets at new park areas), solid waste disposal capacity (e.g., demolition debris, sludge and brine12
cake disposal, spoils disposal), or electricity supplies. Representative cumulative projects that13
could potentially lead to these impacts include the Bay Area Regional Desalination Project, Bay14
Delta Conservation Plan, the three listed desalination projects, the 2-Gates Project, Liberty Island15
Conservation Bank, the Ballast Water Management Program, various dredging actions, and the16
Delta Levees Flood Protection Program. The need for new or physically altered utility systems is17
mostly caused by increased demand, typically as a result of new land development and/or18
population growth. The cumulative projects considered in this Recirculated Draft PEIR do not19
include new land development and/or population growth, and therefore would add only negligible20
new demands to existing utilities. For this reason, cumulative impacts are expected to be less than21
significant. Because the Revised Project also would include similar projects with no new land22
development or population growth, it would have a less than significant cumulative impact.23

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water24
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could25
result in unintentional damage to or disruption of underground utilities. These impacts could26
occur by construction of any type of cumulative project considered in this Recirculated Draft27
PEIR, especially projects that include trenching, auguring, or other ground-disturbing activity.28
However, these impacts are likely to be less than significant because of standard construction29
practices including pre-construction utility surveys. Utility conflicts from the Revised Project30
(i.e., Impact 20-6) would be less than significant. Because the Revised Project also would include31
similar projects following similar construction practices, it would have a less than significant32
cumulative impact.33

These cumulative utilities and service systems impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the34
Proposed Project in Section 22.2.18, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the35
potential for an increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the36
Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater37
than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for similar number and type of Delta ecosystem restoration38
actions under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta ecosystem restoration39
actions would be the same as the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of parks40
under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be41
greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number of water quality42
improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to water quality43
improvement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for a reduction in44
the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to45
flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.46
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22.2.19 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions1

Cumulative climate change and greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) impacts of the Revised Project in2
combination with cumulative projects would be similar to the Revised Project’s impacts due to climate3
change and GHG as described in Section 21, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this4
Recirculated Draft PEIR, and would include the following:5

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water6
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could7
result in an increase in GHG emissions. For the types of projects listed in Table 22-1, GHG8
emissions are primarily generated during construction activities due to the considerable use of9
heavy equipment and construction vehicle trips (e.g., to haul materials), which are likely to have10
the greatest construction GHG emissions. Every cumulative projects considered in this11
Recirculated Draft PEIR that includes physical [construction?] activities has the potential for12
substantial increase in GHG emissions, with the impact proportionate to the size of the13
construction activity. These impacts could be significant. In addition, some categories of projects14
could result in GHG emissions during operations. These operational emissions also could be15
significant, although they are likely to be less than construction emissions, because many of the16
projects (e.g., ecosystem restoration sites, levees) would have limited day-today activity.17
Operation-phase GHG impacts could occur from fuel consumption (e.g., from maintenance18
activities), treatment processes (e.g., chemical feeds, methane emissions), and indirectly as a19
result of electricity use (e.g., for pumps). Representative cumulative projects with potential20
operation-phase impacts include the three listed desalination projects (Bay Area, Huntington21
Beach, and Carlsbad). These impacts could be significant. The GHG emission impacts of the22
Revised Project (i.e., Impacts 21-1a – 21-1e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable23
contribution to this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation24
Measure 21-1 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project. In25
addition, there is some potential for beneficial impacts during operations, such as generation of26
hydroelectric power and carbon sequestration (e.g., from habitat restoration).27

 Physical improvements associated with the Revised Project in combination with other water28
supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects could29
conflict with applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG30
emissions. Many of the types of cumulative projects considered in this Recirculated Draft PEIR31
also would directly support several GHG reduction measures recommended by the California Air32
Resources Board, however. These include measures such as promoting water use efficiency and33
using cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. For this reason, cumulative impacts are34
expected to be less than significant. Because the Revised Project would implement similar35
projects that directly support GHG plans, policies, and regulations, it would have a less than36
significant cumulative impact.37

 Physical conditions associated with operations of the Revised Project in combination with other38
water supply, ecosystem restoration, water quality, flood control, and Delta enhancement projects39
could be affected by climate change (e.g., more frequent extreme rainfall and snowmelt events)40
and sea level rise. Facilities with intake or outfall structures (e.g., water and wastewater treatment41
plants, storm drains) could be inoperable for periods of time when the surface water elevations42
would either be too high or too low. Changes in rainfall patterns could affect reservoir and flood43
control operations, and resources such as groundwater (e.g., recharge rates) and ecosystems (e.g.,44
habitat composition shifts). Representative cumulative projects that could be affected by climate45
change and sea level rise include the Bay Area Regional Desalination Project, Bay Delta46
Conservation Plan, the three listed desalination projects (Bay Area, Huntington Beach, and47
Carlsbad), Delta Wetlands Project, the 2-Gates Project, Liberty Island Conservation Bank, and48
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many others. These impacts could be significant. The climate change impacts of the Revised1
Project (i.e., Impacts 21-3a – 21-3e) could constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to2
this significant cumulative impact. Mitigation measures similar to Mitigation Measures 21-2, 21-3
3, and 21-5 should be considered for these other actions as well as the Revised Project. In4
addition, there is some potential for beneficial impacts during operations, such as generation of5
hydroelectric power and carbon sequestration (e.g., from habitat restoration).6

These cumulative climate change and greenhouse gas emissions impacts would be similar to the impacts7
described for the Proposed Project in Section 22.2.19, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of8
the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an increased number of reliable water supply actions in9
the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to reliable water10
supply actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for similar number and11
type of Delta ecosystem restoration actions under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts12
related to Delta ecosystem restoration actions would be the same as the Proposed Project. Given the13
potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall cumulative impacts14
related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Given the potential for15
an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall16
cumulative impacts related to water quality improvement actions would be greater than the Proposed17
Project. Given the potential for a reduction in the number of Delta levee projects under the Revised18
Project, the overall cumulative impacts related to flood risk reduction actions would be less than the19
Proposed Project.20

22.3 References21

The Section 22.8, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.22

23
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Section 231

Bay Delta Conservation Plan2

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)3
describes the relationship between the Revised Project and the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP),4
which is a cumulative project to be considered in connection with the Revised Project, described in5
Section 22, Cumulative Impact Assessment, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR.6

23.1 Overview of BDCP and the Delta Plan7

The Section 23.1, Overview of BDCP and the Delta Plan, in the Draft Program Environmental Impact8
Report (Draft PEIR) describes the basis for development of the BDCP. This section is hereby9
incorporated by reference into this Recirculated Draft PEIR.10

23.2 Relationship of Delta Plan to BDCP11

The Section 23.2, Relationship of Delta Plan to BDCP, in the Draft PEIR describes the relationship12
between the BDCP, as a cumulative project, and the policies and recommendations of the Delta Plan and13
alternatives that are related to the BDCP. This section is hereby incorporated by reference into this14
Recirculated Draft PEIR.15

23.3 Development of the BDCP16

The Section 23.3, Development of the BDCP, in the Draft PEIR describes the background, purpose,17
project area considered, and potential BDCP concepts considered. This section is hereby incorporated by18
reference into this Recirculated Draft PEIR.19

23.4 Relationship of BDCP Alternatives to the20

Revised Project21

The Revised Project include recommendations to complete the BDCP and policies and/or22
recommendations related to Delta ecosystem restoration, continued use or modification of Delta23
conveyance, and reductions of other ecosystem stressors, as summarized below.24

The Revised Project address concepts similar to BDCP’s; specifically, the Revised Project includes these25
policies and recommendations:26

 Delta ecosystem restoration (ER P2, ER P3, ER R1, ER R2,and RR P4)27

 Delta conveyance (WR R12)28
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 Reduction of other ecosystem stressors (ER P5, ER R5, ER R6, ER R7, ER R8, WQ R3, WQ R8,1
WQ R10, and WQ R11)2

 Implementation of adaptive management measures for all covered actions (GP 1)3

The Revised Project includes policies that would require future ecosystem restoration programs to be4
consistent with the Conservation Strategy for Restoration of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta5
Ecological Management Zone and the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valley Regions with minor alterations6
(ER P2).7

The Revised Project also would require future covered actions that are not habitat restoration programs8
located within the defined priority habitat restoration areas of Yolo Bypass, Cache Slough, Suisun Marsh,9
Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River floodplain, and western10
Delta/Eastern Contra Costa County (including Dutch Slough) to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts that11
would preclude the opportunity for future habitat restoration in consultation with DFG (ER P3).12

The Revised Project includes five recommendations related to ecosystem restoration, including: (1) initial13
ecosystem restoration efforts to be focused in Yolo Bypass, Cache Slough, Suisun Marsh, Cosumnes14
River-Mokelumne River Confluence, Lower San Joaquin River floodplain, and western Delta/Eastern15
Contra Costa County (including Dutch Slough) (ER R1 and RR P4); (2) Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta16
Conservancy should develop plans for implementation of large-scale ecosystem restoration (ER R2); and17
(3) DFG and USFWS develop rules for voluntary safe harbor agreements with property owners in the18
Delta whose actions contribute to the recovery of listed threatened or endangered species (ER R2).19

The Revised Project includes nine recommendations related to reduction of other ecological stressors,20
including: (1) programs to reduce the population of non-native invasive species (ER P5, ER R5, and ER21
R6); (2) programs implemented by all hatcheries providing listed fish for release into the wild to develop22
and implement sound Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans (ER R7); (3) programs by DFG in23
cooperation with USFWS and NMFS to implement programs for mark and tagging hatchery salmon and24
steelhead (ER R8); (4) establishment by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to evaluate25
and, if appropriate, propose special water quality protections for priority habitat restoration areas and26
other areas where new or increased pollutant discharges could adversely impact beneficial uses (WQ R3);27
(5) water quality improvements related to reductions in nutrients, methylmercury, selenium, pesticides,28
and emerging contaminants (WQ R8 and WQ R10); and (6) completion by the SWRCB and the Central29
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board of the Phase 2 of the Total Maximum Daily Load and30
Basin Plan Amendment for dissolved oxygen in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel (WQ R11).31

The Revised Project recommends that DWR and other agencies complete the BDCP HCP and NCCP32
consistent with the provisions of the Delta Reform Act by December 31, 2014 (WR R12).33

The Revised Project requires that all covered actions must document use of best available science; and34
ecosystem restoration and water management covered actions must include adequate provisions,35
appropriate to the scope of the covered action, to assure continued implementation of adaptive36
management (GP P1).37

23.5 BDCP as a Cumulative Project38

The BDCP is a separate and distinct program from the Delta Plan with different lead entities, which could39
cause impacts similar or related to those of the Proposed Project and alternatives. The Revised Project40
contains policies and/or recommendations that address some of the issues considered in the BDCP41
process, as described in Section 23.4, Relationship of BDCP Alternatives to the Revised Project, of this42
Recirculated Draft PEIR. At this time, the specific details of BDCP have not been defined, and because43
the BDCP is a voluntary program, there is no mandate to complete the BDCP within a specific schedule44



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 23
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT BAY DELTA CONSERVATION PLAN

NOVEMBER 2012 23-3

or with specific features or operations. However, if the BDCP is approved by DFG in compliance with1
Water Code section 85320 and approved as a federal HCP, the Council is required to incorporate the2
BDCP into the Delta Plan (Water Code section 85320(e)).3

Because the BDCP is still being developed and the Revised Project do not make recommendations for4
specific BDCP facilities or operations, this EIR considers the BDCP as a cumulative project. The analysis5
of impacts that could be created as a result of the combination of the Revised Project with implementation6
of a range of BDCP concepts is presented in the following subsection. The focus of this cumulative7
impacts analysis is on whether the incremental contribution of the Revised Project to any potentially8
cumulative impact of the BDCP could be cumulatively considerable and thus significant (CEQA9
Guidelines section 15065(a)(3)).10

23.6 Cumulative Impacts of Implementation of11

BDCP12

As described in in Section 23.4, Relationship of BDCP Alternatives to the Revised Project, of this13
Recirculated Draft PEIR, many BDCP features are also addressed in the Revised Project. However,14
physical improvements associated with implementation of BDCP ecosystem improvements, reduction of15
other ecological stressors, and Delta conveyance could result in more extensive construction and16
operation of the following features than set forth by the Revised Project:17

 Floodplain, riparian habitat (including channel margins), and tidal marsh restoration and18
enhancement19

 Projects to reduce other stressors, including nonnative invasive species.20

 Intakes/diversions in the Delta21

 Levee maintenance and setback levees in the Delta22

BDCP could result in either more or less construction of construction of local and regional water supplies23
than under the Revised Project, depending upon the capacity of the Delta conveyance facility that is24
ultimately selected in the BDCP process.25

At this time, the final features of the BDCP process are not defined, and the BDCP EIR/EIS is not26
complete. Therefore, it is not possible to fully predict the cumulative impacts of the BDCP in27
combination with implementation of the Delta Plan. This subsection describes potential cumulative28
impacts that could occur as a result of implementation of the BDCP concepts identified in the scoping29
process for this EIR, the BDCP process, and other processes described above. The cumulative impacts30
described below are similar in nature to those described in Section 22, Cumulative Impact Asssessment,31
of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, and it is anticipated that mitigation measures described in Section 22 also32
may be considered for the BDCP process.33

As stated in Section 22, the BDCP is one of the cumulative projects this EIR considers. The BDCP’s34
potentially significant cumulative impacts are described below.35

23.6.1 Water Resources36

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction37
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could increase the extent of38
degraded water quality during construction as a consequence of increased sedimentation and siltation39
during construction in surface waters. Construction within the Delta also could lead to potential release of40
hazardous materials during construction (e.g., gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents,41
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cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, paint thinner) or the disruption of hazardous1
materials by disturbance (e.g., dredging).2

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related operation of ecosystem restoration and3
enhancement, reduction of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could4
change water quality in some portions of the Delta by increasing the extent and duration of time for fresh5
water or saline water. For example, expansion of tidal marsh areas in the western Delta or Suisun Marsh6
could expand areas with brackish or saline water in those areas. Another example would involve7
increased Delta outflow in accordance with Fall X2 provisions would extend the period of time that fresh8
water conditions would occur in the western Delta during fall months. Changes in Through-Delta9
conveyance also could change water quality in the central and south Delta if barriers were used along the10
San Joaquin River to convey most of the San Joaquin River flows through Old River instead of the11
existing San Joaquin River channel.12

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related operation of ecosystem restoration and13
enhancement and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Delta Plan, could change groundwater supplies or14
recharge potential. Construction of ecosystem restoration and enhancement could change groundwater15
flow patterns near the projects because groundwater recharge could be more likely on inundated lands16
than the existing islands or tracts. Construction of canals could change groundwater flow patterns near the17
projects because the canal bottoms could be constructed below the groundwater level and canal18
construction could include impermeable barriers to reduce seepage into the canal. These impermeable19
barriers could reduce the natural groundwater flow across the canal corridor and thereby reduce20
groundwater recharge in adjacent areas. If the canals do not include impermeable barriers, groundwater21
could seep into the canals, thereby reducing groundwater elevations to near wells. If groundwater seeps22
out of the canals, groundwater could rise on adjacent lands, which could cause crop damage if the23
groundwater entered the root zone. Construction of canals and pipelines also could change groundwater24
flow patterns as a consequence of groundwater pumping during construction dewatering activities.25

23.6.2 Biological Resources26

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction27
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could impact sensitive natural28
communities (e.g., wetlands and riparian habitat), special-status species, or the habitat of common fish29
and wildlife species (ecosystem restoration projects only). Impacts could occur as a result of many30
different processes, including ground disturbance, construction of facilities in areas that provide habitat,31
or indirect effects (e.g., dust, noise) during construction, changes in instream flow or water quality32
conditions, and conversion of existing land uses and habitats into restored and enhanced ecosystems.33

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement and large34
Delta conveyance facilities (including canals, forebays, and intakes/diversions), in addition to the Revised35
Project, could potentially increase interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish36
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. For example, canal37
construction at streams could interfere with migratory patterns of the giant garter snake.38

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement and large39
Delta conveyance facilities (including canals and forebays), in addition to the Revised Project, could40
potentially conflict with local requirements protecting biological resources or the provisions of adopted41
habitat conservation or protection plans if they are constructed in areas covered by these plans. For42
example, if the BDCP process acquires an area for tidal marsh restoration, and an established HCP or43
NCCP identifies the same area for grassland or row/field crop habitat types, there could be a conflict44
unless the HCP or NCCP entity previously acquired the land or similar agreements with the land owner.45
The geographic scope of this potential conflict would be limited to areas with approved plans for46
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biological resources protection, such as areas considered under the Eastern Contra Costa County and1
San Joaquin County HCP and NCCP or other approved habitat protection areas.2

23.6.3 Delta Flood Risk3

The BDCP would not make any direct contribution to placing occupied structures within flood and other4
hazard areas because BDCP would not involve construction of housing or other urban development.5

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement and Delta6
conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, are not likely to expose people or structures to flood7
hazards as a consequence of construction within or adjacent to existing levees; this is because the design8
of levee modifications for floodplain, riparian habitat (including channel margins), and tidal marsh9
restoration and enhancement, siphons, and intakes/diversions would be required by federal and State law10
to be completed in accordance with the requirements and or guidelines of the U.S. Army Corps of11
Engineers (USACE), Federal Emergency Management Agency, Central Valley Flood Protection Board,12
DWR, and local flood management agencies.13

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related operation of Delta conveyance, in addition to the14
Revised Project, are not likely to change surface water drainage patterns because the design of canals can15
be assumed to be completed in accordance with the requirements of USACE, DWR, Central Valley Flood16
Protection Board, and local flood management agencies to collect and convey surface water flows on17
either side of the canal. Current studies prepared by BDCP indicated that canal facilities would be18
enclosed in siphons or pipelines/tunnels under major streams, sloughs, and rivers to avoid changing19
drainage patterns at these areas.20

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related operation of Delta conveyance forebays, in21
addition to the Revised Project, are not likely to expose people or structures to flood hazards near the22
forebays because the design of the facilities would be required by federal and State law to be completed in23
accordance with the requirements of USACE, DWR, Central Valley Flood Protection Board, and local24
flood management agencies to include emergency spillways to convey water into the adjacent rivers.25

23.6.4 Land Use and Planning26

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction27
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could cause a long-term and28
permanent disruption of local development patterns, including disruption as a consequence of road29
closures or rerouting. Short-term disruptions could occur from construction activities that cut off30
roadways and bridge access, thereby isolating communities during construction, but would not create31
significant land use impacts because they would be temporary. Cumulative construction traffic impacts32
are discussed in Section 23.6.17, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.33
Project features that could divide communities include levee modifications (e.g., breaches for ecosystem34
restoration) and large Delta conveyance facilities (e.g., canals and forebays).35

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction36
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could potentially conflict37
with land use plans adopted for the purpose of mitigating or avoiding an environmental impact if the38
projects are developed in locations where they would conflict with protected resources or be incompatible39
with existing land uses (e.g., on agricultural land or placing noise-producing facilities near homes) based40
on the applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations (e.g., zoning code). In addition, operation of41
these projects could create land use conflicts if they are incompatible with adjacent uses.42
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23.6.5 Agriculture and Forestry Resources1

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction2
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could involve the conversion3
of farmland to accommodate ecosystem restoration or enhancement or Delta conveyance, and could4
conflict with existing agricultural zoning and Williamson Act contracts. These effects could be temporary5
(e.g., spoils storage, soil compaction from heavy equipment, pipeline construction), which would not be a6
significant impact, or permanent.7

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related construction of Delta conveyance, in addition to8
the Revised Project, could cause conversion of oak woodland forestlands but would not conflict with9
existing Timberland Production Zones.10

23.6.6 Visual Resources11

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction12
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, would introduce new physical13
features into the existing landscape, which could degrade visual quality, affect scenic vistas and scenic14
resources, and introduce new sources of light and glare. Project features that could substantially alter15
existing rural landscapes with high visual quality could include expansion of floodplains and riparian16
habitat, intakes/diversions, pumping plants (including surge towers), forebays, canals, siphons, new17
bridges, and levee modifications. These effects could be temporary (e.g., stockpiling of dredge spoils) or18
permanent (e.g., restoring agricultural fields to wetlands, which would change the agrarian character of19
some Delta areas; new buildings; security lights for new facilities; large earthen structures at canals and20
forebays).21

23.6.7 Air Quality22

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction23
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could conflict with adopted24
air quality plans (e.g., State Implementation Plan, Air Quality Management Plan) or substantially25
contribute to an air quality violation. These impacts could occur during construction – primarily from26
construction equipment emissions – or during project operations. Construction-related emissions for27
projects would arise from a variety of activities, including: (1) generation of fugitive dust by equipment28
used for grading, excavation, building temporary construction roads, and other earth-moving activities;29
(2) fugitive dust from travel by construction equipment, haul trucks, and worker vehicles on paved and30
unpaved surfaces; (3) fugitive dust from creating borrow sites and from storing and handling materials;31
and (4) exhaust from fuel combustion in construction equipment, trucks, and worker vehicles. These32
conditions could be created by construction and operation of any type of project, especially projects with33
large footprints of disturbance. Operation-phase emissions could occur from fuel consumption (e.g., from34
maintenance activities) and from treatment processes (e.g., chemical feeds). These impacts could be35
reduced with use of electrical construction equipment, such as electrical excavators, tunnel drilling36
equipment, and barges.37

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction38
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could result in exposure of39
sensitive receptors to objectionable odors during operations. Various types of projects may generate odors40
from sources such as algal growth at wetlands and anaerobic digestion of solids at wetlands or pumping41
plants sedimentation basins (due to ammonia and hydrogen sulfide emissions).42

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction43
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could expose sensitive44
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., carbon monoxide, toxic air contaminants). These45
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impacts are most likely to occur during construction, primarily as a consequence of exhaust from1
construction equipment, trucks, and worker vehicles.2

23.6.8 Cultural Resources3

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction4
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could result in disturbance or5
destruction of prehistoric or historic archaeological resources; historic buildings, structures, and linear6
features; and unrecorded human remains. Construction projects also could result in the alteration or7
removal of character-defining features of a cultural landscape.8

23.6.9 Geology and Soils9

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction10
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, is unlikely to expose people11
or structures to seismic hazards including fault rupture and strong ground motion. Project features with12
the greatest risk of loss, injury, or death are levee modifications, canals, and forebays. These structures13
and their foundations would be required to be designed in accordance with federal and state seismic safety14
requirements to reduce this risk.15

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction16
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, are unlikely to expose people17
or structures to unstable geological conditions including unstable geology (e.g., loss of bearing value,18
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, collapse), expansive soils, landslides, and high-organic-matter19
soils. Projects located in sites with these geological constraints may experience greater hazardous20
conditions during construction and greater risk of structural damage to complete projects. Project features21
with the greatest risk of loss, injury, or death include levee modifications, large structures (e.g., pumping22
plants), canals, and forebays. These structures and their foundations would be required to be designed in23
accordance with federal and state seismic safety requirements to reduce this risk.24

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction25
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, are unlikely to expose people26
or structures to expansive soils. Projects located in sites with expansive soils may experience greater27
hazardous conditions during construction and greater risk of structural damage to complete projects.28
Project features with the greatest risk include levee modifications, large structures (e.g., pumping plants),29
canals, and forebays. These structures and their foundations would be required to be designed in30
accordance with federal and state seismic safety requirements to reduce this risk.31

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction32
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could result in a loss of33
topsoil associated with ground disturbance during construction with resulting erosion and sedimentation34
impacts. Construction of levees for ecosystem restoration and enhancement and Delta conveyance, canals,35
and forebays could require extensive amounts of soils to construct these features.36

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised37
Project, could result in a loss of topsoil associated with placement of soil excavated from construction38
sites and dredge spoils with resulting erosion or loss of permeability unless materials are placed in a39
manner that incorporates the materials and the topsoil.40

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction41
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could require locating42
facilities in remote areas without access to municipal wastewater systems. In these cases, onsite septic43
systems would be required to be designed in accordance with state and local environmental health44
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requirements. If the soils are unable to support onsite septic systems, the facilities may be required to1
collect and haul waste products to a wastewater treatment plant.2

23.6.10 Paleontological Resources3

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised4
Project, could result in destruction of paleontological resources. These conditions could be created by5
construction of pumping plants, pipelines/tunnels, and forebays at depths below currently disturbed soils6
in geological formations that include paleontological resources.7

23.6.11 Mineral Resources8

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction9
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could result in a loss of10
access to known mineral resources, including sites delineated in local plans throughout the Delta for11
natural gas wellfields.12

23.6.12 Hazards and Hazardous Materials13

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction14
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could result in exposure of15
the environment and sensitive receptors to hazardous materials such as gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil,16
hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, and paint thinner. This17
includes the potential release of existing onsite hazardous materials that are disrupted or uncovered during18
construction.19

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction20
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could result in new areas of21
standing water at wetlands that could increase the potential creation of mosquito breeding habitat unless22
features are designed and maintained in accordance with requirements and guidelines of the local vector23
control agencies.24

23.6.13 Noise25

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction26
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could result in exposure of27
sensitive receptors to excessive temporary, short-term construction noise. Projects with considerable28
heavy equipment use near residences or similar receptors, or that require a large number of vehicle trips29
(e.g., to haul materials), are likely to have the greatest construction noise impacts. These types of projects30
include large ecosystem restoration projects in addition to ecosystem restoration projects identified in the31
Delta Plan and Delta conveyance projects.32

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised33
Project, could result in temporary and short-term exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive34
groundborne vibrations. Projects that may induce substantial groundborne vibration during construction35
are those with considerable heavy equipment use (especially pile-driving and vibratory equipment) near36
fragile historic structures, vibration-sensitive equipment (e.g., some medical and manufacturing37
businesses), or residences.38

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction39
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could result in the long-term40
exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive noise from operations. Facilities that treat water to reduce41
other stressors and pumping plants at the intakes/diversions and forebays of the Delta conveyance are42
likely to have the greatest operational noise impacts.43



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 23
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT BAY DELTA CONSERVATION PLAN

NOVEMBER 2012 23-9

23.6.14 Population and Housing1

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement and Delta2
conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could displace housing and/or people, which would3
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. This type of impact related to BDCP4
activities would occur in agricultural and rural areas and not affect large numbers of homes that could not5
be accommodated within the Delta area.6

23.6.15 Public Services7

Physical improvements associated with operation of BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and8
enhancement features, in addition to the Revised Project, could place additional demands on public9
services, such as police, fire, and ambulance service, by increasing potential need for these services in10
remote areas of the Delta counties to serve the needs of additional visitors to the restored ecosystem areas.11

23.6.16 Recreation12

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction13
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could impair, degrade, or14
eliminate recreational facilities and activities and conflict with adopted recreation plans and policies in the15
following ways:16

 Ecosystem restoration and enhancement programs could eliminate levees that currently support17
marinas.18

 Ecosystem restoration and enhancement programs could inundate shoreline trails, launching19
ramps, and use areas (e.g., docks, tie-ups).20

 Ecosystem restoration and enhancement programs could change existing freshwater marshes to21
saline tidal marsh, which would reduce freshwater waterfowl habitat and associated hunting22
opportunities.23

 Increased harvest of nonnative predatory fish, including striped bass and largemouth bass, could24
initially increase recreational opportunities for bass fishing but reduce those opportunities over25
the long term.26

These types of impacts may require recreational users to travel longer distances to other recreation sites or27
continue recreation in modified areas with different recreational opportunities.28

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, in29
addition to the Revised Project, could place additional demands on recreation facilities, which could lead30
to demands that are greater than capacities of boat launches and parking lots used by recreationists in the31
ecosystem restoration areas.32

23.6.17 Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation33

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction34
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could conflict with adopted35
plans and policies for roadway performance, bicycle and pedestrian paths and trails, and transit36
performance. These impacts could occur by blocking access or otherwise interfering with established37
routes, increasing traffic congestion (e.g., from construction vehicles), or by damaging road surfaces38
during construction, and most likely would be temporary in nature. Current studies prepared by BDCP39
indicated that canal facilities would be enclosed in siphons or pipelines/tunnels to be routed underneath40
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railroads and major highways, and bridges would be constructed over local roadways disrupted by the1
canal facilities to avoid long-term disruption of transportation.2

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction3
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could conflict with adopted4
plans and policies for navigation, ports, waterways, and ferries. These impacts could occur by reducing5
the width of rivers or sloughs through construction of cofferdams or use of floating dredging equipment6
and barges during construction and most likely would be temporary in nature. Operable barriers,7
intakes/diversion structures with protective navigation buoys, and shallow tidal marshes within ecosystem8
restoration and enhancement areas would be designed to maintain navigation in the main river and slough9
channels, although transit times could be delayed due to the need to operate boat locks or reduce boat10
speeds in the rivers and sloughs. These changes could result in longer emergency access times along11
established boat access routes.12

23.6.18 Utilities and Service Systems13

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement could14
place additional demands on municipal wastewater system through disposal of wastes from new portable15
restrooms at construction sites or at new park areas at ecosystem restoration and enhancement locations.16

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction17
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could place additional18
demands on solid waste services through disposal of demolition debris, sediment collected at19
intakes/diversions and pumping plants, and dredge spoils.20

23.6.19 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions21

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction22
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could result in an increase in23
greenhouse gas emissions. Greenhouse gas emissions are primarily generated during construction24
activities as a consequence of considerable use of heavy equipment and construction vehicle trips (e.g., to25
haul materials). Every project that includes a physical disturbance has the potential for a substantial26
increase in greenhouse gas emissions with the impact proportionate to the size of the construction activity.27
Some projects could result in additional greenhouse gas emissions during operations. Operation-phase28
greenhouse gas impacts could occur from fuel consumption, carbon emissions from oxidation of29
disturbed soils (such as during agricultural cultivation), and indirectly as a result of increased electricity30
use (e.g., pumping plants).31

Physical improvements associated with BDCP-related ecosystem restoration and enhancement, reduction32
of other stressors, and Delta conveyance, in addition to the Revised Project, could conflict with applicable33
plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions unless34
specific measures were implemented to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, such as the use of electrical35
excavators, tunnel drilling equipment, and barges.36

23.7 References37

The Section 23.7, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.38

39
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Section 241

Other CEQA Considerations2

This section addresses other California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) considerations required as3
part of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR):4

 Growth-inducing impacts5
 Energy use and conservation6
 Significant and unavoidable environmental effects7
 Significant irreversible environmental changes8

Cumulative impacts are addressed in Section 22, Cumulative Impact Assessment.9

24.1 Growth-inducing Impacts10

The Section 24.1, Growth-inducing Impacts, in the Draft PEIR describes the basis for evaluation of11
growth-inducing impacts. That discussion is hereby incorporated by reference into this Recirculated Draft12
Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR).13

24.1.1 Growth Inducement Potential of Proposed Project14

This section discusses the ways in which the Revised Project could induce growth, either directly or15
indirectly. As described in Sections 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives and 2B, Introduction to16
Resource Sections, of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR), the Delta Plan does17
not direct the construction of specific projects, nor would projects be implemented under the direct18
authority of the Delta Stewardship Council. Because the Revised Project does not involve the19
construction of new housing or commercial or industrial development, the Revised Project would not20
directly induce growth. However, the Revised Project could potentially induce growth indirectly by21
removing obstacles to growth, such as by making water supplies more reliable and encouraging22
development of local and regional water supplies.23

In addition, some of the policies and recommendations in the Revised Project would encourage State and24
local agencies to continue implementation of certain specified projects and ongoing programs within25
existing schedules or accelerated schedules. Thus, the Revised Project could, indirectly, lead to26
construction of new or modified infrastructure and facilities throughout California.27

At this time, it is not known which agencies would implement the projects encouraged by the Revised28
Project, where they would be located, or how they would be designed and operated. Therefore, for the29
purposes of this Recirculated Draft PEIR, general project types are considered possible outcomes of30
implementation of the policies and recommendations of the Revised Project in each of the following31
project categories:32

 Creating a more reliable water supply33

 Restoring the Delta ecosystem34
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 Protecting and enhancing the unique cultural, recreational, natural resources, and agricultural1
values of the California Delta as an evolving place2

 Improving water quality3

 Reducing flood risk in the Delta4

Each of these types of projects could remove potential obstacles to growth in communities within the5
Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water, as described below.6

24.1.1.1 Reliable Water Supply7

The Revised Project would promote development of reliable local and regional water supplies, including8
water use efficiency; reducing reliance on Delta exports; and implementing programs that expand local9
and regional water conveyance and storage. The Revised Project seeks to improve water supply reliability10
by encouraging various actions which, if taken could lead to completion, construction and/or operation of11
projects that could provide a more reliable water supply.12

A variety of factors influence new development or population growth in the Delta, Delta watershed, and13
areas outside the Delta that use Delta water, including the economic conditions of the region, adopted14
land use plans and growth management policies, and the availability of adequate infrastructure. Economic15
conditions are generally the primary factor. Although water service is just one of many factors affecting16
the growth potential of a community, it is one of the critically important public services needed to support17
urban development. Lack of a reliable water supply could constrain future development. Conversely,18
improving reliability of water supplies serving an area could make that area more likely to develop in the19
future. Development of local and regional water supply projects and associated conveyance facilities (as20
described in Section 24.1.2.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR) could be facilitated due to21
implementation of the Revised Project, and such projects could remove a potential obstacle to growth22
within the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water if the capacity of23
facilities were expanded more than would be needed to replace Delta water supplies. Also, if in the future24
Delta water and ecosystem conditions improve due to implementation of the Revised Project, the existing25
SWP and CVP conveyance facilities could be used in conjunction with the new or modified local and26
regional water supplies and could be growth inducing.27

Reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project may also create temporary employment28
opportunities related to construction and long-term employment related to operation of reliable water29
supply projects. As described in Section 16.4.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, it is anticipated that the30
additional employment opportunities would not cause population growth in excess of the planned growth31
for regions where future reliable water supply projects could be implemented.32

Reliable water supply projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in an indirect growth-33
inducing effect in areas where lack of reliable water supplies could constrain future development. These34
indirect growth-inducing effects of the Revised Project would be similar to the impacts described for the35
Proposed Project. Given the potential for an increased number and severity of reliable water supply36
actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall growth inducing impacts related to37
reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed Project. Environmental effects38
resulting from this indirectly induced growth are described in Section 24.1.2, Environmental Effects of39
Induced Growth, of this Recirculated Draft PEIR.40

24.1.1.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration41

The Revised Project would promote development of instream flow criteria and flow objectives that42
establish a more natural flow regime in the Delta and upstream tributaries, provide for large-scale43
ecosystem restoration, and reduce the adverse impacts of nonnative species and stressors on native44
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species and natural communities in the Delta. Creating a more natural flow regime in the Delta would1
occur only if the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) changes the terms and conditions in2
water rights permits for water users that use water directly from or that is conveyed through the Delta,3
and/or develops new water quality objectives for the Delta and Delta watershed. At this point in time, it is4
very difficult to estimate how changes in Delta flow criteria would affect decision making by other local,5
State and federal agencies. The Revised Project seeks to improve the Delta ecosystem by encouraging a6
range of actions and projects, which if taken could lead to completion, construction and/or operation of7
projects that could improve the Delta ecosystem. The Delta ecosystem restoration projects encourage by8
the Revised Project would not affect constraints on growth planned by cities and counties in the Delta, or9
result in increased human population or an increase in housing opportunities. Under the Revised Project,10
Delta ecosystem restoration projects would result in short-term employment opportunities related to11
construction and minor increases in seasonal employment related to operation of Delta ecosystem12
restoration projects. As described in Section 16.4.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, it is anticipated that13
the additional employment opportunities during construction would not cause population growth in14
excess of the planned growth for the Delta. These indirect growth-inducing effects of the Revised Project15
would be the same as the Proposed Project.16

24.1.1.3 Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place17

The Revised Project endorses land use and resource management actions to protect the Delta’s natural,18
agricultural, and cultural heritage. These include designation of portions of the Delta as a National19
Heritage Area, establishing recreational gateways to the Delta, and expanding recreational amenities and20
opportunities. The Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project would not affect21
constraints on growth planned by cities and counties in the Delta, or result in increased human population22
or an increase in housing opportunities.23

Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in short-term employment24
opportunities related to construction and long-term employment related to operation of the Delta25
enhancement projects. As described in Section 16.4.3.3, Protect and Enhance Delta as an Evolving Place,26
it is anticipated that the additional employment opportunities would not cause population growth in27
excess of the planned growth in the Delta. These indirect growth-inducing effects of the Revised Project28
would be the same as the Proposed Project.29

24.1.1.4 Water Quality Improvement30

The Revised Project recommends implementation of an aggressive schedule for development of water31
quality objectives, Total Maximum Daily Limits for possible contaminants, and participation by Delta32
watershed water users or dischargers in programs to improve water quality. In addition, the Revised33
Project would include recommendations to the SWRCB, Department of Water Resources (DWR), and the34
California Department of Public Health to develop aggressive schedules for the completion of ongoing35
studies to improve drinking water quality. The Revised Project would encourage implementation of a full36
range of actions to improve water quality. The water quality improvement projects encouraged by the37
Revised Project would not affect constraints on growth planned by cities and counties within the Delta or38
in areas near the Delta where these projects could be encouraged because the water quality improvement39
projects would not provide additional capacity for water, wastewater, or stormwater treatment plants to40
serve future population growth.41

Water quality improvement projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in short-term42
employment opportunities related to construction and long-term employment related to operation of the43
water quality improvement projects. As described in Section 16.4.3.4, Water Quality Improvement, it is44
anticipated that the additional employment opportunities would not cause population growth in excess of45
the planned growth in the potentially affected areas. These indirect growth-inducing effects of the46
Revised Project would be the same as the Proposed Project.47
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24.1.1.5 Flood Risk Reduction1

The Revised Project includes policies to protect floodways and critical floodplains in the Delta from2
encroachment, promote levee design standards for rural residential areas in the Delta to provide protection3
from the 200-year flood event, and prioritize funding for levee construction. The Revised Project also4
includes recommendations to emphasize dredging of channels and stockpiling of rock for minor and5
major levee repairs, emphasize mandatory Delta-wide emergency preparation and emergency response6
programs, and modify flood control management procedures for reservoirs upstream of the Delta to7
reduce potential Delta flooding. The Delta enhancement projects encouraged by the Revised Project8
would not affect constraints on growth planned by cities and counties in the Delta, or result in increased9
human population or an increase in housing opportunities.10

Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Revised Project could result in short-term employment11
opportunities related to construction and seasonal employment related to periodic levee maintenance of12
the flood risk reduction projects. As described in Section 16.4.3.5, Flood Risk Reduction, it is anticipated13
that the additional employment opportunities would not cause population growth in excess of the planned14
growth in the Delta. These indirect growth-inducing effects under the Revised Project would be the same15
as the Proposed Project.16

24.1.2 Environmental Effects of Induced Growth17

Growth indirectly induced by implementation of the Revised Project also may, in turn, result in further18
direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects, as described in Section 24.1.4 Environmental19
Effects of Induced Growth, of the Draft PEIR. The effects of population and employment growth have20
been identified and addressed in the EIRs for general plans, area plans, and specific plans adopted by21
jurisdictions in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. Some22
identified indirect effects of growth are significant and unavoidable; others are significant but can be23
mitigated to a less-than-significant level.24

Significant impacts that may result from population growth in the Delta, Delta watershed, and areas25
outside the Delta that use Delta water would include the following: traffic congestion, air pollution and26
greenhouse gas emissions, traffic noise, construction noise, increased demand for public schools and other27
public services, loss of recreational opportunities and impacts on visual quality resulting from the loss of28
open space, cumulative effects due to overutilization of parks, loss of wildlife habitat and wetlands,29
impacts on other biological resources, impacts on cultural resources, increased urban runoff pollutants,30
seismic hazards, failure to meet housing demand for projected population growth, exposure of new31
development to contaminated soil or groundwater, insufficient water supply, insufficient wastewater32
disposal capacity, loss of agricultural resources, land use conflicts, conflicts with existing land use plans33
or policies, and changes in density, scale, and character of an area.34

Development and growth in the Delta and Suisun Marsh, Delta watershed, and areas outside of the Delta35
that use Delta water, are influenced by local, regional, and national economic conditions and controlled36
by cities and counties through their land use authority. These agencies have adopted general plans37
consistent with State law that provide the overall framework for growth in their respective jurisdictions.38
The Council has no authority to permit or condition development. Individual agencies’ general plans and39
associated environmental documents contain actions, limitations, and mitigation measures that would be40
implemented in the individual jurisdictions with local development project or program approvals that41
qualify as covered actions under the Delta Reform Act. These projects would be subject to environmental42
review and mitigation in accordance with CEQA. Such review and mitigation will likely incorporate43
mitigation measures identified within the environmental resource sections of this EIR capable of reducing44
the environmental impacts of growth inducement.45
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24.2 Energy Use and Conservation1

To ensure that energy implications are considered in project decisions, CEQA requires EIRs to include a2
discussion of the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or3
reducing inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy (see Public Resources Code4
section 21100(b)(3)). Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines identifies possible topics and suggested5
conservation measures for discussion in an EIR. Accordingly, Appendix F is used as guidance for the6
following discussion of the Revised Project.7

24.2.1 Project Description8

Because this is a program-level EIR, detailed lists of equipment associated with construction and9
operation of specific projects or actions that may be implemented under the Revised Project are not10
available. Likewise, energy efficiencies of individual projects that may be encouraged by the Revised11
Project cannot be identified because information about the equipment, design features, and embodied12
energy in materials that would be used for construction and operation also is not available. The types of13
activities and equipment that likely would be used under the Revised Project are described in Section 2,14
Description of the Revised Project and in Section 24.2.3, Environmental Impacts. The projected increase15
in vehicular traffic is described in Section 19, Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation.16

24.2.2 Environmental Setting17

The Section 24.2.2, Environmental Setting, in the Draft PEIR remained unchanged, and is hereby18
incorporated by reference into this Recirculated Draft PEIR.19

24.2.3 Environmental Impacts20

The Revised Project includes policies and recommendations that address the following project areas:21

 Reliable water supply22
 Delta ecosystem restoration23
 Protection and enhancement of Delta as an evolving place24
 Water quality improvement25
 Flood risk reduction26

24.2.3.1 Reliable Water Supply27

Implementation of the Revised Project could encourage water supply projects and their features, including28
surface water storage facilities, groundwater storage facilities, water intakes, pumping plants, pipelines29
and tunnels, canals, regulating reservoirs, water transfers, water use efficiency program implementation,30
reservoir operation, ocean desalination plants, and hydroelectric generation, as described in Section 2,31
Description of Revised Project.32

24.2.3.1.1 Construction33

Constructing treatment plants, surface water and groundwater storage facilities, conveyance facilities34
(intakes, canals, pipelines, tunnels, siphons, and pumping plants), and groundwater wells could require35
the use of heavy equipment, such as excavators, graders, scrapers, bulldozers, backhoes, and concrete36
mixing and pumping trucks, which would result in the consumption of energy in the form of fossil fuel, as37
well as energy needed to extract, process, transport, and dispose of nonrenewable natural resources used38
in the construction process, such as gravel, petroleum products, steel, and other materials.39

Fossil fuel combustion (direct and indirect/electrical) would be used to power construction equipment,40
and the types and quantities used would depend on the equipment technology and efficiency. Worker and41
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vendor trips, as well as material transport, would result in transportation-based energy use. Area sources1
include on-site equipment fuel combustion (from on-road and off-road equipment) and electricity use.2

It is unknown whether energy-efficient equipment, design measures (including siting and transit), and3
local/renewable materials would be included in all projects under the Revised Project before mitigation.4
Implementation of vehicle efficiency measures and the California Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)5
requirements would result in lower construction-related energy use as projects named or encouraged by6
the Revised Project are constructed in the future. These impacts would be similar to the impacts described7
for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. However, given8
the potential for an increased number and severity of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed9
under the Revised Project, the overall energy impacts related to reliable water supply actions would be10
greater than the Proposed Project.11

24.2.3.1.2 Operation12

Projects encouraged by the Revised Project could involve the operation of storage facilities in the Delta13
watershed and in areas outside of the Delta that use Delta water. Operation of these facilities could14
potentially result in consumption of energy resources, such as fossil fuels combusted for transportation of15
goods and people, and building and equipment use. Both direct combustion of fuels (i.e., gasoline, diesel,16
and natural gas) and indirect fuel consumption used for electricity generation would result from operation17
of projects under the Revised Project. Implementation of vehicle efficiency measures and the California18
Renewable Portfolio Standard program would result in lower construction-related energy use as projects19
named or encouraged by the Revised Project operate in the future.20

Operation of projects named or encouraged by the Revised Project could result in hydroelectric power21
generation, which is a renewable energy source. Increasing use of a renewable energy source would be22
consistent with the California Renewable Portfolio Standard goals. It also would reduce energy costs over23
the project’s lifetime if some of the energy generated were used for operation of named or encouraged24
projects. Hydropower production would displace some amount of fossil fuel combustion either in25
California or out of state. These impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed26
Project in Section 24.2.3.1, Reliable Water Supply, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an27
increased number of reliable water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the28
overall energy mpacts related to reliable water supply actions would be greater than the Proposed29
Project.30

24.2.3.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration31

Implementation of the Revised Project could include floodplain restoration, riparian restoration, wetland32
restoration, stressor management (e.g., continuation of ongoing programs managing pesticide runoff,33
water quality, water flows), invasive species management, and levee modifications and associated34
infrastructure (e.g., levee removal/degradation, pumping facilities, weirs/gates, dredging) to accomplish35
Delta ecosystem restoration objectives, as described in Section 2, Description of Revised Project.36

24.2.3.2.1 Construction37

The actions and projects that could be implemented as part of efforts to restore the Delta ecosystem would38
result in the consumption of energy in the form of fossil fuel and energy needed to extract, process,39
transport, and dispose of nonrenewable natural resources used in the construction process, such as gravel,40
petroleum products, steel, and other materials, as described above for Reliable Water Supply actions. The41
overall energy impacts would be the same as the Proposed Project, as described in Section 24.2.3.2, Delta42
Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.43
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24.2.3.2.2 Operation1

Operation of the projects related to ecosystem restoration would also result in consumption of energy2
resources, such as fossil fuels combusted for transportation of goods and people, and structures and3
equipment use, as described above for Reliable Water Supply actions.4

Most sites likely to be restored under the Revised Project are currently in agricultural use. Modern5
agricultural practices are energy intensive because of the need for fossil fuel combustion from equipment6
use, worker and material transport, storage, and movement of produced goods. Energy is also used in the7
production and use of agricultural fertilizers, pesticides/herbicides, and animal feed. Operation of8
ecosystem restoration sites would displace most of these activities. Therefore, if the ecosystem restoration9
projects encouraged by the Revised Project displace agricultural uses, overall energy use would decrease.10
The overall energy impacts would be the same as the Proposed Project, as described in Section 24.2.3.2,11
Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft PEIR.12

24.2.3.3 Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place13

Implementation of the Revised Project could result in construction and operation of new gateways, bike14
lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling, and hunting, as well as15
additional retail uses and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism, as described in Section 2,16
Description of Revised Project.17

24.2.3.3.1 Construction18

The actions and projects that could be implemented as part of efforts to protect and enhance the Delta as19
an evolving place would result in the consumption of energy in the form of fossil fuel and energy needed20
to extract, process, transport, and dispose of nonrenewable natural resources used in the construction21
process, such as gravel, petroleum products, steel, and other materials, as described above for Reliable22
Water Supply actions. These impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project23
in Section 24.2.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR.24
However, given the potential for an increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall25
energy impacts related to Delta enhancement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project.26

24.2.3.3.2 Operation27

Operation of the projects related to protecting and enhancing the Delta as an evolving place would also28
result in consumption of energy resources, such as fossil fuels combusted for transportation of goods and29
people, and building and equipment use, as described above for Reliable Water Supply actions. These30
impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.5, Protection31
and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an32
increased number of parks under the Revised Project, the overall energy impacts related to Delta33
enhancement actions would be greater than the Proposed Project.34

24.2.3.4 Water Quality Improvement35

Implementation of the Revised Project could accelerate planned construction and operation of water36
treatment plants, pipelines, wastewater treatment plants, stormwater treatment facilities, and agricultural37
runoff treatment facilities to achieve Revised Project water quality objectives, as described in Section 2,38
Description of Revised Project.39

24.2.3.4.1 Construction40

The actions and projects that could be implemented as part of efforts to improve water quality would41
result in the consumption of energy in the form of fossil fuel and energy needed to extract, process,42
transport, and dispose of nonrenewable natural resources used in the construction process, such as gravel,43
petroleum products, steel, and other materials, as described above for Reliable Water Supply actions.44
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These impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.3,1
Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an increased number of2
water quality improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall energy impacts related to3
water quality improvement would be greater than the Proposed Project.4

24.2.3.4.2 Operation5

Operation of the projects related to improving water quality would also result in consumption of energy6
resources, such as fossil fuels combusted for transportation of goods and people, and building and7
equipment use, as described above for Reliable Water Supply actions. Operation of these projects would8
also result in use of energy used to process, transport, and dispose of chemicals used in the water and9
wastewater treatment processes. These impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the10
Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.3, Water Quality Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the11
potential for an increased number of water quality improvement programs under the Revised Project, the12
overall energy impacts related to water quality improvement actions would be greater than the Proposed13
Project.14

24.2.3.5 Flood Risk Reduction15

Implementation of the Revised Project could result in construction and operation of setback levees,16
floodplain expansion, levee maintenance, levee modification and dredging projects, as described in17
Section 2, Description of Revised Project, in this Recirculated Draft PEIR.18

24.2.3.5.1 Construction19

The actions and projects that could be implemented as part of efforts to reduce risk of floods in the Delta20
would result in the consumption of energy in the form of fossil fuel and energy needed to extract, process,21
transport, and dispose of nonrenewable natural resources used in the construction process, such as gravel,22
petroleum products, steel, and other materials, as described above for Reliable Water Supply actions.23
These impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.4,24
Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee25
projects under the Revised Project, the overall energy impacts related to flood risk reduction actions26
would be less than the Proposed Project.27

24.2.3.5.2 Operation28

Operation of the projects related to reducing flood risk would also result in consumption of energy29
resources, such as fossil fuels combusted for transportation of goods and people associated with levee30
maintenance, and building and equipment use (e.g., pumps, occasional dredging). Both direct combustion31
of fuels (i.e., gasoline, diesel, and natural gas) and indirect fuel consumption for electricity generation32
would result from operation of projects under the Revised Project. These impacts would be similar to the33
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.4, Flood Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR.34
However, given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects under the Revised Project, the overall35
energy impacts related to flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.36

24.2.4 Recommended Energy Efficiency Measures37

The following energy conservation measures should be applied to construction and operation of projects38
encouraged by the Revised Project. Not all measures would be appropriate for every project.39

Construction40

 Use local, recycled, and renewable materials.41

 Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on sources and types of materials and distances42
from project site43
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 Develop and implement a plan to reduce construction worker trips to achieve average vehicle1
ridership of 1.5 persons or greater.2

 Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on the numbers of workers and travel distances3

 Implement a shuttle service to and from retail services and food establishments during lunch4
hours, or employ a catering service to bring lunch to the project site. This measure is most5
suitable for use in urbanized areas.6

 Range of Effectiveness: Varies depending on the numbers of workers and travel distances7

 Use alternative fuels (e.g., compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane, biodiesel,8
ethanol blends) for worker and delivery trucks and construction equipment, where possible.9

 As described under “Exhaust Emissions” in Mitigation Measure 9-1 in Section 9, Air Quality,10
this measure has the potential co-benefits of reducing emissions of reactive organic gases11
(ROG), and toxic air contaminants (TAC), and fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic12
resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5). The potential exists for an increase in13
emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx).14

 Range of Effectiveness: 0- to 22-percent reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions15
(CAPCOA 2010)16

 Use electric and hybrid construction equipment. Provide ultra-low-emission, low-emission,17
hybrid, or electric vehicles, worker and delivery trucks, and construction equipment.18

 This measure has the co-benefits of reducing emissions of NOx, ROG, and TAC/PM2.5.19

 Range of Effectiveness: 2.5 to 80 percent of GHG emissions from equipment that is electric20
or hybrid if used 100 percent of the time (CAPCOA 2010)21

 Limit construction equipment idling to less than the California Air Resources Board’s regulation22
requirement of 5 minutes.23

 Range of Effectiveness: Varies with the amount of idling occurring and the amount reduced24
(CAPCOA 2010)25

 Institute a plan for heavy-duty off-road vehicles to minimize fuel consumption during26
construction.27

 Inventory tracking program for construction vehicles (e.g., requiring hour meters on equipment;28
documenting the serial number, horsepower, age, fuel type, maintenance, and so on of all onsite29
equipment and daily logging of the operating hours of the equipment).30

 Range of Effectiveness: Not applicable on its own; this measure ensures compliance with31
other mitigation measures (CAPCOA 2010)32

Operation33

 Use renewable energy generated on-site (i.e., solar, wind, hydroelectric).34

 Use alternative fuels for maintenance vehicles and equipment.35
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 Use energy-efficient equipment for operation and maintenance of proposed facilities (e.g., pumps,1
hydraulic equipment, and maintenance equipment).2

 Equipment shall conform to U.S. Department of Energy best practices, Consortium for3
Energy Efficiency initiatives and guidance, and National Electrical Manufacturers4
Association standards where possible.5

 Use combined heat and power, where appropriate.6

 Require proposed buildings to exceed Title 24 standards by 20 percent or more.7

24.3 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts of the8

Revised Project9

CEQA section 21100(b)(2)(A) provides that an EIR shall include a detailed statement setting forth “[i]n a10
separate section… [a]ny significant effect on the environment that cannot be avoided if the project is11
implemented.” Sections 3 through 21 of this Recirculated Draft PEIR provide descriptions of the potential12
environmental effects of the Revised Project for all applicable environmental resource areas, as well as13
mitigation measures to mitigate project effects.14

Significant and unavoidable impacts of the Revised Project are identified in Table 24-1, with reference to15
the section of this Recirculated Draft PEIR in which the significance of each impact after mitigation is16
discussed. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 22, Cumulative Impact Assessment, of this17
Recirculated Draft PEIR.18

Table 24-1
Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts of the Revised Project

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

Recirculated
Draft PEIR

Section
Reference

3. Water Resources

3-1. Violate Any Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or
Substantially Degrade Water Quality

3-2. Substantially Deplete Groundwater Supplies or Interfere Substantially with
Groundwater Recharge

3.4.3.6

4. Biological Resources 4.4.3.6

4-1. Substantial Adverse Effects on Sensitive Natural Communities, Including Wetlands

4-2. Substantial Adverse Effects on Special-status Species

4-3. Substantial Adverse Effects on Fish or Wildlife Species Habitat

4-4. Interfere Substantially with the Movement of any Native Resident or Migratory Fish or
Wildlife Species or with Established Native Resident or Migratory Wildlife Corridors

4-5. Conflict with Any Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources or the
Provisions of an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or Other Approved Local, Regional, or State Habitat Protection Plan
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Table 24-1
Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts of the Revised Project

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

Recirculated
Draft PEIR

Section
Reference

5. Delta Flood Risk 5.3.3.6

5-1. 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 Which Would Result in Flooding On- or Offsite

5-2. 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

5-4. Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving
Flooding, Including Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam

5-5. Place Within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area Structures Which Would Impede or
Redirect Flood Flows, or Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow

6. Land Use and Planning 6.4.3.6

6-1. Physical Division of an Established Community

6-2. Conflict of Constructed Facilities with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy, Regulation,
or Restriction on Land That Was Adopted for the Purpose of Avoiding or Mitigating an
Environmental Impact

7. Agriculture and Forestry Resources 7.4.3.6

7-1. Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use

7-2. Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use or a Williamson Act Contract

7-3. Conflict with Existing Zoning for, or Cause Rezoning of, Forestland, Timberland, or
Timberland Zoned for Timberland Production

7-4. Loss of Forestland or Conversion of Forestland to Nonforest Use

7-5. Involve Other Changes in the Existing Environment That, Because of Their Location or
Nature, Could Result in Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use or Conversion
of Forestland to Nonforest Use

8. Visual Resources 8.4.3.6

8-1. Substantial Degradation of Visual Qualities

8-2. Adverse Effects on Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources

8-3. New Sources of Substantial Light or Glare

9. Air Quality 9.5.3.6

9.1. Construction and Operations of Projects Could Conflict with an Applicable Air Quality
Plan, Contribute Substantially to an Air Quality Violation, and/or Result in a
Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Nonattainment Pollutants

10. Cultural Resources 10.4.3.6

10-1. Disturbance or Destruction of Prehistoric and Historic-Era Archaeological Resources

10-2. Discovery of Unrecorded Human Remains

10-3. Disturbance or Destruction of Historic Buildings, Structures, and Linear Features

10-4. Disturbance or Destruction of Cultural Landscapes and Traditional Cultural Properties
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Table 24-1
Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts of the Revised Project

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

Recirculated
Draft PEIR

Section
Reference

11. Geology and Soils 11.4.3.6

11-1. Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including
the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Rupture of a Known Earthquake Fault

11-2. Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including
the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Due to Strong Ground Motion Associated with
Seismic Shaking

11-3. Construction and Operations of Projects Could 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 Loss of Bearing Value, Lateral Spreading, Subsidence,
Liquefaction or Collapse

11-4. Substantial Soil Erosion or the Loss of Topsoil

11-5. Construction of Projects Could Lead to Impacts Associated with the Presence of
Expansive Soils

11-6. Operation of Projects Could Result in Impacts Associated with the Occurrence of
Nuisance Water in Adjacent Areas Due to Leakage

11-7. Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including
the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Landslides

11-8. Have Soils Incapable of Adequately Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks or Alternative
Waste Water Disposal Systems Where Sewers Are Not Available for the Disposal of
Waste Water

11-9. Substantial Risks to Life or Property Due to Construction of Project Facilities on High
Organic Matter Soils

12. Paleontological Resources 12.4.3.6

12-1. Destruction of Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features

13. Mineral Resources 13.4.3.7

13-1. Loss of Availability of a Known Mineral Resource That Would Be of Value to the
Region and Residents of the State

14. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 14.4.3.6

14-1. Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment through the Routine
Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials or through Reasonably
Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of Hazardous
Materials into the Environment

14-2. Be Located on a Site Which Is Included on a List of Hazardous Materials Sites
Compiled Pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5 and, as a Result, Would
Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment

14-3. Create Vector Habitat That Would Pose a Significant Public Health Hazard

14-4. Emit Hazardous Emissions or Handle Hazardous or Acutely Hazardous Materials,
Substances, or Waste Within 0.25 Mile of an Existing or Proposed School

14-5. Increase Safety Hazards for People Residing in or Working in the Project Areas Within
the Vicinity of a Private Airstrip, Within an Airport Land Use Plan, or Within 2 Miles of a
Public Airport or Public Use Airport, or Create Airport Safety Hazards

14-6. Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death Involving
Wildland Fires
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Table 24-1
Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts of the Revised Project

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

Recirculated
Draft PEIR

Section
Reference

15. Noise 15.4.3.6

15.1. Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Temporary, Short-term Construction
Noise

15.2. Temporary and Short-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive
Groundborne Vibrations

15.3. Long-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Excessive Noise from Operations

18. Recreation 18.4.3.6

18.1. Impair, Degrade, or Eliminate Recreation Facilities and Activities

18.2. Increase the Use of Existing Recreation Facilities

18.3. Require the Construction or Expansion of Recreation Facilities Which Might Have an
Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment

19. Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation 19.4.4.6

19.1. Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Ordinance, or
Policy Establishing Measures of Effectiveness for the Performance of the Circulation
System, Taking into Account All Modes of Transportation

19.2. Potential Increase in Hazards Related to a Design Feature

19.3. Potential Reduction in Adequate Emergency Access

19.4. Construction- and Operations-related Conflict with Adopted Policies, Plans, or
Programs Regarding Bicycle or Pedestrian Facilities

20. Utilities and Service Systems 20.4.4.7

20.2. Generate Solid Waste That Would Exceed the Permitted Capacity of Local Landfills or
Cause Conflicts with Federal, State, and Local Statutes and Regulations Related to
Solid Waste

20.2. Create a Public Health Hazard from Utility Disruption

21. Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 21.4.3.6

21.1. Construction and Operations of Projects Could Result in an Increase in GHG
Emissions That May Have a Significant Impact on the Environment

21.3 Conflict with Operations of Proposed Facilities due to Climate Change and Sea Level
Rise

1

24.4 Significant Irreversible Environmental2

Changes That Would Result from3

Implementing the Revised Project4

Public Resources Code section 21100(b)(2)(B) provides that an EIR shall include a detailed statement5
setting forth “[i]n a separate section… [a]ny significant effect on the environment that would be6
irreversible if the project is implemented.” State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(c) provides the7
following guidance for an analysis of significant irreversible changes of a Revised Project:8

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project9
may be irreversible because a large commitment of such resources makes removal or10
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nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such1
as highway improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area)2
generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result3
from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of4
resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.5

The Revised Project includes policies and recommendations that address the following project categories.6

 Reliable water supply7
 Delta ecosystem restoration8
 Protection and enhancement of Delta as an evolving place9
 Water quality improvement10
 Flood risk reduction11

Each of these types of projects potentially could result in significant irreversible environmental changes,12
as described in the following subsections.13

24.4.1 Reliable Water Supply14

Implementation of the Revised Project could encourage development of water supply projects including15
surface and ground water storage facilities, water intakes, pumping plants, pipelines and tunnels,16
regulating reservoirs, water transfers, reservoir operation, and hydroelectric generation, as described in17
Section 2, Description of Revised Project. The Revised Project would indirectly result in the irreversible18
commitment of nonrenewable resources by encouraging projects that would use these resources in the19
construction process. Thus, reliable water supply projects could result in the use of nonrenewable natural20
resources, such as gravel, petroleum products, steel, and other materials; or slowly renewable resources,21
such as wood products. To the extent that such projects are constructed on the sites of sensitive natural22
communities or on agricultural land, they may also result in an irreversible conversion of sensitive natural23
communities and agricultural land. Operation of these projects also could result in irreversible24
commitments of energy resources, depending upon the energy supplies used in the future. These impacts25
would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.1, Reliable Water26
Supply, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an increased number and severity of reliable27
water supply actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall irreversible28
environmental changes of the Revised Project related to reliable water supply projects would be greater29
than the Proposed Project.30

24.4.2 Delta Ecosystem Restoration31

Implementation of the Revised Project could encourage floodplain restoration, riparian restoration,32
wetland restoration, stressor management, invasive species management, and levee modifications and33
associated infrastructure (e.g., levee removal/degradation, pumping facilities, weirs/gates, dredging) to34
accomplish Delta ecosystem restoration objectives, as described in Section 2, Description of Revised35
Project. The Revised Project would indirectly result in irreversible commitment of nonrenewable36
resources by encouraging projects that would use these resources in the construction process. Thus, Delta37
ecosystem restoration projects could result in the use of nonrenewable natural resources, such as gravel,38
petroleum products, steel, and other materials. Operation and maintenance activities associated with these39
projects could also result in irreversible commitments of energy resources, depending upon the energy40
supplies used in the future. To the extent that such projects are constructed on agricultural land, they may41
also result in an irreversible conversion of agricultural land. These impacts would be similar to the42
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.2, Delta Ecosystem Restoration, of the Draft43
PEIR. The overall irreversible environmental changes of the Revised Project related to Delta ecosystem44
restoration projects would be the same as the Proposed Project.45
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24.4.3 Protection and Enhancement of Delta as an Evolving Place1

Implementation of the Revised Project could result in construction and operation of new gateways, bike2
lanes, parks, trails, and marinas and facilities to support wildlife viewing, angling, and hunting, and3
additional retail uses and restaurants in legacy towns to support tourism, as described in Section 2,4
Description of Revised Project. The Revised Project would indirectly result in irreversible commitment of5
nonrenewable resources by encouraging projects that would use these resources in the construction6
process. Thus, Delta enhancement projects could result in the use of nonrenewable natural resources ,7
such as gravel, petroleum products, steel, and other materials; or slowly renewable resources, such as8
wood products. Operation of these projects would also result in irreversible commitments of energy9
resources, depending upon the energy supplies used in the future. These impacts would be similar to the10
impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.5, Protection and Enhancement of Delta as11
an Evolving Place, of the Draft PEIR. Given the potential for an increased number of parks under the12
Revised Project, the overall irreversible environmental changes of the Revised Project related to Delta13
enhancement projects would be greater than the Proposed Project.14

24.4.4 Water Quality Improvement15

Implementation of the Revised Project could encourage construction and operation of water treatment16
plants, desalination plants, pipelines, wastewater treatment plants, stormwater treatment facilities, and17
agricultural runoff treatment facilities to achieve Revised Project water quality objectives, as described in18
Section 2, Description of Revised Project. The Revised Project would indirectly result in irreversible19
commitment of nonrenewable resources by encouraging projects that would use these resources in the20
construction process. Thus, water quality improvement projects could result in the use of nonrenewable21
natural resources, such as gravel, petroleum products, steel, and other materials; or slowly renewable22
resources, such as wood products. Operation of these projects would also result in irreversible23
commitments of energy resources, depending upon the energy supplies used in the future. These impacts24
would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.3, Water Quality25
Improvement, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for an increased number of water quality26
improvement programs under the Revised Project, the overall irreversible environmental changes of the27
Revised Project related to water quality improvement would be greater than the Proposed Project.28

24.4.5 Flood Risk Reduction29

Implementation of the Revised Project could result in construction and operation of setback levees,30
floodplain expansion, levee maintenance, levee modification and dredging projects, as described in31
Section 2, Description of Revised Project. The Revised Project would indirectly result in irreversible32
commitment of nonrenewable resources by encouraging projects that would use these resources in the33
construction process. Thus, Delta ecosystem restoration projects could result in the use of nonrenewable34
natural resources, such as gravel, petroleum products, steel, and other materials. To the extent that such35
projects are constructed on the sites of sensitive natural communities or on agricultural land, they may36
also result in an irreversible conversion of sensitive natural communities and agricultural land. These37
impacts would be similar to the impacts described for the Proposed Project in Section 24.2.3.4, Flood38
Risk Reduction, of the Draft PEIR. However, given the potential for a reduction in Delta levee projects39
under the Revised Project, the overall irreversible environmental changes of the Revised Project related to40
flood risk reduction actions would be less than the Proposed Project.41

24.5 References42

The Section 24.5, References, in the Draft PEIR, remains unchanged.43

44
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Section 251

Comparison of Alternatives2

This section presents a comparison of the potential significant environmental effects of each of the3
alternatives to the Revised Project, based on the analyses presented in Sections 3 through 21 of the Draft4
Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) and in Sections 3 through 21 of this Recirculated5
Draft PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR).6

25.1 Introduction7

Under CEQA, an EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that would8
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of9
the significant environmental effects of the project. (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a)). The Proposed10
Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 are described in detail in Section 2A of the Draft11
PEIR and in a brief form in the Executive Summary of this volume.12

Sections 3 through 21 of this Recirculated Draft PEIR present detailed descriptions of the environmental13
effects of the Revised Project compared to the existing environment and compared to the Proposed14
Project Alternative. Sections 3 through 21 of the Draft PEIR present detailed analyses of the Proposed15
Project Alternative’s environmental impacts, and compares them to the impacts of Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2,16
and 3. This section compares the impacts of all of the alternatives to the Revised Project.17

25.2 Project Objectives18

As stated in Subsection 2.1.9, Project Objectives, of Section 2, the project objectives for the Revised19
Project are as follows:20

Further achievement of the coequal goals and the eight “inherent” objectives, in a manner that (1)21
furthers the statewide policy to reduce reliance on the Delta in meeting the state’s future water22
supply needs through regional self-reliance, (2) is consistent with specific statutory content23
requirements for the Delta Plan, (3) is implementable in a comprehensive, concurrent, and24
interrelated fashion, and (4) is accomplished as rapidly as realistically possible without25
jeopardizing ultimate success.26
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25.3 Description of Alternatives Compared to1

Revised Project2

25.3.1 Proposed Project Alternative3

The Proposed Project Alternative is the August 2011 Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan. It involves exporting4
similar amounts of water from the Delta and its watershed to areas that receive Delta water, and5
encourages similar water conservation and efficiency measures and construction of local and regional6
water supply projects in those Delta-water-using areas aimed at improving local water supplies from new7
or expanded groundwater storage, ocean desalination plants, and water treatment plants. The Proposed8
Project Alternative would not encourage water conservation and efficiency measures and construction of9
local and regional water supply projects in the Delta watershed outside of the Delta. Therefore, the10
Proposed Project Alternative could result in less disturbance of the physical environment, but more water11
diversions in the Delta watershed.12

The Proposed Project Alternative would result in similar effects related to Delta ecosystem restoration as13
the Revised Project.14

The Proposed Project Alternative encourages development of parks in the Delta, but does not include two15
specific parks by name that are included in the Revised Project (expansion of existing State park lands16
near Walnut Grove at Delta Meadows-Locke Boarding House, and implementation of a new state park on17
the Wright-Elmwood Tract near Stockton). Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative could result in18
less disturbance of the physical environment, but fewer recreational opportunities in the Delta.19

The Proposed Project Alternative would not encourage development of specific water quality protection20
of habitat restoration areas or specific deadlines for establishment of dissolved oxygen criteria for21
Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel and Suisun Marsh. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative could22
result in less disturbance of the physical environment related to construction of water quality23
improvement facilities, but less protection of Delta ecosystem resources.24

The Proposed Project Alternative, like the Revised Project, could result in major flood management25
facilities throughout the Delta to serve new residential developments, which could limit residential26
development to areas currently designated for existing or planned development. The Proposed Project27
Alternative, however, would result in more overall levee maintenance and modifications than the Revised28
Project, because it would provide more-aggressive levels of flood risk reduction to agricultural,29
recreational, and infrastructure lands uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative could result in30
more disturbance of the physical environment related to construction of levees and flood management31
facilities.32

25.3.2 No Project Alternative33

This alternative consists of the environment if no Delta Plan is adopted. In compliance with CEQA34
Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), the No Project Alternative assumes that existing relevant plans and35
policies would continue, which includes reasonably foreseeable modified or new plans or policies that are36
currently being analyzed for adoption or are required to be adopted. For example, it assumes that existing37
State statutory provisions requiring agencies that receive Delta water to engage in conservation and38
efficiency planning would remain in place in the future. The No Project Alternative also includes physical39
activities/projects that are permitted and funded at this time, such as expansion of Los Vaqueros Reservoir40
(Phase 1 only), new intakes/diversions for Freeport Regional Water Authority and Stockton, and initial41
construction of the Dutch Slough ecosystem restoration project. Under the No Project Alternative,42
conditions related to flood risk, ecosystem health, water quality, and water supply reliability (particularly43
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in the Delta) would continue to degrade. Exports of Delta water would be greater under the No Project1
Alternative than under the Revised Project.2

25.3.3 Alternative 1A: Export More Water Out of the Delta;3

Decreased Emphasis on Local and Regional Water Self-4

reliance; Focus Levee Improvements on Protecting Water5

Supply Corridors6

Development of Alternative 1A was informed by comments from water users in export areas south of the7
Delta. It involves exporting more water from the Delta and its watershed to areas that receive Delta water,8
and less water conservation and efficiency measures and fewer construction projects in those9
Delta-water-using areas aimed at improving local water supplies from new or expanded groundwater10
storage, ocean desalination plants, and water treatment plants.1 Alternative 1A accomplishes these11
changes from the Revised Project primarily by changing a policy of the Revised Project to a12
recommendation. The Revised Project policy requires users of Delta water to increase water efficiency13
and conservation measures, and requires development of a variety of local water supplies so as to reduce14
reliance on Delta water. With this policy changed to a recommendation, the Deltas Plan would not compel15
other agencies to undertake additional local water supply development/water efficiency planning in16
connection with covered actions.17

This alternative delays and makes less certain the establishment of Delta water flow criteria (for more18
natural flows) and Delta flow and water quality objectives to protect Delta ecosystem resources.19
Alternative 1A would, instead, potentially reduce the availability of flows during some periods of the20
year. Alternative 1A would result in less ecosystem restoration (floodplains, riparian habitat, and tidal21
marsh) in the Delta.22

Alternative 1A would result in less overall levee maintenance and modifications, because it would23
prioritize levees that protect water supply corridors. This approach could result in less-aggressive levels24
of flood risk reduction in other parts of the Delta. This alternative also would result in less reversal of25
subsidence and/or raising of subsiding lands.26

25.3.4 Alternative 1B: Export More Water Out of the Delta;27

Reduced Conservation and Water Efficiency Measures;28

Only Voluntary Actions by State and Local Agencies;29

Coordination, not Regulation; Large Number of Additional30

Studies Before Action31

Development of Alternative 1B was informed by a proposal from the Agriculture/Urban Coalition. It32
involves the same increased Delta water exports, reduction in local water supply projects, and reduction33
in water efficiency and conservation measures as described in the first paragraph above under34
Alternative 1A, and for the same reasons (changing Proposed Project Alternative Policy WR P1 to a35
recommendation).36

Alternative 1B also involves the same delay and reduced certainty regarding more natural water flows in37
the Delta and reduced ecosystem restoration, as described in the second paragraph above under38

1 Alternative 1A does suggest additional local surface water storage reservoirs, roughly on par with what the Revised Project would
call for.
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Alternative 1A. Alternative 1B, however, would involve more (as compared to the Revised Project,1
Proposed Project, and Alternative 1A) invasive species management, such as removal of invasive2
vegetation and removal of nonnative predator Delta fish, adding of fish screens, and genetic management3
of hatchery fish.4

Regarding water quality, Alternative 1B would involve fewer water treatment plants and groundwater5
wells, and less groundwater wellhead treatment. It would involve more wastewater and stormwater6
treatment and recycling facilities, more facilities to treat agricultural water runoff, and more stringent7
water quality objectives for municipal/industrial and agricultural dischargers.8

Regarding flood risk reduction, Alternative 1B is less aggressive with regard to constructing additional9
levees until collaborative studies are completed. This could result in fewer new levees that would10
facilitate floodplain expansion, but more maintenance and modification of existing levees. Alternative 1B11
would involve more dredging.12

Lastly, Alternative 1B changes all of the Revised Project policies to recommendations. With regard to13
physical actions that the policies target to meet the coequal goals, these actions would be delayed and/or14
less certain to occur under Alternative 1B.15

In general, Alternative 1B involves physical components similar to Alternative 1A, with some differences16
as discussed above. However, it involves a meaningfully different governance approach, as it would17
change all Revised Project policies to recommendations, which would weaken the Council’s ability to18
move the State forward toward meeting the coequal goals. Moreover, Alternative 1B’s versions of the19
recommendations generally call for studies rather than actions or projects, unlike the Revised Project,20
Proposed Project, and Alternative 1A.21

25.3.5 Alternative 2: Decreased Export of Water from the Delta;22

Increased Emphasis on Ecosystem Restoration23

throughout California24

Development of Alternative 2 was informed by proposals from environmental organizations led by the25
Environmental Water Caucus. It involves sharply decreased water exports from the Delta and its26
watershed to areas that receive Delta water (limited to a maximum of 3 million acre-feet/year). It involves27
fewer surface water storage projects, such as reservoirs, although it would include a large reservoir in the28
Tulare Lake basin, which currently is used for agriculture. It involves more water supply projects in the29
form of new or expanded groundwater storage, ocean desalination plants, and water treatment plants. It30
involves more water efficiency and conservation.31

It involves fewer discrete projects to restore floodplains, riparian habitat and tidal marsh, but more32
general floodplain expansion through levee removal. It involves more stringent criteria to bring water33
flows in the Delta closer to their natural state.34

It involves more facilities to treat and recycle wastewater and agricultural runoff. Regarding flood risk35
reduction, it involves fewer new levees, less levee maintenance and modification, and less dredging.36
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25.3.6 Alternative 3: Increased Emphasis on Protection and1

Enhancement of Delta Communities and Culture;2

Protection of Delta Agricultural Land and Less Ecosystem3

Restoration; Fewer Regulations for Delta Counties4

Development of Alternative 3 was informed by letters and comments from interests in the Delta. It5
involves a reduction in exports compared to existing exports, similar to the Revised Project and the6
Proposed Project. It also involves a reduction in water efficiency and conservation measures—similar to7
Alternative 1A—but only for the Delta itself. This approach could lead to a reduction in alternative local8
water supply projects in the Delta, such as wastewater and stormwater recycling. Water users there would9
instead continue to rely on Delta water, limiting this alternative’s ability to improve water supply10
reliability. This could place greater pressure on other statewide water supply projects and cause or11
exacerbate water-supply impacts in areas that receive Delta water. Alternative 3 accomplishes these12
changes from the Revised Project and the Proposed Project Alternative by changing Policy WR P1 of the13
Revised Project and Proposed Project Alternative to a recommendation (the same as Alternatives 1A and14
1B, mentioned above), but only for water suppliers serving the Delta, while maintaining it as a policy for15
water suppliers that serve areas outside of the Delta.16

Alternative 3 also would deemphasize Delta ecosystem restoration on established agricultural lands, and17
focus expansion of the floodplain and ecosystem restoration on publicly owned lands instead.18
Alternative 3 would involve more invasive-species management, such as removal of invasive vegetation19
and removal of nonnative predator Delta fish, however, increasing the number of fish screens, and genetic20
management of hatchery fish.21

Alternative 3 would involve fewer new levees and less floodplain expansion into agricultural lands. It22
would involve more levee maintenance, levee modification, and dredging to protect agricultural lands in23
the Delta.24

25.4 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives25

The Delta Plan seeks to arrest (and ultimately improve) declining water reliability and declining26
environmental conditions related to the Delta ecosystem, flood risk, and water quality, as well to improve27
recreation opportunities in the Delta and protect Delta legacy towns. Accomplishing these goals in many28
instances will require physical construction work (e.g., levee construction/modification, dam construction,29
park construction, etc.). That work could have adverse environmental impacts during the construction30
period. The Delta Plan thus presents environmental trade-offs between short-term impacts from31
construction (including air quality, cultural and paleontological resources, noise, transportation,32
geology/soils, and utilities) and long-term reductions in impacts to water supply, water quality, flood risk,33
and ecosystem health. Hence, short-term, construction-related impacts would be created in order to realize34
environmental benefits from the projects constructed.35

The alternatives to the Revised Project involve varying degrees of such trade-offs. Often, accomplishing36
larger reductions in long-term impacts requires larger short-term impacts, and vice versa. Other important37
differences among the alternatives’ impacts include differing numbers and locations of possible new38
reservoirs (and associated loss of habitat and agricultural land), differing extents of floodplain and habitat39
expansion in the Delta (and associated loss of agricultural land ) and differing levels of aggressiveness in40
setting minimum water flow standards in the Delta.41

The following comparisons of the alternatives to the Revised Project focus on the major factors that42
differentiate the impacts of the alternatives, particularly differences in potential long-term impacts of the43
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alternatives as compared with the Revised Project. Potential short-term construction impact differences1
between the Revised Project and the alternatives are discussed below, but are relatively less important as2
distinguishing factors because the impacts end when construction ends. The resource areas that3
predominantly or exclusively involve construction/short-term significant impacts are air quality, cultural4
and paleontological resources, noise, transportation, geology/soils, and utilities.5

25.4.1 Water Resources6

Other than Alternative 2, the alternatives would have approximately the same water supply impacts as the7
Revised Project. Alternative 2 would sharply reduce exports of Delta water and would not encourage8
local surface storage projects other than Tulare Lake. With reduced exports, meeting demand through9
groundwater projects, desalination and recycling projects, and efficiency/conservation measures may be10
difficult, which could result in greater long-term water supply impacts than the Revised Project. The11
Revised Project, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternative 3, by contrast, also reduce exports, but12
not to the same degree as Alternative 2; they thus have less water-supply impact than Alternative 2. The13
No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A and 1B do not limit exports do not rely on local supplies.14
These alternatives, unlike the Revised Project, would not avoid the ongoing decline in Delta water supply15
reliability.16

Impacts to groundwater supply and groundwater quality primarily would be related to construction site17
runoff, construction dewatering activities, and agricultural runoff. Temporary construction-related18
groundwater impacts are possible and similar for the Revised Project, the Proposed Project Alternative,19
and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3.20

The Revised Project encourages more construction work for local and regional water supplies than the21
Proposed Project Alternative, the No Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3, because the22
Revised Project encourages actions that could result in implementation of local and regional water23
supplies in the Delta watershed which are not necessarily encouraged by the other alternatives. The24
Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 3 encourage slightly more levee construction that the other25
alternatives and the Revised Project which would increase water quality and groundwater impacts related26
to construction activities. The Proposed Project Alternative, the No Project Alternative, and Alternatives27
1A, 1B, and 3 would therefore have fewer water quality impacts than the Revised Project during28
construction of local and regional water supplies. Alternative 2 encourages more local and regional water29
supplies in areas outside of the Delta that use Delta water than the Revised Project, and therefore, could30
result in greater water quality impacts.31

The Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 3 encourage greater levee modification/maintenance32
and dredging for flood reduction than the Revised Project, which could result in an increase in erosion33
and siltation during construction.34

The No Project Alternative and Alternative 3 include fewer construction projects and less preservation of35
Delta agricultural land due to its limited ecosystem restoration actions as compared to the Revised36
Project. Continued agricultural operations on more land under the No Project Alternative and Alternative37
3 as compared to the Revised Project would affect water quality. Over the long term, the Revised Project,38
the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A and 1B would provide benefits to water quality,39
because they would include facilities to prevent further declines in surface water quality.40

Over the long term, Alternative 2 involves more of some of facilities/actions in the Revised Project and41
fewer of others, but includes substantial water quality improvement projects. Overall, Alternative 2 would42
have less water quality impacts than the Revised Project, because it involves fewer facilities and less43
diversions of water from the Delta and Delta watershed.44
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Over the long term, No Project Alternative’s and Alternative 3’s long-term adverse water quality impacts1
would be greater than the Revised Project because of continued agricultural runoff and reduced2
conversion of agricultural lands to ecosystem restoration areas.3

25.4.2 Biological Resources4

Biological resources in the Delta have been in decline for many years. That decline is expected to5
continue. The No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would do less to arrest this decline6
than the Revised Project. The No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B and 3 would restore less7
habitat than the Revised Project and/or would not encourage natural flows in the Delta to the same degree.8
Alternative 2 would contribute more to improving conditions for biological resources and arresting9
ecosystem decline than the Revised Project, primarily because of its increased emphasis on flow10
objectives that protect the environment. The Proposed Project Alternative would restore similar amounts11
of habitat as the Revised Project.12

From a short-term perspective, the Revised Project would involve more construction work that could13
affect biological resources than the No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2 and 3, because it14
encourages more local and regional water supply projects and ecosystem restoration projects. The15
Proposed Project Alternative would have less biological impact than the Revised Project outside the16
Delta, because the Proposed Project Alternative would encourage fewer reliable water supply projects in17
the Delta watershed than the Revised Project.2 These construction impacts would be temporary, and18
generally can be mitigated through implementation of standard mitigation measures.19

Overall, the impacts of the Revised Project, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2,20
and 3 are chiefly construction-related and therefore temporary and limited.21

Over the long term, the No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B and 3 would contribute less to22
improving conditions for biological resources and arresting ecosystem decline than the Revised Project.23
Alternative 2 would contribute more to improving conditions for biological resources and arresting24
ecosystem decline than the Revised Project. The Proposed Project Alternative would result in similar25
conditions for biological resources as the Revised Project in the Delta.26

25.4.3 Delta Flood Risk27

The Delta includes a vast network of levees and canals that protect and dewater reclaimed land from28
flooding. Many of the levees are in a degraded condition and are continuing to degrade, which creates an29
increasing flood risk in the Delta as time passes without the levees being repaired.30

The No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 2 would do less to arrest this increasing flood31
risk than the Revised Project; therefore, these alternatives would do less to reduce flood risk by focusing32
levee investments on only part of the Delta or discouraging development in floodplains in only limited33
parts of the Delta (Alternatives 1A and 1B). The Proposed Project Alternative would do more to reduce34
flood risks in areas with agricultural, recreational, and infrastructure land uses than the Revised Project by35
requiring a higher level of flood protection in these areas. Alternative 3 would do more to reduce flood36
risks in areas with agricultural, recreational, and infrastructure land uses than the Revised Project by37
requiring a higher level of flood protection in these areas.38

Over the long term, the No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 2 would do less to arrest this39
increasing flood risk than the Revised Project.40

2 The Revised Project would encourage less construction work related to levees within the Delta than the Proposed Project and
Alternative 3, but would still involve more construction overall than the Proposed Project, because of its increase in construction for
water supply projects.
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Over the long term, the Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 3 would do more to arrest this1
increasing flood risk than the Revised Project.2

25.4.4 Land Use and Planning3

The Delta contains a variety of land uses – agriculture, natural/habitat, and rural residential and legacy4
towns. Generally, these uses are consistent with local land use plans. Some of these plans have elements5
that reduce or mitigate environmental impacts (e.g., habitat protection and agricultural preservation6
policies). Implementation of the Revised Project has the potential to introduce land uses that are not7
consistent with these local land use plans, such as expanding floodplains (for ecosystem and/or flood risk8
reasons) on land zoned for agriculture.9

Alternatives that minimize the introduction of new uses that conflict with land use policies would have10
fewer impacts than the Revised Project. Likewise, alternatives that would reduce the potential for portions11
of a community to be isolated during construction and operation would have fewer impacts.12

Regarding introduction of new conflicting land uses, the No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B,13
and 3 would have fewer potential impacts than the Revised Project primarily because they would involve14
fewer ecosystem restoration and floodplain expansions in the Delta that could affect land designated for15
agricultural use. The Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 2 would have approximately the same16
impacts as the Revised Project.17

Regarding community isolation during construction in the Delta, impacts would be less with No Project18
Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 than with the Revised Project because these alternatives19
would involve fewer construction projects and therefore fewer opportunities for short-term isolation. The20
potential for community isolation during construction in the Delta, impacts would be similar under the21
Proposed Project Alternatives and the Revised Project. In any event, these impacts would be less than22
significant for the Revised Project and all of the alternatives.23

Regarding long-term community isolation, impacts would be less with the No Project Alternative and24
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 than with the Revised Project, because these alternatives would involve fewer25
discrete ecosystem and floodplain expansions in the Delta and therefore less opportunity for roads to be26
intermittently flooded. Alternative 2 would similarly have fewer ecosystem and floodplain expansions27
than the Revised Project, but would encourage the creation of a large surface water storage facility in28
Tulare Lake, which could cause potential displacement of residences in the Tulare Lake Basin in the rural29
residential areas located between the community of Corcoran and Interstate 5. Overall, Alternative 230
would have less community isolation impact in the Delta than the Revised Project, although the difference31
is less than for the other alternatives. Long-term community isolation impacts would be similar under the32
Proposed Project and the Revised Project.33

Outside of the Delta, impacts due to conflicting land uses are possible, although large-scale land use34
changes generally would not occur under any of the alternatives or the Revised Project. An exception35
would be the development of surface water reservoirs, which have a large development footprint. The No36
Project Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in implementation of fewer water storage37
reservoirs than the Revised Project, so fewer impacts would result. The Proposed Project Alternative and38
Alternatives 1A and 1B would involve approximately the same number of surface water storage39
reservoirs, so the impacts would be the same as the Revised Project.40

Over the long term in the Delta, the No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would have41
less potential for construction (with slightly more levee projects for the Proposed Project and Alternative42
3) and new conflicts with land uses and community isolation impacts than the Revised Project. The43
Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 2 would have similar impacts for potential for new44
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conflicting land uses and community isolation impacts (Alternative 2 slightly less impacts) as the Revised1
Project.2

Over the long term in the Delta watershed and areas outside the Delta that use Delta water, No Project3
Alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3 would have less potential for new surface water reservoirs and,4
therefore, less potential for new conflicting land uses and community isolation impacts than the Revised5
Project. The Proposed Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 would have less potential for6
local and regional water supplies in the Delta watershed and associated new conflicting land uses and7
community isolation impacts than the Revised Project.8

25.4.5 Agriculture and Forestry Resources9

The No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 have a lower potential than the Revised10
Project to convert agricultural lands or timberland/forest resources to other uses, primarily because there11
would be less ecosystem habitat restoration and creation in the Delta under these alternatives. Alternative12
2 likely would lead to more conversion of agricultural land than the Revised Project because it would13
convert Tulare Lake (currently in agricultural production) to a reservoir, take farmland out of production14
in the San Luis Drainage Area, and potentially result in less water being available for agricultural uses in15
the San Joaquin Valley areas, which could in turn cause farmers to take land out of production. Within the16
Delta itself, conversion under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under the Revised17
Project. The Proposed Project Alternative would have approximately the same impacts as the Revised18
Project.19

25.4.6 Visual Resources20

The context of a change in the visual environment is important to determining the significance of such a21
change, as is the degree and type of change. For example, a change from farmland to wetland habitat, or22
vice versa, or a change from levee/river to wetland habitat or floodplain, would be a major land use23
change, but not necessarily a significant adverse visual impact. Generally speaking, as they relate to the24
Revised Project and its alternatives, new industrial facilities (such as treatment plants, desalination plants,25
groundwater facilities), new reservoirs/dams, and removal of vegetation would be primary sources of26
long-term visual impacts.27

Overall, significant impacts on visual resources under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project28
Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would be less than the Revised Project, because these29
alternatives would involve fewer new treatment plants, groundwater facilities, and ocean desalination30
projects, although the Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 3 would have slightly more31
construction of levees than the Revised Project. Alternative 2 would involve more new treatment plants,32
groundwater facilities, and ocean desalination projects, but fewer reservoirs than the Revised Project.33
Overall, visual impacts of Alternative 2 would be greater than the Revised Project.34

The Proposed Project would have less visual impacts than the Revised Project because the Proposed35
Project Alternative would encourage fewer reliable water supply projects in the Delta watershed and36
fewer water quality improvement projects in and near the Delta.37

25.4.7 Air Quality38

The significant air quality impacts are most likely to occur during construction, particularly of large39
infrastructure projects, and would be temporary in nature. From a short-term perspective, the No Project40
Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3, each involves less41
construction work than the Revised Project, so each would involve fewer potential short-term adverse42
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impacts to air quality.3 Alternative 2 may result in similar or greater amounts of construction work for1
large infrastructure projects, but less for levee projects, as the Revised Project; such facilities would be2
located to the south of the Delta in Alternative 2 and in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project.3

Longer term air quality impacts could result from operation of large or complex facilities, such as surface4
reservoirs, desalination or water treatment facilities, or major conveyance systems, primarily due to5
equipment use and worker and truck travel to and from the facilities. Impacts could also result from6
ongoing levee maintenance (dust, equipment exhaust, and worker trips), dredging (equipment exhaust),7
and invasive species management (equipment exhaust, worker trips). Compared to the Revised Project,8
the No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A and 1B involve fewer local and regional water supply9
facilities/actions, so fewer long-term air quality impacts are expected. The Proposed Project Alternative10
and Alternative 3 involve fewer local and regional water supply facilities/actions and slightly more levee11
projects than the Revised Project. Overall, these the Proposed Project Alternative, the No Project12
Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, !B and 3 would have fewer long-term air quality impacts than the13
Revised Project. Alternative 2 would have a similar or greater potential for significant air quality impacts14
than the Revised Project; however, the location of the facilities would be located to the south of the Delta15
in Alternative 2 and in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project.16

25.4.8 Cultural Resources17

The presence of cultural resources varies around the Delta and corresponds to the location of upland areas18
not subject to historical tidal flooding or inundation. Historic resources are found throughout the Delta in19
association with development of legacy towns and rural residences located within agricultural operations.20
Construction activities that would occur with implementation of the Delta Plan have the potential to affect21
known resources by physically disturbing these resources (e.g., disturbing a burial site) or by affecting the22
environmental context in which they are located. Operations of permanent facilities implemented by the23
Delta Plan are not expected to generate significant impacts on cultural or historic resources. Alternatives24
that involve less ground-disturbing activity (i.e., construction) generally would have fewer impacts than25
the Revised Project.26

The No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would27
involve less construction (with slightly more levee projects under the Proposed Project Alternative and28
Alternative 3) and, therefore, fewer construction-related impacts to cultural resources than the Revised29
Project. Alternative 2 would have similar potential for construction and potential for impacts to cultural30
resources as the Revised Project; however, the location of the facilities would be located to the south of31
the Delta in Alternative 2 and in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project.32

25.4.9 Geology and Soils33

Alternatives that involve less construction disturbance would have fewer geology and soils impacts than34
the alternatives that encourage construction. Most of these impacts would be concentrated in the35
construction period, but several such impacts would continue throughout the life of the facilities. All of36
these impacts are easily mitigated with standard measures and careful siting.37

The No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would38
involve fewer project/actions (with slightly more levee projects under the Proposed Project Alternative39
and Alternative 3) and, therefore, fewer impacts to geology and soils than the Revised Project. Alternative40
2 would have similar potential for project/actions and potential for impacts to geology and soils as the41

3 The Revised Project would encourage less construction work related to levees within the Delta than the Proposed Project and
Alternative 3, but would still involve more construction overall than the Proposed Project, because of its increase in construction for
water supply projects.
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Revised Project; however, the location of the facilities would be located to the south of the Delta in1
Alternative 2 and in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project.2

25.4.10 Paleontological Resources3

Significant impacts to paleontological resources could occur during construction activities involving deep4
ground disturbance and deep excavation, particularly associated with large infrastructure projects or5
major levee maintenance activities. Impacts to paleontological resources could occur under all6
alternatives. Alternatives that result in less construction of large facilities or less levee7
modification/maintenance activities than the Revised Project would, therefore, have less impact on8
paleontological resources than the Revised Project.9

The No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would10
involve less construction of certain types of large infrastructure projects with deep excavations (with11
slightly more levee projects under the Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 3) than the Revised12
Project; therefore, these alternatives would result in less overall potential for impacts to paleontological13
resources.14

Alternative 2 would have similar potential for construction and potential for impacts to paleontological15
resources as the Revised Project; however, the location of the facilities would be located to the south of16
the Delta in Alternative 2 and in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project.17

25.4.11 Mineral Resources18

The most important mineral resources in California that could be affected by the Revised Project are19
generally construction aggregate (sand and gravel) and Portland cement. In addition, specific mineral20
resource extraction sites, both stone/rock/gravel/sand mining and oil/natural gas wells, could be affected.21
Because these resources occupy discrete locations, they would most likely be affected by alternatives with22
construction footprints that would overlay those resources, making them unavailable for future extraction.23
In areas where aggregate shortages are foreseeable, alternatives that have the highest requirement for24
aggregate would have greater impacts on aggregate availability. Most of the counties in the areas that25
could be affected by the Revised Project have permitted aggregate resource sites that represent less than26
the projected 50-year construction demand, and some counties have less than a 10-year supply. Impacts27
would be temporary if access to extraction sites would be limited to the construction phase; impacts28
would be permanent if resources would become permanently unavailable for future extraction or if29
remaining aggregate resources following construction would be inadequate to meet future local30
development needs.31

The No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would32
require less construction than to the Revised Project.4 Alternative 2 would have similar potential for33
construction and potential for impacts to mineral resources as the Revised Project; however, the location34
of the facilities would be located to the south of the Delta in Alternative 2 and in the Delta watershed35
under the Revised Project.36

The Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 2 would have the same effects as the Revised Project37
relating to the loss of availability of mineral resource extraction sites (i.e., mineral operations, oil and38
natural gas wells). Both would entail substantial ecosystem restoration within the Delta and could affect39
the ability to access and operate existing natural gas wells. The No Project Alternative and Alternatives40
1A, 1B, and 3 would have fewer impacts on extraction sites than the Revised Project because these41
alternatives would have less emphasis on ecosystem restoration in the Delta. Such impacts generally are42

4 The Revised Project would encourage less construction work related to levees within the Delta than the Proposed Project and
Alternative 3, but would still involve more construction overall than the Proposed Project, because of its increase in construction for
water supply projects
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temporary because resource extraction could continue once wells are modified or new wells are1
developed.2

25.4.12 Hazards and Hazardous Materials3

Short-term adverse impacts due to hazards and hazardous materials would result from construction4
activities associated with large or complex facilities such as surface reservoirs, desalination and water5
treatment facilities, major conveyance systems, or levee projects. Longer-term impacts from hazardous6
materials could result from operation of those facilities, primarily due to equipment use and the transport7
of hazardous materials to the sites. Impacts could also result from ongoing levee maintenance, dredging,8
and invasive species management, which would all require the use of vehicles and equipment that could9
result in inadvertent releases or spills of hazardous materials. Both short- and long-term impacts will10
generally vary roughly with the number and magnitude of projects: larger and more projects require more11
construction, providing more opportunities for exposure to hazardous materials, and will also involve12
more such materials during operation.13

Construction, operation, and maintenance of any project could result in standing water for periods of time14
long enough to promote mosquito breeding (“vectors”) due to mismanagement. Projects that aim to create15
large areas of standing water, such as surface storage and certain restoration projects, are more likely to16
have this effect.17

As compared to the Revised Project, the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and18
Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would involve fewer facilities and actions (the Proposed Project Alternative,19
and Alternative 3 would include slightly more levee projects than the Revised Project, but overall they20
would include fewer facilities). Therefore, fewer impacts from hazardous materials are expected for these21
alternatives. Alternative 2 would have similar potential for construction and potential for impacts22
hazardous materials as the Revised Project; however, the location of the facilities would be located to the23
south of the Delta in Alternative 2 and in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project.24

Because the potential for an increase in vectors is related to the size of the construction footprint,25
especially operations that will result in standing water, Alternative 2, which encourages greater ecosystem26
restoration in the Delta, including floodplain and wetland restoration, would have greater vector-related27
impacts than the Revised Project. By contrast, the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 328
would involve less Delta ecosystem and floodplain restoration, and so their vector-related impacts would29
be less than the Revised Project. The potential for impacts associated with vectors would be similar for30
the Proposed Project Alternative as the Revised Project because Delta ecosystem and floodplain31
restoration would be similar.32

25.4.13 Noise33

Potential noise impacts of the Delta Plan and alternatives are predominantly short-term and related to34
construction; the types of projects the Delta Plan and alternatives could encourage are not significant35
generators of operational noise.36

Ambient noise levels vary throughout the Delta. Sensitive receptors are found in a wide range of37
densities, ranging from sparsely populated rural areas to more-densely populated urban areas. Noise and38
groundborne vibrations generated during construction of the Proposed Project have the potential to39
exceed local noise ordinances or standards. Because the potential to cause noise and groundborne40
vibration levels exceeding a local noise ordinance or standard is a function of the amount of construction41
activity, alternatives that would result in less construction would have fewer impacts than the Revised42
Project.43
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Most of the alternatives, including the No Project Alternative, would have fewer impact than or similar1
impacts to the Revised Project, because few noise-generating activities (i.e., construction) would be2
implemented. Alternative 2 would have similar potential for noise in urban areas as the Revised Project3
because of the potential to construct water treatment facilities, including ocean desalination projects;4
however, the location of the facilities would be located to the south of the Delta in Alternative 2 and in5
the Delta watershed under the Revised Project.6

25.4.14 Population and Housing7

The types of actions that could affect population and housing include land use changes; conversion of8
agricultural lands, wetland and other habitat types; land fallowing, levee construction or reconfiguration;9
and construction or reconstruction of water and wastewater treatment plants, conveyance facilities and10
pumping plants, surface water and groundwater storage facilities, ecosystem restoration projects, and11
recreation facilities.12

Construction and operation of specific water supply, levee maintenance, and other individual projects13
encouraged by the Revised Project could result in population growth, displacement of population,14
displacement of existing housing, or construction of new housing. Construction of projects would result15
in a temporary increase of population associated with the temporary relocation of construction workers to16
the specific locale where the construction activity occurs. This could lead to a temporary increase in17
demand for additional housing. Project operations could lead to some population growth, but would likely18
involve fewer workers than construction. Thus, it is unlikely that the Revised Project would result in19
substantial permanent population growth in an area. Projects could also displace some existing housing20
and people, depending on the size and location of facilities, necessitating the construction of replacement21
housing elsewhere. Projects are not likely to be sited in heavily populated areas, which mean that these22
impacts would be less than significant.23

Workers for construction and operation of the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2,24
and 3, like the Revised Project, would be drawn from existing communities and population; therefore,25
none of the alternatives would result in additional housing demand.26

The No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would27
involve fewer facilities/actions that could result in displacement of housing units than the Revised Project.28
The Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 3 would include slightly more levee projects than the29
Revised Project, but overall they would include fewer projects of other types (reliable water supply, Delta30
ecosystem restoration, Delta enhancement and water quality improvement), And would have similar31
potential for construction as the Revised Project; Under all alternatives, displaced housing units would be32
replaced in existing housing stock. Therefore, the population and housing impacts for all alternatives33
would be the same.34

25.4.15 Public Services35

The need for new or physically altered police, fire protection, and emergency medical services and/or36
facilities is prompted by increased demand, typically as a result of new land development and/or37
population growth. The Revised Project, No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and38
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 do not include new land development and/or population growth, and39
therefore would not create new demands on existing police, fire protection, and emergency medical40
services. Slight differences among the alternatives (e.g., minor changes in demands during construction41
and operation) are negligible, and impacts would be less than significant under all alternatives.42
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25.4.16 Recreation1

The Revised Project’s recommendations to construct large projects such as surface and groundwater2
storage facilities, water intakes, treatment plants, conveyance facilities (canals, pipelines, tunnels,3
siphons, and pumping plants) and desalination plants could affect existing marinas and boating activity4
areas, hunting and fishing areas, campgrounds, beach areas, and various recreation-related private5
enterprise facilities, such as water-oriented resorts, wineries, and businesses in the Delta, Delta watershed,6
and in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water. The Proposed Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A,7
1B, 2, and 3 recommend more of some of these facilities and actions and fewer of others to varying8
degrees, but generally fewer overall than the Revised Project. On balance, therefore, impacts related to9
recreational facilities and activities under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative,10
and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 would be less than under the Revised Project. This relates to both11
construction-period impacts and long-term impacts.12

Importantly, however, the Revised Project (and all the alternatives to the same degree except for the No13
Project Alternative) would encourage new/expanded/enhanced recreational trails, community gateways,14
visitor centers, and parks and facilities in the Delta. These would offset to some degree impacts to15
recreation in the Delta due to other elements of the Revised Project and the alternatives.16

25.4.17 Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation17

Construction activities have the greatest potential to affect traffic because, with the exception of parks and18
new retail and restaurant uses in the Delta legacy towns, projects encouraged by the Revised Project19
would generate little or no additional traffic. Accordingly, there would be no significant long-term20
difference among the alternatives’ traffic impacts.21

Regarding short-term impacts due to construction, the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project22
Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would involve more construction of some types of projects23
and less of others to varying degrees, but generally less construction overall than the Revised Project, and24
thus would cause fewer impacts to transportation. Alternative 2 would involve approximately the same25
amount of construction as the Revised Project; however, the location of the facilities and the associated26
traffic impacts would be to the south of the Delta in Alternative 2 and in the Delta watershed under the27
Revised Project.28

25.4.18 Utilities and Service Systems29

Demand for municipal utilities—water, wastewater, and stormwater systems—and for solid waste30
disposal capacity is prompted by increased customer demand, typically as a result of new land31
development and/or population growth. The No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and32
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3, like the Revised Project, do not include new land development and/or33
induce population growth, and therefore would not add new customer demand for municipal utility and34
solid waste services. Slight differences among the alternatives (e.g., minor changes in demands during35
construction and operation) are negligible, and impacts would be less than significant under all36
alternatives.37

Utility conflicts could occur under all alternatives, depending on the extent of ground disturbance. The No38
Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 would recommend39
more of some of these facilities and actions (reliable water supply, Delta ecosystem restoration, Delta40
enhancement and water quality improvement), and fewer of others, to varying degrees, but generally41
fewer overall than the Revised Project, and thus would cause fewer impacts associated with utilities and42
services systems than the Revised Project. Alternative 2 would involve approximately the same amount of43
construction as the Revised Project; however, the location of the facilities would be located to the south of44
the Delta in Alternative 2 and in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project.45



RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN SECTION 25
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

NOVEMBER 2012 25-15

25.4.19 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions1

In this program-level assessment, impacts from implementation of the alternatives were evaluated in2
terms of how project components could generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that might contribute3
to climate change-related environmental impacts. Because project-level details of project construction and4
operation are needed to determine quantities and timing of GHG emissions and are unknown at this time,5
impacts for the alternatives were qualitatively evaluated for significance based on the estimated6
magnitude and types of emissions that might result. In some cases, GHG emissions from construction or7
operations may exceed the applicable air quality management district significance levels, even with8
mitigation. This situation is most likely to occur during construction or operation of large or complex9
infrastructure projects, such as surface reservoirs, desalination or water treatment facilities, or conveyance10
systems. Fuel and electricity use to support construction and operation of facilities would be the primary11
sources of GHG emissions. Alternatives that involve moving larger amounts of water that require12
pumping would have increased emissions due to larger electricity demands. Because GHGs have a long13
atmospheric lifetime, all impacts, even those resulting from construction, are viewed as long term.14

The No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 each would15
have fewer potential GHG impacts than the Revised Project, for differing reasons, while Alternative 216
would have a similar level of GHG impacts as the Revised Project. Alternatives 1A and 1B, which17
encourage no reductions in exports from the Delta, would involve fewer GHG emissions from18
construction than the Revised Project, but more GHG emissions from pumping and moving water,19
particularly over mountain ranges in southern California. The Proposed Project Alternative and20
Alternative 3 would involve overall less construction and operation of local water projects, similar21
amounts of water movement/pumping, and slightly more construction of levees than the Revised Project,22
therefore, generating a smaller amount of GHG emissions overall. Alternative 2 would involve similar23
GHG emissions from construction and operation of local water projects as the Revised Project, but fewer24
GHG emissions from pumping/moving water.25

The Proposed Project Alternative and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 each would have similar impacts26
related to the risk of climate change and sea level rise on reliable water supply projects as the Revised27
Project. The overall impacts of climate change and sea level rise on individual reliable water supply28
projects could be significant; and the effects could vary in different regions of the state. For example,29
surface water storage projects encouraged by the Revised Project for construction in the Delta watershed,30
Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 could have significant impacts associated31
with the risk of climate change due to changing rainfall and snowfall patterns. Alternative 2 would32
encourage surface water storage projects in the Tulare Lake Basin that also would be impacted by33
changing rainfall and snowfall patterns, but in a different watershed than storage projects in the Revised34
Project, Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3. The Revised Project, Proposed35
Project Alternative, No Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 all would continue the use of36
existing pumping plants to export of Delta water supplies to areas outside the Delta, and the existing37
pumping plants would be impacted by sea level rise in the same manner.38

The Proposed Project Alternative would encourage the same amount of Delta ecosystem restoration39
projects as the Revised Project; Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3 each would encourage less than the Revised40
Project; and Alternative 2 would encourage more. The Delta ecosystem restoration projects would be41
developed in accordance with the Department of Fish and Game’s ecosystem restoration guidance and the42
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers guidance in order to obtain permits and approvals, and existing guidance43
would require ecosystem restoration projects to be designed to accommodate climate change and sea level44
rise. Therefore, impacts associated with the risk of climate change and sea level rise on Delta ecosystem45
restoration projects would be similar under the Revised Project, the Proposed Project Alternative, and46
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer such impacts to Delta47
ecosystem restoration projects due to climate change and sea level rise than the Revised Project, because48
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the areas that would be restored would remain protected by levees to support existing land uses under the1
No Project Alternative but would not under the Revised Project.2

The Revised Project could have more impacts associated with the risk of climate change and sea level rise3
associated with Delta enhancement and water quality improvement projects than the No Project4
Alternative, the Proposed Project Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3, because these5
alternatives would result in fewer structures associated with parks and water quality improvement projects6
within the Delta which could be impacted by sea level rise than the Revised Project.7

The Revised Project would encourage more flood risk reduction projects than under Alternatives 1A, 1B,8
and 2 and less flood reduction projects than under the Proposed Project Alternative and Alternative 3. The9
flood risk reduction projects would be developed in accordance with the state and federal levee design10
guidance in order to obtain permits and approvals, and existing guidance does not require levee projects11
to be designed to accommodate specific climate change and sea level rise projections. Therefore, the12
Revised Project impacts associated with the risk of climate change and sea level rise on flood risk13
reduction projects would be similar to the impacts under the Proposed Project Alternative, the No Project14
Alternative, and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3.15

25.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative16

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of17
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. CEQA Guidelines section 15126(d)(2) states that if the18
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an19
environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives.20

The key differences between the Revised Project and the alternatives relate to their ability to arrest or21
reverse ongoing degradation of the Delta’s biological resources, flood protection, water resources, and22
agricultural resources. These conditions will continue to decline without action. Therefore an alternative23
that helps resolve, for example, the Delta’s declining water supply reliability, is environmentally superior24
to one that does not. As explained above, the Delta Plan will help arrest or reverse Delta decline in part by25
encouraging projects, like new levees or ecosystem restoration areas, the construction of which will have26
short-term environmental impacts.27

Looking only at such short-term, construction-related impacts, the No Project Alternative is the28
environmentally superior alternative, because it involves less construction than the Revised Project or any29
other alternative. The No Project Alternative, however, would do nothing to stem the increasing and30
compounding environmental impacts in the Delta.31

The Draft PEIR identified the Proposed Project Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative,32
largely because of its ability to arrest declining conditions in the Delta. The Revised Project would be33
more effective than the Proposed Project Alternative in reducing ongoing Delta environmental problems,34
for the reasons stated below, and is therefore the environmentally superior alternative. The Revised35
Project’s environmental advantages over the Proposed Project Alternative are in its approach to water36
supply reliability and water quality and in its protection of Delta farmland.37

Both the Revised Project and the Proposed Project Alternative encourage projects aimed at improving38
local water supplies, such as water efficiency projects or wastewater or stormwater recycling projects, in39
areas within and outside the Delta. These projects reduce these areas’ reliance on Delta water, which both40
helps them avoid the environmental impacts related to an unstable water supply (such as periodic41
fallowing and the development of emergency supplies) and at the same time contributes to the flexibility42
of water system operations to benefit the ecosystem and water quality in the Delta. The Proposed Project43
Alternative and the Revised Project encourage local water development through policies and44
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recommendations that require or encourage water suppliers to adopt and/or implement water management1
plans that will reduce reliance on Delta water and improve local self-reliance.2

The Revised Project, unlike the Proposed Project Alternative, provides a clear definition of what it means3
to reduce reliance on the Delta and improve regional self-reliance. In addition, the Revised Project4
provides a clearly-defined goal for water management plans: before water suppliers in the Delta or using5
water received from the Delta may undertake or otherwise receive water from a covered action involving6
Delta water, they must identify, evaluate and commence implementation of “all programs and projects7
that are locally cost effective and technically feasible that reduce reliance on the Delta and, by 2015,8
included the expected outcome for measurable reduction in Delta reliance and improvement in regional9
self-reliance.” (Delta Plan Policy WR P1.) The Revised Project also includes recommendations10
specifically encouraging water suppliers that receive water from the Delta watershed, but outside the11
Delta, to develop and implement water and groundwater management plans. (Delta Plan12
Recommendations WR R4 and WR R10.) The Proposed Project Alternative, by contrast, does not contain13
recommendations aimed specifically at encouraging local water supply development throughout the Delta14
watershed. With these policies and recommendations, the Revised Project would be more effective than15
the Proposed Project Alternative at reversing or arresting the decline in Delta water supply reliability, and16
thus would do more to reduce environmental impacts caused by an uncertain water supply.17

The Revised Project would also encourage more projects to improve water quality in the Delta.18
Specifically, the Revised Project would encourage facilities to improve water quality in Suisun Marsh, the19
Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel (San Joaquin River), and habitat restoration areas; the Proposed20
Project Alternative does not encourage these projects.21

Both the Proposed Project Alternative and the Revised Project could cause environmental impacts related22
to the conversion of Delta farmland to non-agricultural uses. The Revised Project, however, would cause23
fewer such impacts than the Proposed Project Alternative. Under the Revised Project, but not under the24
Proposed Project Alternatives, Policy DP P1, would limit urban development to lands designated, as of25
the adoption of thee Delta Plan, for such development in the applicable city or county general plan. This26
limitation would prevent, to a greater degree than the Proposed Project Alternative, the conversion of27
agricultural land.28

In one area, the Proposed Project Alternative would do more than the Revised Project to halt declining29
conditions. Both versions of the Delta Plan encourage 200-year flood protection for residential areas, but30
the Proposed Project Alternative would require elevated levels of protection for agricultural, ecosystem,31
recreation, and infrastructure land uses as well This is a relatively minor difference, and the Revised32
Project’s other advantages outweigh this small shortfall regarding flood protection. Overall, the Revised33
Project would take more action to reverse the deterioration of the Delta’s ecosystems, its ability to34
provide a reliable and stable water supply, and its flood protections.35

Section 25 of the Draft PEIR demonstrates that the Proposed Project Alternative is environmentally36
superior to the other four alternatives. Because, as explained above, the Revised Project is, as explained37
above, superior to the Proposed Project Alternative, it is necessarily superior to the other alternatives as38
well. To summarize, Alternatives 1A and 1B are environmentally inferior primarily because they would39
maintain Delta export practices, thus maintaining reliance on Delta supplies and failing to improve water40
supply reliability. Alternatives 1A and 1B would also delay investment in water quality improvement and41
ecosystem restoration, by awaiting the outcome of additional data collection and additional studies before42
encouraging projects to take action in these areas and by changing many (Alternative 1A) or all43
(Alternative 1B) of the Revised Project regulatory policies to non-binding recommendations, thereby44
decreasing the Delta Plan’s ability to prevent further environmental decline.45

Alternative 2 is slightly environmentally inferior to the Revised Project primarily because of its impacts46
on water supply reliability. It would sharply reduce exports from the Delta, potentially creating a supply47
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shortfall beyond the capacity of local and regional projects to meet demand. At the same time, Alternative1
2 would do more than the Revised Project to reduce reliance on Delta water throughout California,2
including the Delta watershed, by requiring Urban Water Management Plans to include substantial water-3
demand reduction, beyond the current statutory mandate of a 20 percent by 2020. Alternative 2 would4
have much greater impacts than the Revised Project related to the loss of agricultural land. If the Tulare5
Lake Basin reservoir encouraged by Alternative 2 were constructed, approximately 320,000 acres of6
Farmland of Statewide Importance would be inundated. Alternative 2 would also encourage the7
retirement or fallowing of 380,000 acres of farmland with drainage constraints within the San Luis8
Drainage Area, and could lead to the fallowing of additional acreage due to restrictions on Delta water9
exports. Extensive land fallowing also has adverse air quality impacts due to the resulting dust.10

Alternative 2 would encourage new water flow objectives for the Delta and tributaries that emphasize11
meeting ecosystem needs ahead of all other beneficial uses of Delta waters; it would also eliminate the12
water quality impacts associated with agricultural runoff water from Tulare Lake Basin agriculture and13
areas with drainage constraints in the San Luis Drainage Area. It is thus environmentally superior to the14
Revised Project with respect to these types of impacts. This does not outweigh the substantial loss of15
agricultural land under Alternative 2, nor its failure to provide a reliable water supply that helps avoid the16
extensive impacts related to water supply instability.17

Alternative 3 would be slightly environmentally inferior to the Revised Project because it would be less18
aggressive in reducing reliance on Delta water and improving Delta water quality to protect ecosystem19
resources, and would do less to stem the declining ecosystem in the Delta and in ecologically important20
areas along the lower San Joaquin River. Alternative 3 would preserve more agricultural land in the Delta21
than the Revised Project, and it would do substantially less to arrest or reverse worsening long-term22
impacts to the Delta ecosystem, because it would encourage less habitat and tidal marsh restoration than23
the Revised Project. Its increase in farmland would cause more agricultural runoff in the Delta as24
compared to the Revised Project, which would bring about additional impacts on water quality and25
biological resources.26

27
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Section 261

List of Preparers2

Name Education Project Role

CH2M HILL

Gwen Buchholz, P.E. M.S., Civil Engineering, 1976

B.A., Physics, 1974

Project Director, Recirculated Draft
PEIR Preparation
Flood Risk, Geology

Jeanne Brantigan, P.E. M.S., Civil and Environmental Engineering,
2002

B.S., Mechanical Engineering, 1999

Project Manager on Draft PEIR

David Christophel M.S., Biological Sciences, 1989

B.S., Biological Sciences, 1979

Deputy Project Manager, Draft PEIR
Preparation

Biological Resources

Kia Alexander B.A., History, 2008

M.S. Civil Engineering, 2010

Water Resources

Robert Antel B.A., Art, 1990 Graphics

Rachelle Barbato MCAS, 2010; MCP, 2005

Cert., Computer Support, 2006

Cert., Graphic Design, 2003

Document Processing

Celeste Brandt B.A., English, 1997 Technical Editor

Earl Byron Ph.D., Ecology and Limnology, 1979

B.A., Marine Biology, 1973

Water Resources (Water Quality)

Scott Carter B.A., Liberal Studies, 1989 Technical Editor

Amy Clymo M.S., Civil Engineering, 2002

B.S., Environmental Toxicology, 1997

Air Quality

Dillon Cowan, P.E. M.S., Civil Engineering, 2008

B.S., Civil Engineering, 2005

Public Services

Utilities

Rosemarie Dimacali B.S., Civil Engineering, 2009 Water Resources

Matthew Franck B.S., Environmental Policy Analysis and
Planning, 1989

Public Services

Utilities

Cumulative Impacts

Laura Holeman A.A., Secretarial Science, 1986 Technical Editor

Laurel Karren M.A., Agriculture, 1998

B.A., English, 1988

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Peggie King B.A., Environmental Studies, 1983 Public Services

Utilities

Jenny Krenz M.S., Soil Science, 2006

B.S., Natural Resources Management, 2000

Mineral Resources

Soils
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Name Education Project Role

Peter Lawson, P.G., C.HG. M.S., Hydrology, 1988

B.S., Geology, 1985

Water Resources (Groundwater)

Carrie MacDougall B.A., Chemistry, 1985 Air Quality

Neil Nikirk M.S., Fisheries Science, 1992

B.S., Fisheries Science, 1987

Biological Resources

Harry Ohlendorf Ph.D., Wildlife Science, 1971

M.S., Wildlife Science, 1969

B.S., Wildlife Management, 1962

Water Resources (Water Quality)

Lisa Porta, P.E. M.S., Environmental Science and
Engineering, 2007

B.S., Biological Systems Engineering, 2004

Water Resources (Groundwater)

Kathy Rose Ph.D., Soil and Water Sciences, 2003

M.S., Soil Science, 1991

B.S., Soil Science, 1989

Mineral Resources

Soils

Geoff Spaulding Ph.D., Geological Sciences, 1981

M.S., Geological Sciences, 1974

B.A., Anthropology, 1972

Paleontological Resources

Robert Tull, P.E. M.S.E., Environmental Engineering, 1986

B.S., Environmental Planning, 1981

Water Resources

Pamela Vanderbilt M.A., Biology, 1979

B.A., Biology, 1977

Air Quality

Climate Change and Greenhouse
Gases

Cinamon Vann M.A., Marine Affairs and Policy, 2000

B.A., Government/Journalism, 1992

Technical Editor

Fatuma Yusuf Ph.D., Agricultural Economics, 2000

M.S., Statistics, 1999

M.A., Agricultural Economics, 1994

B.Sc., Range Management, 1990

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Population and Housing

AECOM

Phil Dunn M.S., Fisheries Biology, 1981

B.S., Zoology, 1979

AECOM Project Director

Richard Hunn M.S., Natural Resource Planning, 1979

B.S., Conservation of Natural Resources,
1975

AECOM Project Manager

Andrew Bayne B.A., Health and Human Performance, 2006 Aesthetics

Noise

Transportation

Madeline Bowen M.A., History, 1992

B.A., Liberal Studies, 1987

Cultural Resources

Jennifer Burt Ph.D., Restoration Ecology, 2009

M.S., Conservation Biology, 2000

B.S., Biology, 1999

Biological Resources

Lisa Clement B.S., Environmental and Resource Sciences,
1999

GIS

Rachel Galaraga B.A., Environmental Analysis and Design,
2001

Transportation
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Name Education Project Role

Jeff Goldman M.U.P., Urban Planning, 1981

B.S., Environmental Planning and
Management

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Land Use

Jeff Henderson M.S., Urban Planning, 1994

B.A., Sociology, 1992

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Land Use

Deborah Jew A.A., General Education, 1992 Document Processing

Jessica Law M.R.P., Regional Planning, 2007

B.A., Ecological Biology, 2002

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Land Use

Thomas Leeman M.S., Natural Resources, 2000

B.S., Biological Sciences, 1992

Biological Resources

Marianne Lowenthal B.S., Environmental Toxicology, 2003 Aesthetics

Jim Merk M.A., English, 1989

B.A., English, 1983

Technical Editor

Eryn Pimentel Cert., GIS and Remote Sensing, 2006

B.A., Geography, 2006

B.A., Art, 2002

GIS

Gerrit Platenkamp Ph.D., Ecology, 1989

M.S., Animal and Plant Ecology, 1982

B.S., Biology, 1978

Biological Resources

Dave Rader M.A., Business Economics, 1991

B.A., Print Journalism, 1984

Aesthetics

Noise

Transportation

Barry Scott M.A., Anthropology, 1988

B.A., Anthropology, 1983

Cultural Resources

HDR

Lee Frederiksen, P.E. B.S., Civil Engineering, 1977 HDR Project Director

Flood Risk

Brian Delemos, P.E. M.S., Agricultural Engineering, 1994

B.S., Agricultural and Biological Engineering,
1996

HDR Project Manager

Flood Risk

Kimberly Brown, P.E. M.S., Civil Engineering, 2007

B.S., Civil Engineering, 2007

Flood Risk

Eric Chase, P.G., C.E.G,
C.HG.

M.S., Geology, 1977

B.S., Geology, 1974

Geology

Jenny Fromm, P.E. B.S., Civil Engineering, 2002 Flood Risk

Les Harder, P.E., G.E. Ph.D., Civil Engineering, 1988

M.S., Civil Engineering, 1977

B.S., Civil Engineering, 1975

Flood Risk

John Hess, P.E. M.S., Geotechnical Engineering, 1987

B.S., Civil Engineering, 1972

Flood Risk

Nancy Nething, P.G. B.S., Geology, 1976 Geology

Chris Trumbull, P.E., G.E. M.S., Civil Engineering, 1995

B.S., Civil Engineering, 1989

Flood Risk

The Dangermond Group (TDG)

Pete Dangermond, FASLA B.S., Landscape Architecture, 1960 TDG Project Director

Recreation
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Karin Winters M.B.A, Finance, 2002

M.A., Ecology, 1996

B.A., Biology, 1988

TDG Project Manager

Recreation

Doug Gardner B.S., Geography, 2002 GIS

Kerry Gates, ASLA B.A., Landscape Architecture, 1973 Recreation

Thelda Harris A.A., Business Administration Document Processing

IN Communications

Christine Kohn M.A., Journalism and Public Affairs, 1993

B.A., Journalism

Scoping

Kearns West

Pam Jones M.A., Urban Studies, 1988

B.S., Journalism, 1980

Scoping

Kopi Works

Rick Daniels Printing
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Appendix A1

Acronyms and Abbreviations2

°F degree Fahrenheit3

µg/L microgram per liter4

2006 WQCP SWRCB’s Draft 2006 Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco5
Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary6

ACE Altamont Commuter Express7

ACWD Alameda County Water District8

AGWA Association of Groundwater Agencies9

ALS advanced life support10

ALUC airport land use commission11

ALUCP airport land use compatibility plan12

AP Alquist-Priolo13

APCD air pollution control district14

AQMD air quality management district15

AQMP air quality management plan16

ARB California Air Resources Board17

AST aboveground storage tank18

AT&T American Telephone & Telegraph19

AVWB Antelope Valley Water Bank20

B.P. Before Present21

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District22

BACT Best Available Control Technology23

BAM Best Available Map24

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit25

BAWAC Bay Area Water Agencies Coalition26

Bay Area San Francisco Bay Area27

BCDC Bay Conservation and Development Commission28

BLM U.S. Bureau of Land Management29

BMP best management practice30

BNSF Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway31
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C4 CEQA Climate Change Committee1

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standard2

CAIP Center for Aquatic and Invasive Plants3

CAISMP California Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan4

Cal EMA California Emergency Management Agency5

CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection6

Cal. Code Regs. California Code of Regulations7

Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency8

Cal/OSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration9

CalARP California Accidental Release Prevention Program10

CALFED CALFED Bay-Delta Program11

Cal-IPC California Invasive Plant Council12

Caltrans California Department of Transportation13

CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association14

CAT California Climate Action Team15

CBSC California Building Standards Commission16

CCMVCD Contra Costa Mosquito and Vector Control District17

CCTA Contra Costa Transportation Authority18

CCTC Central California Traction Company19

CCWD Contra Costa Water District20

CDBW California Department of Boating and Waterways21

CDEC California Data Exchange Center22

CDFA California Department of Food and Agriculture23

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game24

CDP Census Designated Place25

CDPH California Department of Public Health26

CEC California Energy Commission27

CEM Civil Emergency Management28

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality29

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act30

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act31
of 198032

CESA California Endangered Species Act33

CFR Code of Federal Regulations34

cfs cubic feet per second35

CGS California Geological Survey36

CH4 methane37

CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System38

CIMIS California Irrigation Management Information System39
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cm centimeters1

CMP congestion management program2

CMWD Calleguas Municipal Water District3

CNAGPRA California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act4

CNAHC California Native American Heritage Commission5

CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database6

CNEL community noise equivalent level7

CNPS California Native Plant Society8

CO2 carbon dioxide9

CO2e carbon dioxide equivalents10

CO-CAT Coastal and Ocean Working Group of the California Climate Action Team11

CONOPS catastrophic concept of operations12

Cortese List DTSC Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List13

Council Delta Stewardship Council14

CPSE Center for Public Safety Excellence15

CRA Colorado River Aqueduct16

CRHP California Register of Historic Places17

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources18

CRPR California Rare Plant Rank19

CRSB Coast Ranges-Sierran Block20

CSD community services district21

CUPA Certified Unified Program Agencies22

CV-SALTS Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-term Sustainability23

CVFPB Central Valley Flood Protection Board24

CVJV Central Valley Joint Venture25

CVP Central Valley Project26

CVPIA Central Valley Project Improvement Act27

CVWD Coachella Valley Water District28

CWA Clean Water Act29

CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act of 197230

D-1641 State Water Resources Control Board Decision 164131

dB decibel32

DBPC dibromochloropropane33

DBW Department of Boating and Waterways34

Delta Delta and Suisun Marsh35

Delta IFEOP Delta-specific Integrated Flood Emergency Operations Plan36

DFG California Department of Fish and Game37

DHS Department of Homeland Security38

DMU diesel-multiple unit39
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DO dissolved oxygen1

DOC California Department of Conservation2

DOF Department of Finance3

DOGGR Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources4

DOHS Department of Occupational Health and Safety5

DPC Delta Protection Commission6

DPM diesel particulate matter7

DPR California Department of Parks and Recreation8

DPS Distinct Population Segments9

Draft PEIR Draft Program Environmental Impact Report10

DRERIP Delta Regional Ecosystem Restoration Implementation Plan11

DRMS Delta Risk Management Strategy12

DTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control13

DWR California Department of Water Resources14

eBART BART Extension15

EBMUD East Bay Municipal Utility District16

EC electrical conductivity17

EDC endocrine-disrupting chemicals18

EDID El Dorado Irrigation District19

EIR Environmental Impact Report20

EIS Environmental Impact Statement21

EMD Environmental Management Department22

Emergency Plan State of California Emergency Plan23

EOC Emergency Operations Center24

ERP Ecosystem Restoration Program25

ESA Endangered Species Act26

ESJPWA East San Joaquin Parties Water Authority27

ESU Evolutionarily Significant Unit28

Exchange Contractors San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors29

FAST Fairfield and Suisun Transit30

Fed. Reg. Federal Register31

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency32

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission33

FHWA Federal Highway Administration34

FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act35

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map36

FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program37

FOC Flood Operation Center38

FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act39
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FRAP Fire and Resource Assessment Program1

FRSA Feather River Service Area2

FSZ Farmland Security Zone3

g/L gram per liter4

GAMA Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment5

GBA Groundwater Banking Authority6

GHG greenhouse gas7

GIS geographic information system8

gpm gallon per minute9

GWMP Groundwater Management Plan10

GWRS Groundwater Replenishment System11

HAB harmful algae bloom12

HABS Historic American Building Survey13

HAER Historic American Engineering Record14

HCM Highway Capacity Manual15

HCP Habitat Conservation Plan16

Health & Saf. Code California Health and Safety Code17

HFC hydrofluorocarbons18

HMMP Hazardous Materials Management Plan19

HMP Hazard Mitigation Plan20

HTP Heritage Tree Preservation21

HUD U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development22

Hz hertz23

I-5 Interstate 524

I-80 Interstate 8025

I-205 Interstate 20526

IBC International Building Code27

ID irrigation district28

IID Imperial Irrigation District29

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change30

IRWD Irvine Ranch Water District31

IRWMP Integrated Regional Water Management Plan32

IS/ND Initial Study/Negative Declaration33

IS/NMD Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration34

ITP incidental take permit35

JPA Joint Powers Authority36

Ka thousand years37

KCWA Kern County Water Agency38

kg kilogram39



APPENDIX A RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

A-6 NOVEMBER 2012

KPRA kingpin-to-rear-axle1

KRCD Kings River Conservation District2

KWBA Kern Water Bank Authority3

LACDPW Los Angeles County Department of Public Works4

LAFCO local agency formation commission5

Ldn day-night average noise level6

LED light emitting diodes7

LEP linear extensibility percent8

Leq equivalent sound level9

LESA Land Evaluation and Site Assessment10

LIM Land Inventory and Monitoring11

LMP Land Management Plan12

LSIWA Lower Sherman Island Wildlife Area13

LUST leaking underground storage tank14

M moment magnitude15

MACS Multi Agency Coordination System16

MAF million acre-feet17

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act18

MCAB Mountain Counties Air Basin19

MCL maximum contaminant level20

MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin21

Measure D Save Agriculture and Open Space Lands Initiative22

Metropolitan Metropolitan Water District of Southern California23

mg/kg milligram per kilogram24

mg/L milligram per liter25

mgd million gallons per day26

mL milliliter27

ML Richter Magnitude28

MLD Most Likely Descendent29

MMI Modified Mercalli Intensity30

MMT million gross metric tons31

MOU memorandum of understanding32

MRZ Mineral Resources Zone33

msl mean sea level34

MST Milliken, Sarco, and Tulucay35

MTBE methyl tertiary butyl ether36

MTC Metropolitan Tranportation Commission37

MWA Mojave Water Agency38

mya million years ago39
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N2O nitrous oxide1

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards2

NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act3

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission4

NAWMP North American Waterfowl Management Plan5

NCCAB North Central Coast Air Basin6

NCCP Natural Community Conservation Plan7

NCCP Act Natural Community Conservation Planning Act8

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act9

NGA Next Generation Attenuation10

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act11

NIMS National Incident Management System12

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service13

NOx nitrogen oxide14

NPAB Northeast Plateau Air Basin15

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System16

NPPA Native Plant Protection Act of 197717

NPS National Park Service18

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service19

NRF National Response Framework20

NRHP National Register of Historic Places21

NSJCGBA Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority22

NSPS New Source Performance Standards23

NWR National Wildlife Refuge24

OCAP Operational Criteria and Plan25

OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment26

OES Office of Emergency Services27

OPR California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research28

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons29

PAL Provisionally Accredited Levee30

PCB polychlorinated biphenyls31

PCE perchloroethylene32

PEIR Programmatic Environmental Impact Report33

PEIS Programmatic Environmental Impact Study34

PFC perfluorocarbon35

PFMC Pacific Fisheries Management Council36

PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company37

PGA peak ground acceleration38

PL Public Law39
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Plan East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Community1
Conservation Plan2

PM particulate matter3

PM2.5 particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter4

PM10 particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter5

Porter-Cologne Act Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act6

PPIC Public Policy Institute of California7

ppm parts per million8

ppt parts per thousand9

PPV peak particle velocity10

PRMRP Palentological Resources Monitoring and Recovery Plan11

PSAP Public Safety Answering Point12

PSHA Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis13

Pub. Resources Code California Public Resources Code14

PWC personal watercraft15

Qhb basin deposits16

Qhc natural stream channels17

Qhdm mud of tidal wetlands18

Qhl levee deposits19

QSA Quantification Settlement Agreement20

RBDD Red Bluff Diversion Dam21

RCD Resource Conservation District22

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 197623

RD reclamation district24

Recirculated Draft PEIR Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report25

Reclamation U.S. Bureau of Reclamation26

RHJV Riparian Habitat Joint Venture27

RIP Rehabilitation and Inspection Program28

ROG reactive organic gas29

RPA Reasonble and Prudent Alternative30

RPS Renewable Portfolio Standard31

RT Sacramento Regional Transit District32

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board33

SAA Streambed Alteration Agreement34

SACOG Sacramento Area Council of Governments35

San Joaquin RTD San Joaquin Regional Transit District36

SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 198637

SBC Southwestern Bell Corporation38

SCAB South Coast Air Basin39
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SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District1

SCCAB South Central Coast Air Basin2

SCE Southern California Edison3

SCMAD Solano County Mosquito Abatement District4

SCS U.S. Soil Conservation Service5

SCVWD Santa Clara Valley Water District6

SDAB San Diego Air Basin7

SDCWA San Diego County Water Authority8

SDG&E San Diego Gas & Electric Company9

Semitropic WSD Semitropic Water Storage District10

SEMS Standardized Emergency Management System11

SF6 sulfur hexafluoride12

SFBAAB San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin13

SFEI San Francisco Estuary Institute14

SFHA Special Flood Hazard Areas15

SFO San Francisco International Airport16

SFPUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission17

SIP State Implementation Plan18

SJC LAFCO San Joaquin County Local Agency Formation Commission19

SJCMVCD San Joaquin County Mosquito and Vector Control District20

SJCOG San Joaquin Council of Governments21

SJMSCP San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space22
Plan23

SJRRP San Joaquin River Restoration Program24

SJVAB San Joaquin Valley Air Basin25

SJVAPCD San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District26

SLE St. Louis encephalitis27

SMAQMD Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District28

SMCL secondary maximum contaminant level29

SMUD Sacramento Municipal Utilities District30

SNR Sierra Northern Railway31

SOI sphere of influence32

SOV single-occupancy vehicles33

SPA Special Planning Area34

SPCC Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures program, under the Clean35
Water Act36

SPFC State Plan of Flood Control37

SR State Route38

SR-4 State Route 439
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SR-12 State Route 121

SR-160 State Route 1602

SR2S Safe Routes to Schools3

SRA State Recreation Area4

SRCAF Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum5

SSAB Salton Sea Air Basin6

STAA Surface Transportation Assistance Act7

Stafford Act Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 19888

State Parks California Department of Parks and Recreation9

SVAB Sacramento Valley Air Basin10

SVP Society of Vertebrate Paleontology11

SWP State Water Project12

SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan13

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board14

SYMVCD Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District15

TAC toxic air contaminant16

TAF thousand acre-feet17

Task Force Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta Multi-Hazard Coordination Task Force18

TCE trichloroethylene19

TCP Traditional Cultural Properties20

TCSA Toxic Substances Control Act of 197621

TDS total dissolved solids22

TMDL total maximum daily load23

TNC The Nature Conservancy24

TOC total organic carbon25

TPZ timber production zones26

UBC Uniform Building Code27

UCMP UC Berkeley Museum of Paleontology28

ULL Urban Limit Line29

UPRR Union Pacific Railroad30

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers31

USC United States Code32

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture33

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency34

USFS U.S. Forest Service35

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service36

USGS U.S. Geological Survey37

USPHS U.S. Public Health Service38

UST underground storage tank39
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UWMP Urban Water Management Plan1

VAMP Vernalis Adaptive Management Program2

VOC Volatile Organic Carbon3

WA State Wildlife Area4

Wat. Code California Water Code5

WDNR Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources6

WEE western equine encephalomyelitis7

WEG wind erodibility groups8

WGCEP Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities9

WICC Watershed Information Center and Conservancy of Napa County10

WMWD Western Municipal Water District11

WNV West Nile virus12

WQCP Water Quality Control Plan13

WRCC Western Regional Climate Center14

WRD Water Replenishment District of Southern California15

WRDA Water Resources Development Act of 200716

WWR Wetland and Water Resources, Inc.17

YCTD Yolo County Transportation District18

YCWA Yuba County Water Agency19

YSAQMD Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District20
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Appendix B1

SBX7 12

Appendix B, SBX7 1, in the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report is unchanged from3
Appendix B, SBX7 1, in the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report.4

5
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Appendix C1

Policies and Recommendations of the2

Revised Project3

This section of this Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft PEIR)4
addresses the policies and recommendations for the Revised Project, Proposed Project, and alternatives.5
The discussion, below, cross-references Appendix C of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report6
(Draft PEIR).7

C.1 Proposed Project8

Subsection C.1 of Appendix C, Polices and Recommendations of the Proposed Project and Alternatives,9
in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.10

C.2 Alternative 1A11

Subsection C.2 of Appendix C, Polices and Recommendations of the Proposed Project and Alternatives,12
in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.13

C.3 Alternative 1B14

Subsection C.3 of Appendix C, Polices and Recommendations of the Proposed Project and Alternatives,15
in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.16

C.4 Alternative 217

Subsection C.4 of Appendix C, Polices and Recommendations of the Proposed Project and Alternatives,18
in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.19

C.5 Alternative 320

Subsection C.5 of Appendix C, Polices and Recommendations of the Proposed Project and Alternatives,21
in the Draft PEIR remains unchanged.22
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C.6 Revised Project1

As described in Section 2 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR, the Revised Project is based upon the Final2
Draft Delta Plan. The policies and recommendations for the Revised Project are presented in Tables C-113
and C-12, respectively. Additions and deletions to Proposed Project policies and recommendations in the4
Revised Project are shown as underlined and strikeout text. The Revised Project does not include policies5
or recommendations that address the issues covered by five of the Proposed Project recommendations:6
Proposed Project Recommendations WQ R10, RR R3, RR R7, FP R6, and FP R7.7

Table C-11
Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
Element

Policy Number Policy

Governance G P1

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project
G P1)

Certifications of consistency with the Delta Plan must address the following:

a)This policy specifies what must be addressed in a certification of consistency filed by a State or
local public agency with regard to a covered action. This policy only applies after a “proposed
action” has been determined by a State or local public agency to be a covered action because it
among other things is covered by one or more of the policies contained in Chapters 3 through 7.
Inconsistency with this policy may be the basis for an appeal.

b)Certifications of Consistency must include detailed findings that address each of the following
requirements:

 A c Covered actions must be consistent with the coequal goals, and the inherent objectives.
In addition, a covered action must be consistent as well as with each of the policies
contained in this Plan Chapters 3 through 7 implicated by the covered action. The Delta
Stewardship Council acknowledges that in some cases, based upon the nature of the covered
action, full consistency with all relevant policies may not be feasible. In those cases,
covered action proponents the agency that files the certification of consistency may
determine that the covered action is consistent with the Delta Plan. That determination must
include a clear identification of must clearly identify areas where consistency is not feasible,
an explanation of explain the reasons, why it is not feasible, and an explanation of describe
how the covered action nevertheless, on whole, is consistent with the coequal goals and the
inherent objectives. In those cases, the That determination is subject to review by the Delta
Stewardship Council on appeal may determine, on appeal, that the covered action is
consistent with the Delta Plan.

 All covered actions must be fully transparent by disclosing all potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts and feasible mitigations of those adverse impacts.

 Covered actions not exempt from CEQA must include applicable feasible mitigation
measures identified in the Delta Plan’s Program EIR (unless the measure(s) are within the
exclusive jurisdiction of an agency other than the proposing agency), or substitute
mitigation measures that the proposing agency finds are equally or more effective.

 As relevant to the purpose and nature of the project, all covered actions must document use
of best available science.

 Ecosystem restoration and water management covered actions must include adequate
provisions, appropriate to the scope of the covered action, to assure continued
implementation of adaptive management consistent with the Delta Plan. This requirement
shall be satisfied through:

 An adaptive management plan that describes the approach to be taken for each of the
following nine steps of consistent with the adaptive management framework, and:

 Documentation of access to adequate resources and delineated authority by the entity
responsible for the implementation of the proposed adaptive management process.

 All covered action proponents shall certify that the covered action shall comply at all times
with existing applicable law.

 If the agency that files the certification of consistency will carry out the covered action, the
certification of consistency must also include a certification from that agency that the
covered action complies with all applicable laws pertaining to water resources, biological
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Table C-11
Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
Element

Policy Number Policy

resources, flood risk, and land use and planning. If the agency that files the certification of
consistency will not carry out the covered action (but will approve or fund the action), the
certification of consistency must include a certification from that agency that the covered
action complies with all applicable laws of the type listed above over which that agency has
enforcement authority or with which that agency can require compliance.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR P1

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project
WR P1)

The policy of the State of California is to reduce reliance on the Delta in meeting future water
supply needs and that each region that depends on water from the Delta watershed shall improve
its regional self-reliance. Success in achieving the statewide policy of reduced reliance on the
Delta and improving regional self-reliance will be demonstrated through a significant reduction in
the amount of water used, or in the percentage of water used, from the Delta watershed.

The intent of WR P1 is to ensure that urban and agricultural water suppliers are taking
appropriate actions to contribute to the achievement of reduced reliance on the Delta by
complying with the statutory requirements of SB X7 7 and other water management laws, and by
implementing programs and projects that are locally cost effective and technologically feasible
for urban and agricultural water suppliers to increase water use efficiency and conservation and
diversify local water supply portfolios.

WR P1: Water shall not be exported from, transferred through or used in the Delta if (1) one or
more water suppliers that would receive water as a result of the export, transfer, or use have failed
to adequately contribute to reduced reliance on the Delta and improved regional self reliance
consistent with the three requirements stated below; (2) that failure has significantly caused the
need for the export, transfer, or use; and (3) the export, transfer, or use would have a significant
adverse environmental impact in the Delta.

For the purpose of Water Code section 85057.5 (a)(3), this policy covers a proposed action to
export water from, transfer water through, or use water in the Delta.

Water suppliers that have done all of the following are contributing to reduced reliance on the
Delta and improved regional self-reliance and are therefore consistent with WR P1:

1) Completed a current urban or agricultural water management plan which has been reviewed by
DWR for compliance with the applicable requirements of Water Code Division 6, Parts 2.55, 2.6,
and 2.8;

2) Identified, evaluated, and commenced implementation, consistent with the implementation
schedule set forth in the management plan, of all programs and projects that are locally cost
effective and technically feasible that reduce reliance on the Delta; and

3) Included in the plan, commencing in 2015, the expected outcome for measurable reduction in
Delta reliance and improvement in regional self-reliance.

Programs and projects that reduce reliance could include, but are not limited to, improvements in
water use efficiency, water recycling, stormwater capture and use, advanced water technologies,
conjunctive use projects, local and regional water supply projects, and improved regional
coordination of local and regional water supply efforts.

A covered action to export water from, transfer water through, or use water in the Delta is
inconsistent with the Delta Plan if the covered action negatively impacts one or more of the
coequal goals and one or more of the water suppliers that receive water from the Delta
significantly causes the need for the covered action by failing to comply with one or more of the
following:

 Compliance with State law

 Urban water suppliers

 Adopt and implement an Urban Water Management Plan and all required
elements and measures, meeting the standards and timelines established in Water
Code section 10610 et seq.

 Adopt and implement a plan to achieve 20 percent reduction in statewide urban
per capita water use by December 31, 2020, meeting the standards and timelines
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Table C-11
Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
Element

Policy Number Policy

established in Water Code section 10608 et seq.

 Agricultural water suppliers

 Adopt and implement Agricultural Efficient Water Management Practices including
measurement of the volume of water delivered to customers, adoption of a pricing
structure based in part on the quantity delivered, and implementation of specific
conservation measures that are locally cost effective and technically feasible, meeting
the standards and timelines established in Water Code section 10608 et. seq.

 Adopt and implement an Agricultural Water Management Plan and all required
elements, meeting the standards and timelines established in Water Code
section 10800 et seq.

 Water Supply Reliability Element

 To promote accountability throughout the state in achieving the coequal goals, water
suppliers shall, no later than December 31, 2015, expand an existing or add a new
Water Reliability Element in their Urban Water Management Plan and/or Agricultural
Water Management Plan. Water suppliers may also meet this requirement by including
a Water Reliability Element in an approved Integrated Regional Water Management
Plan or other water plan that provides equivalent information.

 The Water Reliability Element shall detail how water suppliers are sustaining and
improving regional self-reliance and reducing reliance on the Delta through
investments in local and regional programs and projects, and shall document actual or
projected reduction in reliance on Delta exports. At a minimum, the Water Reliability
Element shall include:

 A plan for possible interruption of Delta water supply due to catastrophic
events: Identify how reliable water service will be provided or shortages
managed for minimum periods of 6 months, 18 months, and 36 months in the
event that diversions or exports from the Delta are interrupted during an average
water year, dry water year, and following three dry water years.

 Implementation of planned investments in water conservation, water
efficiency, and water supply development: Identify specific programs and
projects that will be implemented over a 20-year planning period and how they
are consistent with the coequal goals and will contribute to improved regional
self-reliance and reduced reliance on the Delta, including, but not limited to, the
following strategies:

 Water conservation
 Water use efficiency
 Local groundwater and surface storage
 Conjunctive use programs
 Water transfers
 Water recycling
 Treatment and use of currently non-potable groundwater
 Stormwater capture and recharge
 Saline water and brackish water desalination

 Evaluation of regional water balance: Provide an assessment of the long-term
sustainability of the water supplies available to meet projected demands within the
supplier’s hydrologic region, as defined by California Water Plan 2009 Update, over
the 20-year planning period If the region’s demand exceeds available supplies, identify
the steps being taken through one or more of the Integrated Regional Water
Management Plans to bring the region into long-term balance. If the region’s demands
exceed available supplies and it does not have an Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan or the Plan does not address the steps being taken to bring the
region into balance, then describe how the supplier’s programs and projects are
helping to bring the region into long term balance.
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Table C-11
Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
Element

Policy Number Policy

 Conservation-oriented water rate structure: Evaluate the degree to which the
supplier’s current rate structure sustainably encourages and supports water
conservation.

 Conservation-oriented Rate Structure

 Water suppliers shall, by December 31, 2020, develop and implement a conservation-
oriented rate structure, which may include consideration of a water-budget-based rate
structure that sustainably encourages and supports more efficient water use without
causing a shortfall in system revenues.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR P2

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project
WR P2)

The contracting process for water from the State Water Project (SWP) and/or the Central Valley
Project (CVP) must be done in a publicly transparent manner consistent with applicable policies
of the Department of Water Resources and the Bureau of Reclamation referenced below.

For purposes of Water Code section 85057.5(a)(3), this policy covers the following:

a) With regard to water from the SWP, a proposed action to enter into or amend a water
supply or water transfer contract subject to DWR Guidelines 03-09 and/or 03 10 (each
dated July 3, 2003), which are included in Appendix C-1 of Attachment C-1 of the
Draft PEIR.

b) With regard to water from the CVP, a proposed action to enter into or amend a water
supply or water transfer contract subject to Section 226 of P.L. 97-293 or Section
3405(a)(2)(B) of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act, which are included in
Appendix C-2 of Attachment C-1 of the Draft PEIR.

All new contracts, contract modifications, contract renewals and agreements to export water
from, transfer water through, or use water in the Delta except transfers for up to one year in
length, are not consistent with Delta Plan unless they have been developed in a transparent
manner consistent with Department of Water Resources’ revised policies adopted in 2003 for
contract renewals and permanent transfers included in Attachment C-1 or comparable policies
issued by the Bureau of Reclamation.



APPENDIX C RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
POLICIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF REVISED PROJECT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

C-6 NOVEMBER 2012

Table C-11
Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
Element

Policy Number Policy

Delta
Ecosystem
Restoration

ER P1

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project
ER P1)

Development, implementation and enforcement of new and updated flow requirements objectives
for the Delta and high priority tributaries is are key to the achievement of the coequal goals. The
State Water Resources Control Board should update the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan
objectives and establish flows as follows:

a) By June 2, 2014, adopt and implement updated flow objectives for the Delta that are
necessary to achieve the coequal goals.

b) By June 2, 2018, develop flow criteria adopt, and as soon as reasonably possible,
implement flow objectives for high-priority tributaries in the Delta watershed that are
necessary to achieve the coequal goals.

Flow objectives could be implemented through several mechanisms including negotiation and
settlement, FERC relicensing or water rights hearing.

Prior to the establishment of revised flow objectives criteria identified above, the existing
Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan objectives shall be used to determine consistency with the
Delta Plan. After the flow objectives are revised, the revised objectives shall be used to determine
consistency with the Delta Plan.

This policy covers a proposed action that could affect flow in the Delta.

By June 30, 2013, the Delta Stewardship Council will request an update from the State Water
Resources Control Board on items ER P1 (a) and (b). If the Board indicates the items (a) or
(b) cannot be met by the dates provided, the Delta Stewardship Council will consider and may
amend the Delta Plan if necessary to achieve progress on the coequal goals in place of the
updated flow objectives. For example, the Delta Stewardship Council could:

 Determine that a covered action that would increase the capacity of any water system to
store, divert, move, or export water from or through the Delta would not be consistent with
the Delta Plan until the revised flow objectives are implemented.

 Recommend that the State Water Resources Control Board cease issuing water rights
permits in the Delta and the Delta watershed (or, if the absence of flow criteria is specific to
one or more of the major tributaries, then the recommendation could be focused on the
impacted areas).

Delta
Ecosystem
Restoration

ER P2

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
P2)

Habitat restoration actions shall be consistent with the habitat type locations shown on the
elevation map in Attachment C-2, and accompanying text shown in Attachment C-3, must be
carried out consistent with the text of Attachment C-3, which is based on the Conservation
Strategy for Restoration of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone and
the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valley Regions, with minor alterations. Attachment C-8 should
be used as a guide for determining appropriate habitat restoration actions based on an area’s
elevation.

The Delta Stewardship Council may amend the Delta Plan to incorporate revised figures and text
from the Ecosystem Restoration Program’s Conservation Strategy as the strategy is revised.
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Table C-11
Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
Element

Policy Number Policy

Delta
Ecosystem
Restoration

ER P3

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
P3)

Significant impacts to the opportunity to restore habitat at the elevations shown in Figure 4 5 in
Attachment C-8 must be avoided or mitigated. Mitigation shall be determined, in consultation
with the Department of Fish and Game, considering the size of the area impacted by the covered
action and the type and value of habitat that could be restored on that area, taking into account
existing and proposed restoration plans, landscape attributes, the elevation map shown in Figure 4
5 in Attachment C-8, and other relevant information about habitat restoration opportunities of the
area. Mitigation may include the restoration and/or permanent protection of other areas to provide
habitats that could have been restored at the site.

This policy covers proposed actions in the priority habitat restoration areas depicted in Figure 4-6
in Attachment C-8. It does not cover actions outside those areas.

Actions other than habitat restoration, including new or amended local or regional land use plans,
shall demonstrate that they have, in consultation with the Department of Fish and Game, avoided
or mitigated within the Delta the adverse impacts to the opportunity for habitat restoration at the
elevations shown in Attachment C-2. This policy does not apply within the following areas,
defined as of January 1, 2012:

 Incorporated cities and their spheres of influence

 The Clarksburg Growth Boundary

 The Contra Costa County Urban Limit Line

 The Mountain House General Plan Community Boundary

Delta
Ecosystem
Restoration

ER P4

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
P4)

State and local agencies constructing new levees, or substantially rehabilitating or reconstructing
existing levees in the Delta shall Levee projects must evaluate, and, where feasible, incorporate
alternatives including use of setback levees that would to increase the extent of floodplain and
riparian habitats. When available, criteria developed under RR R4 RR R7 shall must be used for
determining to determine appropriate locations for setback levees.

This policy covers a proposed action to construct new levees or substantially rehabilitate or
reconstruct existing levees.

Delta
Ecosystem
Restoration

ER P5

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
P5)

The potential for new introductions of, or improved habitat conditions for, nonnative invasive
species must be fully considered and avoided or mitigated in a way that appropriately protects the
ecosystem.

This policy covers a proposed action that has the reasonable probability of introducing, or
improving habitat conditions for, nonnative invasive species.

Agencies proposing covered actions shall demonstrate that the potential for new introductions of
or improved habitat conditions for nonnative invasive species have been fully considered and
avoided or mitigated in a way that appropriately protects the ecosystem.
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Table C-11
Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
Element

Policy Number Policy

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta
as an Evolving
Place

DP P1

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

New urban development, including residential, commercial, and industrial uses, must be
limited to the following areas (as shown in Attachment C-9 or Attachment C-10):

1. Areas that city or county general plans, as of the date of the Delta Plan’s adoption,
designate for development in cities or their spheres of influence;

2. Areas within Contra Costa County's 2006 voter-approved urban limit line, except no
new urban development may occur on Bethel Island unless it is consistent with the
Contra Costa County general plan effective as of the date of the Delta Plan’s adoption;

3. Areas within the Mountain House General Plan Community Boundary in San Joaquin
County; or

4. The unincorporated Delta towns of Clarksburg, Courtland, Hood, Locke, Ryde, and
Walnut Grove.

For purposes of Water Code section 85057.5 (a)(3), this policy covers proposed actions that
involve new urban development, including residential, commercial, and industrial uses, that is
not located within the areas described in the previous paragraph. In addition, this policy covers
any such action on Bethel Island that is inconsistent with the Contra Costa County general plan
effective as of the date of the Delta Plan’s adoption. This policy does not cover commercial
recreational visitor-serving uses or facilities for processing of local crops or that provide
essential services to local farms and are otherwise consistent with the Delta Plan.

This policy is not intended in any way to alter the concurrent authority of the Delta Protection
Commission to separately regulate development in the Delta’s Primary Zone.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta
as an Evolving
Place

DP P2

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Water management facilities, ecosystem restoration, and flood management infrastructure must
be sited to avoid or reduce conflicts with existing or planned uses when feasible, considering
comments from local agencies and the Delta Protection Commission. Plans for ecosystem
restoration must consider sites on existing public lands, when feasible and consistent with a
project’s purpose, before privately owned sites are purchased. Measures to mitigate conflicts
with adjacent uses may include, but are not limited to, buffers to prevent adverse effects on
adjacent farmland.

This policy covers proposed actions that involve the siting of water management facilities,
ecosystem restoration, and flood management infrastructure.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR P1

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
P4, RR R5, and FP R4)

The Delta Stewardship Council, in consultation with the Department of Water Resources, the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, the Delta Protection Commission, local agencies, and the
California Water Commission, shall develop funding priorities for State investments in Delta
levees by January 1, 2015. These priorities shall be consistent with the provisions of the Delta
Reform Act in promoting effective, prioritized strategic State investments in levee operations,
maintenance, and improvements in the Delta for both levees that are a part of the State Plan of
Flood Control and non-project levees. Upon completion, these priorities shall be considered for
incorporation into the Delta Plan.

The priorities shall identify guiding principles, constraints, recommended cost share allocations,
and strategic considerations to guide Delta flood risk reduction investments, supported by, at a
minimum, the following actions to be conducted by the Department of Water Resources,
consistent with available funding:

 An assessment of existing Delta levee conditions. This shall include the development of a
Delta levee conditions map based on sound data inputs, including, but not limited to:
 Geometric levee assessment

 Flow and updated stage-frequency analysis

 An island-by-island economics-based risk analysis. This analysis shall consider, but not be
limited to, values related to protecting:
 Island residents/life safety

 Property

 Value of Delta islands’ economic output, including agriculture
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Table C-11
Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
Element

Policy Number Policy

 State water supply

 Critical local, State, federal, and private infrastructure, including aqueducts, state
highways, electricity transmission lines, gas/petroleum pipelines, gas fields, railroads,
and deepwater shipping channels

 Delta water quality

 Existing ecosystem values and ecosystem restoration opportunities

 Recreation

 Systemwide integrity

 An ongoing assessment of Delta levee conditions. This shall include a process for updating
Delta levee assessment information on a routine basis.

This methodology shall provide the basis for the prioritization of State investments in Delta
levees. It shall include, but not be limited to, the public reporting of the following items:

 Tiered ranking of Delta islands, based on economics-based risk analysis values

 Delta levee conditions status report, including a levee conditions map

 Inventory of Delta infrastructure assets

Prior to the completion and adoption of these priorities, the interim priorities listed below shall,
where applicable and to the extent permitted by law, guide discretionary State investments in
Delta flood risk management. Key priorities for interim funding include emergency preparedness,
response, and recovery as well as Delta levee funding.

 Delta Emergency Preparedness, Response, and Recovery: Develop and implement
appropriate emergency preparedness, response, and recovery strategies, including those
developed by the Delta Multi-Hazard Task Force (Water Code section 12994.5).

 Delta Levee Funding: The priorities in the following table are meant to guide budget and
funding allocation strategies. The Legislature allocates funds for the Delta levee subvention
program, which is not a covered action because it funds local agency levee maintenance.
The goals for funding levees are all important, and it is expected that over time, the
Department of Water Resources must balance these goals. Except on islands planned for
ecosystem restoration, improvement of non-project levees to the HMP standard may be
funded without justification of the benefits. Improvement to a standard above HMP, such as
PL 84-99, may be funded as befits the benefits to be provided, consistent with the
Department of Water Resources’ current practices and any future adopted investment
strategy.

This policy covers a proposed action that involves discretionary State investments in Delta flood
risk management, including levee operations, maintenance, and improvements.

Goals
Localized Flood

Protection Levee Network
Ecosystem

Conservation

1 Protect existing urban
and adjacent urbanizing
areas by providing 200
year flood protection.

Protect water quality and water
supply conveyance in the Delta,
especially levees that protect
freshwater aqueducts and the
primary channels that carry
fresh water through the Delta.

Protect existing
and provide for
a net increase in
channel-margin
habitat.

2 Protect small
communities and critical
infrastructure of
Statewide importance
(located outside of urban
areas).

Protect flood water conveyance
in and through the Delta to a
level consistent with the State
Plan of Flood Control for
project levees

Protect existing
and provide for
net enhancement
of floodplain
habitat.

3 Protect agriculture and
local working
landscapes.

Protect cultural, historic,
aesthetic, and recreational
resources to a level consistent
with HMP (Delta as Place).

Protect existing
and provide for
net enhancement
of wetlands.
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Table C-11
Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
Element

Policy Number Policy

Prior to the completion of the Department of Water Resources’ A Framework for Department of
Water Resources Investments in Delta Integrated Flood Management, guidelines for the Delta
Levee Special Flood Control Projects and Subventions programs (included as Attachment C-4)
shall be used to determine consistency of projects using state funds with the Delta Plan. This
Framework shall be completed by the Department of Water Resources, in consultation with the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board and Delta Stewardship Council, by January 1, 2013. Upon
completion, the Framework shall be considered by the Delta Stewardship Council for adoption to
direct State investments for levee operation, maintenance, and improvements in the Delta. If this
Framework is not completed by January 1, 2013, the Delta Stewardship Council will define a
strategy for State investments.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR P2

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
P3)

New residential development of five or more parcels shall provide for a minimum of 200-year
flood protection, such as through the use of adequate levees or flood proofing, if it is located
outside of:

1. Areas that city or county general plans, as of the date of the Delta Plan’s adoption,
designate for development in cities or their spheres of influence; or ;

2. Areas within Contra Costa County's 2006 voter-approved urban limit line, except Bethel
Island; areas within the Mountain House General Plan Community Boundary in San Joaquin
County; or the unincorporated Delta towns of Clarksburg, Courtland, Hood, Locke, Ryde, and
Walnut Grove, as shown in Attachment C-10.

This policy covers a proposed action that involves new residential development of five or more
parcels that is not located within the areas described in the previous paragraph.

Covered actions in the Delta must be consistent with Table C-2.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR P3

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
P1)

No encroachment shall be permitted in a floodway unless it can be demonstrated by appropriate
analysis that the encroachment will not unduly impede the free flow of water in the floodway or
jeopardize public safety.

This policy covers a proposed action that would encroach upon a floodway.

Floodways shall not be encroached upon nor diminished without mitigating for future flood
flows. This policy does not apply to ecosystem restoration projects or any ongoing agricultural or
flood management activities unless they significantly decrease the existing level of flood
protection.
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Revised Project Policies

Delta Plan
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Policy Number Policy

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR P4

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
P2)

No encroachment shall be permitted in any of the following floodplains unless it can be
demonstrated by appropriate analysis that the encroachment will not have a significant effect on
floodplain values and functions, as defined in 33CFR 320.4(l)(1). This does not exempt these
potential encroachments from the regulations and requirements of the Central Valley Flood
Protection Board.

The following areas shall not be encroached upon because they are critical floodplains and may
also provide ecosystem benefit. This policy does not apply to ecosystem restoration projects or
any ongoing agricultural or flood management activities, or maintenance and repair of existing
infrastructure, unless they significantly decrease the existing level of flood protection.

 Areas located in the Yolo Bypass from Fremont Weir through Cache Slough to the
Sacramento River including the confluence of Putah Creek into the bypass

 The Cosumnes River-Mokelumne River Confluence, as defined by the North Delta Flood
Control and Ecosystem Restoration Project (McCormack-Williamson), or as modified in the
future by the Department of Water Resources or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

 The Lower San Joaquin River Floodplain Bypass, located on the Lower San Joaquin River
upstream of Stockton immediately southwest of Paradise Cut on lands both upstream and
downstream of the Interstate 5 crossing. This area is described in the Lower San Joaquin
River Floodplain Bypass Proposal, submitted to the Department of Water Resources by the
partnership of the South Delta Water Agency, the River Islands Development Company,
RD 2062, San Joaquin Resource Conservation District, American Rivers, the American
Lands Conservancy, and the Natural Resources Defense Council, March 2011. This area
may be modified in the future through the completion of this project.

This policy covers a proposed action that involves projects located in the Yolo Bypass, Cosumnes
River-Mokelumne River Confluence, and Lower San Joaquin River Floodplain Bypass areas.

1
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Governance G R1

(addresses similar issues
as portions of Proposed
Project ER R7)

The Delta Stewardship Council’s Delta Science Program should develop a Delta Science Plan
by December 31, 2013. The Delta Science Program should work with the Interagency
Ecological Program, Bay Delta Conservation Plan, California Department of Fish and Game,
and other agencies to develop the Delta Science Plan. To ensure that best science is used to
develop the Delta Science Plan, the Delta Independent Science Board should review the draft
Delta Science Plan.

The Delta Science Plan should address the following:

 A collaborative institutional and organizational structure for conducting science in the
Delta

 Data management, synthesis, scientific exchange, and communication strategies to support
adaptive management and improve the accessibility of information

 Strategies for addressing uncertainty and conflicting scientific information

 Prioritization of research and balancing of the short-term immediate science needs with
science that enhances comprehensive understanding of the Delta system over the long term

 Identification of existing and future needs for refining and developing numerical and
simulation models along with enhancing existing Delta conceptual models (e.g., the
Interagency Ecological Program (IEP) Pelagic Organism Decline (POD) and the Delta
Regional Ecosystem Restoration Implementation Plan (DRERIP) models)

 An integrated approach for monitoring that incorporates existing and future monitoring
efforts

 An assessment of financial needs and funding sources to support science
Reliable Water
Supply

WR R1

(addresses similar issues
as portions of Proposed
Project WR P1)

All water suppliers should fully implement applicable water efficiency and water management
laws, including urban water management plans (Water Code section 10601 et seq.), the 20
percent reduction in statewide urban per capita water usage by 2020 (Water Code section 10608
et seq.), agricultural water management plans (Water Code section 10608 et seq.), and other
applicable water laws, regulations, or rules.

Adopt and implement a plan to achieve 20 percent reduction in statewide urban per capita water
use by December 31, 2020, meeting the standards and timelines established in Water Code
section 10608 et seq.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R2

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R12)

The Department of Water Resources should include a provision in all State Water Project
contracts, contract amendments, contract renewals, and water transfer agreements that require
the implementation of WR P1 all State water efficiency and water management laws, goals, and
regulations, including compliance with Water Code section 85021.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R3

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R5)

The State Water Resources Control Board and/or the Department of Water Resources should
evaluate all applications and petitions for a new water right or a new or changed point require
that proponents requesting a new point of diversion, place of use, or purpose of use that would
results in new or increased long-term average use of water from the Delta watershed should
demonstrate that the project proponents have evaluated and implemented all other feasible water
supply alternatives. for consistency with the constitutional principle of reasonable and beneficial
use. The State Water Resources Control Board should conduct its evaluation consistent with
Water Code sections 85021, 85023, 85031, and other provisions of California law. An applicant
or petitioner should submit to the State Water Resources Control Board sufficient information to
support findings of consistency, including, as applicable, its urban water management plan,
agricultural water management plan, and environmental documents prepared pursuant to CEQA.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R4

(addresses similar issues
as portions of Proposed
Project WR P1)

Water suppliers that receive water from the Delta watershed should include an expanded water
supply reliability element, starting in 2015, as part of the update of an urban water management
plan, agricultural water management plan, integrated water management plan or other plan that
provides equivalent information about the supplier’s planned investments in water conservation
and water supply development. The expanded water supply reliability element should detail how
water suppliers are sustaining and improving regional self-reliance and reducing reliance on the
Delta and improving regional self-reliance consistent with Water Code section 85201 through
investments in local and regional programs and projects, and should document the expected
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Delta Plan
Element
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outcome for a measurable reduction in reliance on the Delta and improvement in regional self-
reliance actual or projected reduction in reliance on Delta exports . At a minimum, the Water
Reliability Element these plans should shall include a plan for possible interruption of Delta
water supply supplies up to 36 months due to catastrophic events: Identify how reliable water
service will be provided or shortages managed for minimum periods of 6 months, 18 months,
and 36 months in the event that diversions or exports from the Delta are interrupted during an
average water year, dry water year, and following three dry water years. evaluation of the
regional water balance, a climate change vulnerability assessment, and an evaluation of the
extent to which the supplier’s rate structure promotes and sustains efficient water use.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R5

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R1)

The Department of Water Resources, in consultation with the Delta Stewardship Council, the
State Water Resources Control Board, and others, should develop approve, by December 31,
2012 2014, guidelines for the preparation of a water supply reliability element so that water
suppliers can begin implementation of WR R4 by 2015that satisfies the criteria contained in WR
P1.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R6

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The Department of Water Resources and the State Water Resources Control Board should
establish an advisory group with other state agencies and stakeholders to identify and implement
measures to reduce impediments to achievement of statewide water conservation, recycled
water, and stormwater goals by 2014. This group should evaluate and recommend updated goals
for additional water efficiency and water resource development by 2018. Issues such as water
distribution system leakage should be addressed. Evaluation should include an assessment of
how regions are achieving their proportional share of these goals.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R7

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R3)

The Department of Water Resources, the State Water Resources Control Board, the Department
of Public Health, and other agencies, in consultation with the Delta Stewardship Council, should
revise State grant and loan ranking criteria by December 31, 20122013, to be consistent with
Water Code section 85021 and to provide a priority for water suppliers that includes an
expanded a water reliability element in their adopted urban water management plans,
agricultural water management plans, and/or integrated regional water management plans that
satisfies the requirements of WR P1 WR R1. The Delta Stewardship Council will also work
with these agencies to identify additional funding and other incentives to catalyze
implementation of local and regional water conservation, water use efficiency, conjunctive
management, and other projects that will improve regional self-reliance and reduce reliance on
the Delta.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R8

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R4)

All state agencies should take a leadership role in designing new and retrofitted state owned and
leased facilities, including buildings and Caltrans facilities, to increase water efficiency, use
recycled water, incorporate stormwater runoff capture and low impact development strategies,
and reduce reliance on the Delta. The Delta Stewardship Council will work with these agencies
to identify regulations and other policies that will support the improved water efficiencies and
new water supply strategies, such as completion of uniform recycling criteria for potable reuse
for groundwater recharge, consistent with SB 918 (Water Code section 13521 et seq.).

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R9

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R8)

The Department of Water Resources, in collaboration consultation with the Bureau of
Reclamation, U.S. Geological Survey, the State Water Resources Control Board and other state,
Federal, and local agencies and stakeholders, should update Bulletin 118 information using field
data, California Statewide Groundwater Monitoring Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM),
groundwater agency reports, satellite imagery, and other best available science by December 31,
2014 so that this information can be included in the next California Water Plan Update and be
available for inclusion in 2015 urban water management plans and agricultural water
management plans. This The Bulletin 118 update should include a systematic evaluation of the
major groundwater basins to determine sustainable yield and overdraft status, an evaluation a
projection of California’s groundwater resources in 20 years if current groundwater
management trends remain unchanged, the anticipated impacts of climate change on surface
water and groundwater resources, and the recommendations for actions by state, Federal and
local actions to improve groundwater management. In addition, the Bulletin update should
identify groundwater basins in a critical condition of overdraft. This information should be
available for inclusion in the Urban Water Management Plans and Agricultural Management
Plans required to be submitted to the State by December 31, 2015.

Reliable Water WR R10 Water suppliers that receive water diverted or exported from the Delta watershed and that
receive obtain a significant percentage of their long-term average water supplies from
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Supply (addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R9)

groundwater sources should develop and implement sustainable groundwater management plans
that are consistent with both the required and recommended components of local groundwater
management plans identified by the Department of Water Resources (Bulletin 118, Update
2003) by December 31, 2014.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R11

(same as Proposed
Project WR R10)

Local and regional agencies in groundwater basins that have been identified by the Department
of Water Resources as being in a critical condition of overdraft should develop and implement a
sustainable groundwater management plan, consistent with both the required and recommended
components of local groundwater management plans identified by the Department of Water
Resources (Bulletin 118, Update 2003), by December 31, 2014. If local or regional agencies fail
to develop and implement these groundwater management plans, the State Water Resources
Control Board should take action to determine if the continued overuse of a groundwater basin
constitutes a violation of the State’s Constitution Article X, Section 2, prohibition on
unreasonable use of water and whether a groundwater adjudication is needed necessary to
prevent the destruction of or irreparable injury to the quality of the groundwater, consistent with
Water Code sections 2100-2101.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R12

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
R8)

The relevant federal, State, and local agencies should complete the Bay Delta Conservation
Plan, consistent with the provisions of the Delta Reform Act, and receive required incidental
take permits by December 31, 2014. If the Bay Delta Conservation Plan process is not
completed by this date, the Delta Stewardship Council will consider how to proceed with an
alternative approach to develop and complete the ecosystem and conveyance planning process.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R13

(same as Proposed
Project WR R6)

The Department of Water Resources should complete surface water storage investigations of
proposed off-stream surface storage projects by December 31, 2012, including an evaluation of
potential additional benefits of integrating operations of new storage with proposed Delta
conveyance improvements, and recommend the critical projects that need to be implemented to
expand the State’s surface storage.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R14

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R7)

The Department of Water Resources, in coordination with the California Water Commission ,
Bureau of Reclamation, State Water Resources Control Board, California Department of Public
Health, the Delta Stewardship Council, and other agencies and stakeholders, should conduct a
survey to identify projects that could be implemented within the next 5 to 10 years to expand
existing surface and groundwater storage facilities, create new storage, improve operation of
existing Delta conveyance facilities, and enhance opportunities for conjunctive use programs
and water transfers in furtherance of the coequal goals. The California Water Commission
should hold hearings and provide recommendations on priority projects and funding. These
recommendations should be used to support water supplier requests for state grants and loans
and other sources of funding for these projects.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R15

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The Department of Water Resources and the State Water Resources Control Board should work
with stakeholders to identify and recommend measures to reduce procedural and administrative
impediments to water transfers and protect water rights and environmental resources by July 1,
2014. These recommendations should include measures to address potential issues with
recurring transfers of up to 1 year in duration and improved public notification for proposed
water transfers.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R16

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The State Water Resources Control Board should require water rights holders submitting
supplemental statements of water diversion and use or progress reports under their permits or
licenses to report on the development and implementation of all water efficiency and water
supply projects and on their net (consumptive) use.
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Reliable Water
Supply

WR R17

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R11)

The Department of Water Resources, in coordination with the State Water Resources Control
Board, the Department of Public Health, California Public Utilities Commission, California
Energy Commission, Bureau of Reclamation, California Urban Water Conservation Council,
Delta Stewardship Council, and other stakeholders should develop a coordinated statewide
system for water use reporting should create by January 1, 2014, and maintain an integrated
statewide system for water use monitoring. This new system should consolidate information into
a single statewide data base that is in an electronic format and made available to the public
online. It This system should incorporate recommendations for inclusion of data needed to better
manage California’s water resources. The system should be designed to simplify reporting,
reduce the number of required reports where possible, be made available to the public online
and be integrated and be coordinated with the reporting requirements for the urban water
management plans/agricultural water management plans and integrated regional water
management plans. Water suppliers that export water from, transfer water through, or use water
in the Delta watershed should be full participants in the data base when it becomes available.
The Department of Water Resources should every 5 years summarize and incorporate the key
information collected through the statewide integrated data base in the California Water Plan
Update.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R18

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R2)

The Department of Water Resources, in consultation with the Delta Stewardship Council, the
State Water Resources Control Board, and others agencies and stakeholders, should develop
evaluate and include in the next and all future California Water Plan updates the information
needed to track the water supply reliability performance measures identified in the Delta Plan,
including an assessment of water efficiency and new water supply development, regional water
balances, improvements and assess improvements in regional self reliance, reduced reliance on
the Delta, and statewide water supply reliability. and reliability of Delta exports, and an overall
assessment of progress in achieving the coequal goals.

Reliable Water
Supply

WR R18

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project FP
R5)

As part of the California Water Plan Update, the Department of Water Resources should prepare
an assessment of the state’s water infrastructure needs. This should include an assessment of the
costs of rehabilitating/replacing existing infrastructure’s rehabilitation/replacement costs, as
well as an assessment of the costs of new infrastructure, and an assessment of needed resources
for monitoring and adaptive management for these projects. improvements to meet projected
demands over the planning period. The department of Water Resources should also consider a
survey of agencies requesting information on that may be planning small-scale projects (such as
storage or conveyance) that allow the State to improve water supply reliability. In the future, a
provision should be added to Urban Water Management Plans and Agricultural Water
Management Plans to include information on potential local water reliability projects. This
could form the basis of future State bond funding decisions and be used to inform the
Legislature and the public of systemwide needs.

Reliable Water
Supply

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
P1)

Delta water delivery predictability. A Delta Delivery Predictability Index should be developed
that depicts, by hydrologic year types, the estimated streamflows entering the Delta and
suggested levels of water exports that would be consistent with in-Delta and ecosystem
protections. As part of the index, a system for tracking the use of stored Delta water also should
be developed. The index will lead to a better understanding of how water exported and stored
during wet years would be available to urban and agricultural users during dry years to offset
reduced exports. This information is key to better understanding how investments in new
storage and improved conveyance contribute to improved reliability of California’s water
supplies.

Reliable Water
Supply

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
P1)

Performance measures for reduced reliance on the Delta. The Delta Plan identifies two core
measures for assessing progress in reducing reliance on the Delta: (1) a significant reduction in
the amount of water used from the Delta watershed, or (2) a significant reduction in the
percentage of water used from the Delta watershed. The Delta Stewardship Council will
collaborate with Department of Water Resources, the State Water Resources Control Board, and
stakeholders to develop a standardized method or methods by which progress to reduce reliance
on the Delta and improve regional self-reliance should be reported (1) in the urban and
agricultural water management plans; (2) in integrated regional water management plans; and
(3) in the California Water Plan. Potential additional measures should be identified and
evaluated that will benefit the amount of water, quality of water, and timing of flows in and
through the Delta and contribute to reduced reliance on the Delta and improving regional self-
reliance consistent with Water Code section 85021.
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Reliable Water
Supply

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
P1)

Evaluation of urban and agricultural water management plans. The Delta Stewardship Council
will work with DWR and the State legislature to identify resources and secure authority, if
necessary, to conduct further evaluation of water management information contained in urban
and agricultural water management plans. The goal of these actions is to improve knowledge
about water management in California and specifically to facilitate the aggregation and
evaluation of water management data over time to gauge success toward reducing reliance on
the Delta, increasing regional self-reliance, and achieving the coequal goals.

Reliable Water
Supply

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
R3)

Integrated water resource management. The value of integrated regional water management
planning is widely recognized, but information on how to implement effective integrated water
management projects is not well understood. The number of conjunctive management programs
that combine green urban design, flood control, stormwater infiltration, water conservation,
recycled water, and groundwater elements are increasing. Information about the successful
integration of water management infrastructure needs to be shared, and consideration given to
how to effectively promote implementation of these integrated strategies.

Reliable Water
Supply

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WR
P1)

Agricultural and urban water efficiency. Improved demand management through urban and
agricultural water conservation and efficiency is the fastest and least-expensive strategy for
making more water available to the Delta through inflows and reducing the pressure to export
more water from the Delta. Additional best management practices should be identified and
promoted, including evaluation of new water conservation-based rate structures and how they
contribute to water savings while maintaining more stable revenue for water suppliers.

Reliable Water
Supply

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Delta Watermaster. The Delta Watermaster is in the process of completing an assessment of
potential illegal water diversions within the Delta. This assessment should be expanded to
evaluate illegal water diversions throughout the Delta watershed.

Reliable Water
Supply

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
R12)

Reoperation of upstream reservoirs. DWR is working with USACE and other agencies to
develop a coordinated proposal for the reoperation of reservoirs above the Delta to address the
impacts of climate change on flood protection and water supply operations. This proposal
should include consideration of improved watershed management actions that will also help
attenuate flood flows as well as improve ecosystem functions and water supply availability.

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

ER R1

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
R1)

The Delta Stewardship Council acknowledges the importance of expediting habitat restoration in
the Delta and its watershed and recommends the prioritization and implementation of habitat
restoration projects in the following areas, shown in Figure 5-3. Bay Delta Conservation Plan
implementers, Department of Fish and Game, Department of Water Resources, and the Delta
Conservancy should prioritize and implement habitat restoration projects in the areas shown in
Figure 4-6 in Attachment C-8. Habitat restoration projects should consider ensure landscape
elements including connectivity between areas to be connections between areas restored and
existing habitat areas and other elements of the landscape needed for the full life cycle of
species targeted to that will benefit from the restoration project. Where possible, restoration
projects should also emphasize the potential for improving water quality improvement.
Restoration project proponents should coordinate with local vector control mosquito abatement
districts in implementing projects.

 Yolo Bypass. Enhance the ability of the Yolo Bypass to flood more frequently to provide
more opportunities for migrating fish, especially Chinook salmon, to use this system as a
migration corridor that is rich in cover and food.

 Cache Slough Complex. Create broad nontidal, freshwater, emergent plant-dominated
wetlands that grade into tidal freshwater wetlands, and shallow subtidal and deep open
water habitats. Also, return a significant portion of the region to uplands with vernal
pools and grasslands. The flood basins entering the Cache Slough Complex are the
interface between river and tidally influenced portions of the Delta. A significant portion
of the region should return to uplands with vernal pool and grassland habitats and broad
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nontidal, freshwater, emergent plant-dominated wetlands that grade into tidal freshwater
wetlands, shallow subtidal and deep open water habitats. A restoration project in this area
is the passively restoring Liberty Island. Projects in the planning stage include the
Department of Water Resources’ Prospect Island restoration project.

 Cosumnes River–Mokelumne River Confluence. Allow these Uunregulated and
minimally regulated rivers should allow frequent and regular winter and spring overbank
flooding to create seasonal floodplain and riparian habitats grading into tidal marsh and
shallow subtidal habitats. An existing restoration project is the Cosumnes River Preserve
floodplain restoration. Projects in the planning stage include the Department of Water
Resources’ North Delta Flood and Ecosystem Restoration Project on McCormack-
Williamson Tract. to flood over their banks during winter and spring frequently and
regularly to create seasonal floodplains and riparian habitats that grade into tidal marsh
and shallow subtidal habitats.

 Lower San Joaquin River Floodplain. Historically, the south Delta and its connection to
the lower San Joaquin River contained a complex network of channels with low natural
berms, large woody debris, willows, and other shrubs with upland areas supporting open
oak woodlands. Reconnection of significant portions of the floodplain, along with more
natural flows, stimulates food webs that support native species. Projects in the planning
stage include the Lower San Joaquin Flood Bypass proposed by the South Delta Levee
Protection and Channel Maintenance Authority and partners. Reconnect the floodplain
and restore more natural flows, to stimulate food webs that support native species.
Integrate habitat restoration with flood management actions, when feasible.

 Suisun Marsh. The largest wetland area on the west coast of the contiguous United States,
Suisun Marsh has been mostly disconnected from the estuary. Restoring significant
portions of Suisun Marsh provides the brackish portion of the estuary with sea level rise
accommodation space, opportunities for extensive land-water interface dynamics, and
compressed chemical and biological gradients that support productive and complex food
webs to which native species are adapted. An ongoing restoration project is the
Department of Water Resources’ Blacklock Restoration Project. Projects in the planning
stage include the Department of Fish and Game’s Hill Slough Restoration Project.
Restore significant portions of Suisun Marsh to brackish marsh with land-water
interactions to support productive, complex food webs to which native species are
adapted and to provide space to adapt to rising sea levels action. Use information from
adaptive management processes during the Suisun Marsh Habitat Management,
Preservation, and Restoration Plan’s implementation to guide future habitat restoration
projects and to inform future tidal marsh management.

 Western Delta/Eastern Contra Costa County. Restore tidal marsh and channel margin
habitat at Dutch Slough and western islands to support food webs and provide habitat for
native species.

 Yolo Bypass. The current operation of the Yolo Bypass as a flood control project
provides substantial ecosystem benefits for Sacramento splittail spawning and rearing and
salmon rearing (Sommer et al. 2001, Moyle et al. 2007). Enhancing the ability of Yolo
Bypass to be “activated” by higher-frequency, lower-magnitude flood levels provides
more opportunity for migrating fish, especially Chinook salmon, to use this system as a
migration corridor rich in refugia and food resources. Projects in the planning stage
include fish passage improvements, and various approaches, such as notching the
Fremont Weir, to increase the frequency and duration of inundation during times of year
critical for spawning and rearing of native fish.
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Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

ER R2

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
R2, ER R3, and ER R5)

As part of its Strategic Plan, and subsequent Implementation Plan or annual work plans, the
Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta Conservancy should:

 Develop and adopt criteria for prioritization and integration of large-scale ecosystem
restoration in the Delta and Suisun Marsh, with sustainability and use of best available
science as foundational principles.

 Develop and adopt processes for ownership and long-term operations and management of
land in the Delta and Suisun Marsh acquired for conservation or restoration.

 Develop and adopt a formal mutual agreement with the Department of Water Resources,
Department of Fish and Game, federal interests, and other State and local agencies on
implementation of ecosystem restoration in the Delta and Suisun Marsh.

 Develop, in conjunction with the Wildlife Conservation Board, the Department of Water
Resources, Department of Fish and Game, Bay Delta Conservation Plan implementers, and
other State and local agencies, a plan and protocol for acquiring the land necessary to
achieve ecosystem restoration consistent with the coequal goals and the Ecosystem
Restoration Program’s Conservation Strategy.

 Lead an effort, working with State and federal fish agencies, to investigate how to better
use to develop a habitat credit program that provides agreements to provide credit for each
of these steps: 1) acquisition in preparation for future restoration; 2) preservation,
management, and enhancement of existing habitat; 3) restoration of habitat; and 4)
monitoring and evaluation of habitat evolution and ecological outcomes restoration
projects.

 Work closely with the Delta Science Program to:

 Incorporate the best available understanding of the scales, patterns, and processes of
the historical landscape to guide land acquisition strategies and restoration design.

 Apply the best understanding of landscape ecology as a unifying perspective for
restoring processes and functions on degraded landscapes.

 Construct landscape-level conceptual models for key regions of the Delta and Suisun
Marsh to clarify how more natural flows and ecosystem restoration confer resilience
to native species while promoting processes of self-repair of modified landscapes.
Conceptual design models should engage hydrodynamics, transport, particle tracking,
and food web models to support and integrate the interdisciplinary perspectives.

 Study available habitat reference sites to increase understanding of well-functioning
habitats and to inform performance measure metrics and trajectories.

State and federal fish agencies (California Department of Fish and Game, National Marine
Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) should complete ongoing negotiations toward
a habitat credit agreement with water supply agencies.

The Work with the Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
should to develop rules for voluntary Safe Harbor agreements with property owners in the Delta
whose actions contribute to the recovery of listed threatened or endangered species.

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

ER R3

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
R4)

Considering the ecosystem value of remaining riparian and shaded riverine aquatic habitat along
Delta levees, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers should work agree with the Department of Fish
and Game and the Department of Water Resources to develop and execute an agreed-upon on a
variance process to exempt that exempts Delta levees from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
levee vegetation policy where appropriate.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

ER R4

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission should update the Suisun
Marsh Protection Plan and relevant components of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program
to adapt to sea level rise and ensure consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, the
Delta Reform Act, and the Delta Plan.

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

ER R5

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The Department of Fish and Game should develop, for consideration by the Fish and Game
Commission, proposals for new or revised fishing regulations designed to increase populations
of listed fish species through reduced predation by introduced sport fish. The proposals should
be based on sound science that demonstrates these management actions are likely to achieve
their intended outcome and include the development of performance measures and a monitoring
plan to support adaptive management.

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

ER R6

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
R6)

The Department of Fish and Game and other appropriate agencies should prioritize and fully
implement the list of “Stage 2 Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species” and accompanying text
shown in Attachment C-6 taken from the Conservation Strategy for Restoration of the
Sacramento San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone and the Sacramento and San
Joaquin Valley Regions. Implementation of the Stage 2 actions should include the development
of performance measures and monitoring plans to support an adaptive management.

The Delta Stewardship Council may amend the Delta Plan to incorporate revised figures and
text from the Conservation Strategy for Restoration of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
Ecological Management Zone and the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valley Regions as the
strategy is revised.

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

ER R7

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

As required by the National Marine Fisheries Service, all hatcheries providing listed fish for
release into the wild should continue to develop and implement scientifically sound Hatchery
and Genetic Management Plans (HGMPs) to reduce risks to those species. The Department of
Fish and Game should provide annual updates to the Council on the status of HGMPs within its
jurisdiction.

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

ER R8

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

By December 2014, the Department of Fish and Game, in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service, should revise and begin
implementing its program for marking and tagging hatchery salmon and steelhead to improve
management of hatchery and wild stocks based on recommendations of the California Hatchery
Scientific Review Group, which considered mass marking, reducing hatchery programs, and
mark selective fisheries in developing its recommendations.

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Landscape-scale conceptual models. The Delta Science Program will collaborate with other
agencies, academic institutions, and stakeholders to develop landscape-scale conceptual models
for the five priority restoration areas identified in ER R1.

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
R7)

Workshops to address stressor impacts. The Delta Science Program, in collaboration with other
agencies, academic institutions, and stakeholders, will hold workshops to develop additional
recommendations to the Council for measures to reduce stressor impacts on the Delta ecosystem
that would support and be consistent with the coequal goals. Recommended measures could be
adopted as policies or recommendations by the Council into an amended Delta Plan.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project ER
R1)

Above the Delta migration corridors. The Council will consult with fish and wildlife agencies
and others as they complete or update plans to restore habitats for migratory species, such as
anadromous fish or songbirds in the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys above the Delta.

Delta Ecosystem
Restoration

ER R4

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission should update the Suisun
Marsh Protection Plan and relevant components of the Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program
to adapt to sea level rise and ensure consistency with the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act, the
Delta Reform Act, and the Delta Plan.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R1

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project DP
R2)

The Delta Protection Commission should complete its application for the evaluation and initiate
recommendations related to designation of the Delta and Suisun Marsh as a National Heritage
Area and If the recommendation is to proceed with the designation, the federal government
should complete the process in a timely manner.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R2

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The California Department of Transportation should seek designation of State Route 160 as a
National Scenic Byway and prepare and implement a scenic byway plan for it.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R3

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project DP
R1)

Agencies acquiring land for water management facilities, ecosystem restoration, and flood
management infrastructure should purchase from willing sellers, when feasible, including
consideration of whether lands suitable for proposed projects are available at fair prices.

The Economic Sustainability Plan should include, but not be limited to, planning for the
following items:

 Public safety recommendations, such as flood protection recommendations

 The economic goals, policies, and objectives in local general plans and other local
economic efforts, including recommendations on continued socioeconomic sustainability
of Delta agriculture and its infrastructure to support the proposed economic strategies and
legacy communities in the Delta

 Comments and recommendations to the Department of Water Resources concerning its
periodic update of the flood management plan for the Delta.

 Identification of ways to encourage recreational investment along the key river corridors,
as appropriate
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R4

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Agencies acquiring land for water management facilities, ecosystem restoration, and flood
management infrastructure should purchase from willing sellers, when feasible, including
consideration of whether lands suitable for proposed projects are available at fair prices.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R5

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project DP
R3)

The California Department of Transportation, local agencies, and utilities should plan
infrastructure, such as roads and highways, to meet needs of development consistent with
sustainable community strategies, local plans, Delta Protection Commission’s Land Use and
Resource Management Plan for the Primary Zone of the Delta, and the Delta Plan. should
partner with local cities and counties to establish major gateways and improve connecting
transportation routes, bike lanes, sidewalks, and trails to promote the Delta’s identity, visibility,
and access.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R6

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The Delta Stewardship Council, as part of the prioritization of State levee investments called for
in RR P1, should consult with the California Department of Transportation as provided in Water
Code section 85307(c) to consider the effects of flood hazards and sea level rise on State
highways in the Delta.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R7

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
R11 and FP R9)

The following actions should be considered by the appropriate State agencies to address
subsidence reversal:

 State agencies should not renew or enter into into agricultural leases on Delta or Suisun
Marsh islands if the actions of the lessee promote or contribute to subsidence on the leased
land, unless the lessee participates in subsidence-reversal or reduction programs.

 State agencies currently conducting subsidence reversal projects in the Delta on State-
owned lands should investigate options for scaling up these projects if they have been
deemed successful. The Department of Water Resources should develop a plan, including
funding needs, for increasing the extent of their subsidence reversal and carbon
sequestration projects to 5,000 acres by January 1, 2017

 The Council, in conjunction with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the
Delta Conservancy, should investigate the opportunity for the development of a carbon
market whereby Delta farmers could receive credit for carbon sequestration by reducing
subsidence and growing native marsh and wetland plants. This investigation should
include the potential for developing offset protocols applicable to these types of plants for
subsequent adoption by the CARB.



APPENDIX C RECIRCULATED DRAFT DELTA PLAN
POLICIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF REVISED PROJECT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

C-22 NOVEMBER 2012

Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R8

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Local governments and economic development organizations, in cooperation with the Delta
Protection Commission and the Delta Conservancy, should encourage value-added processing
of Delta crops in appropriate locations.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R9

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Local governments and economic development organizations, in cooperation with the Delta
Protection Commission and the Delta Conservancy, should support growth in agritourism,
particularly in and around legacy communities. Local plans should support agritourism where
appropriate.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R10

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The Department of Fish and Game, the Delta Conservancy, and other ecosystem restoration
agencies should encourage habitat enhancement and wildlife-friendly farming systems on
agricultural lands to benefit both the environment and agriculture.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R11

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Water management and ecosystem restoration agencies should provide recreation opportunities,
including visitor-serving business opportunities, at new facilities and habitat areas whenever
feasible, and existing recreation facilities should be protected, using California State Parks’
Recreation Proposal for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and Suisun Marsh and Delta
Protection Commission’s Economic Sustainability Plan as guides.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R12

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The Delta Protection Commission and Delta Conservancy should encourage partnerships
between other State and local agencies, and local landowners and business people to expand
recreation, including boating, promote tourism, and minimize adverse impacts to non-
recreational landowners.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R13

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project DP
R4)

The Department of Parks and Recreation should develop funding sources and partner with other
State and federal agencies, counties, conservancies, and nonprofits to conduct definitive and
consistent recreation use surveys every 5 years and add and/or improve recreation facilities in
the Delta, including facilities to meet public recreational needs as part of State Water Project
facilities, and add three new parks California State Parks should add or improve recreation
facilities in the Delta in cooperation with other agencies. As funds become available, it should
reopen Brannan Island State Recreation Area, complete the park at Delta Meadows-Locke
Boarding House, and consider adding new State parks at Barker Slough, Elkhorn Basin, the
Wright-Elmwood Tract, and south Delta..

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R14

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project DP
R5)

The Department of Fish and Game, in cooperation with other public agencies, should
collaborate with other agencies and nonprofits, private landowners, and business partners to
expand wildlife viewing, angling, and hunting opportunities.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R15

(same as Proposed
Project DP R6)

The Department of Boating and Waterways should coordinate with the U.S. Coast Guard and
State and local agencies on an updated marine patrol strategy for the region.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R16

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Public agencies owning land should increase opportunities, where feasible, for bank fishing,
hunting, levee-top trails, and environmental education.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R17

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Cities, counties, and other local and State agencies should work together to protect and enhance
visitor-serving businesses by planning for recreation uses and facilities in the Delta, providing
infrastructure to support recreation and tourism, and identifying settings for private visitor-
serving development and services.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R18

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The ports of Stockton and West Sacramento should encourage maintenance and carefully
designed and sited development of port facilities.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

DP R19

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The Energy Commission and Public Utilities Commission should cooperate with the Delta
Stewardship Council as described in Water Code section 85307(d) to identify actions that
should be incorporated in the Delta Plan by 2017 to address the needs of Delta energy
development, storage, and distribution.

Protect and
Enhance the
Unique Cultural,
Recreational,
Natural
Resources, and
Agricultural
Values of the
California Delta as
an Evolving Place

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Because BDCP and new levee investment priorities are not yet complete, the magnitude of any
impacts to farmland, other uses, or the Delta’s economy cannot reasonably be forecast. If
significant adverse impacts to the Delta economy do result from farmland losses or other
impacts due to habitat restoration, water conveyance, or revised levee investment priorities, then
measures to compensate for these losses may warrant consideration. This consideration should
include creation of a regional agency to implement and facilitate economic development efforts,
guided by the DPC’s ESP. The agency’s responsibilities could include the following:

 Branding and marketing the Delta

 Coordinating with counties and cities to encourage planning and infrastructure
development that is aligned with economic sustainability strategies

 Providing regulatory assistance to reduce impediments to priority activities,
including visitor-serving developments, dredging, levee construction, and ecosystem
restoration, to reduce impediments and lower costs of these activities

 Encouraging value-added processing of Delta crops, agritourism, visitor-serving
commercial businesses, and preservation of the historic buildings in legacy
communities

 Recommending and overseeing expenditures from the Delta Investment Fund

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R1

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Water quality in the Delta should be maintained at a level that supports, enhances, and protects
beneficial uses identified in the applicable State Water Resources Control Board or regional
water quality control board water quality control plans.

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R2

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Covered actions should identify any significant impacts to water quality.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R3

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The State Water Resources Control Board or regional water quality control board should
evaluate and, if appropriate, propose special water quality protections for priority habitat
restoration areas identified in recommendation ER R1 or other areas of the Delta where new or
increased discharges of pollutants could adversely impact beneficial uses.

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R4

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WQ
R1)

The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board should complete the Central Valley
Drinking Water Policy by July 2013, with implementation to follow.

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R5

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WQ
R2)

The Department of Water Resources should complete the North Bay Aqueduct Alternate Intake
Project EIR by July 1, 2012, December 31, 2012, and begin construction as soon as possible
thereafter.

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R6

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WQ
R3)

The State Water Resources Control Board and/or Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board should complete development of a Strategic Workplan for protection of
groundwater beneficial uses, including groundwater use for drinking water, by December 31,
2012.

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R7

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WQ
R5)

The State Water Resources Control Board and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board should require all recipient regions consider requiring participation by all relevant water
users that are supplied water from the Delta or the Delta Watershed or discharge wastewater to
the Delta or the Delta Watershed to participate in the Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for
Long-Term Sustainability Program (CV-SALTS).
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R8

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WQ
R6 and WQ R9)

The State Water Resources Control Board and the San Francisco Bay and Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Boards are currently engaged in regulatory processes, research,
and monitoring essential to improving water quality in the Delta. In order to achieve the coequal
goals, it is essential that these ongoing efforts be completed and if possible accelerated, and that
the Legislature and Governor devote sufficient funding to make this possible. The Delta
Stewardship Council specifically recommends that:

 The State Water Resources Control Board should complete development of the proposed
Policy for nutrients for Inland Surface Waters of the State of California by January 1,
2014.

 The State Water Resources Control Board and the San Francisco Bay and Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Boards should prepare and begin implementation of a
study plan for the development of objectives for nutrients in the Delta and Suisun Marsh
by January 1, 2014. Studies needed for development of Delta and Suisun Marsh nutrient
objectives should be completed by January 1, 2016. The Water Boards should adopt and
begin implementation of nutrient objectives, either narrative or numeric, where
appropriate, for the Delta and Suisun Marsh by January 1, 2018.

 The State Water Resources Control Board and the San Francisco Bay and Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Boards should develop and adopt objectives to protect
sensitive species, either narrative or numeric, where appropriate, for nutrients (including
ammonia) in the Delta and Delta watershed by January 1, 2014.

 The State Water Resources Control Board and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board should complete the Central Valley Pesticide Total Maximum Daily Load
and Basin Plan Amendment for diazinon and chlorpyrifos by January 1, 2013.

 The State Water Resources Control Board and the San Francisco Bay and Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Boards prioritize and accelerate the completion of the
Central Valley Pesticide Total Maximum Daily Load and Basin Plan Amendment for
pyrethroids by January 1, 2016.

 The State Water Resources Control Board, San Francisco Bay and Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Boards have completed Total Maximum Daily Load and Basin Plan
Amendments for selenium and methylmercury and efforts to support their implementation
should be coordinated. Parties identified as responsible for current methylmercury loads or
proponents of projects that may increase methylmercury loading in the Delta or Suisun
Marsh should participate in control studies or implement site-specific study plans that
evaluate practices to minimize methylmercury discharges. The Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board should review these control studies by December 31, 2018
and determine control measures for implementation starting in 2020.

 The State Water Resources Control Board and San Francisco Bay and Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Boards should continue to participate in efforts revise
water quality objectives for selenium.

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R9

(same as Proposed
Project WQ R7)

The State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards should
work collaboratively with the Department of Water Resources, Department of Fish and Game,
and other agencies and entities that monitor water quality in the Delta to develop and implement
a Delta Regional Monitoring Program that will be responsible for coordinating monitoring
efforts so Delta conditions can be efficiently assessed and reported on a regular basis.

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R10

(same as Proposed
Project WQ R8)

The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, consistent with existing Water
Quality Control Plan policies and water rights law, should require responsible entities that
discharge wastewater treatment plant effluent or urban runoff to Delta waters to evaluate
whether all or a portion of the discharge can be recycled, otherwise used, or treated in order to
reduce contaminant loads to the Delta by January 1, 2014.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R11

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The State Water Resources Control Board and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board should complete Phase 2 of the Total Maximum Daily Load and Basin Plan
Amendment for dissolved oxygen in the Stockton Ship Channel by January 1, 2015.

Improve Water
Quality

WQ R12

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The State Water Resources Control Board and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board should complete the Total Maximum Daily Load and Basin Plan Amendment for
dissolved oxygen in Suisun Marsh Wetlands by January 1, 2014.

Improve Water
Quality

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WQ
R4)

Small and disadvantaged communities: Ensuring a safe drinking water supply can have a
disproportionate cost for small and disadvantaged communities. Delta communities that are
small and disadvantaged include Bethel Island, Courtland, Freeport, Hood, Isleton, Locke, and
Walnut Grove. There are also small and disadvantaged communities in areas served by water
exported from the Delta that are disproportionately impacted by nitrate and other groundwater
pollutants. Available options to correct unsafe drinking water conditions include shared
services and facilities; consolidation of several small systems into a single, larger system;
centralized treatment; interim point-of-use treatment or use of bottled water; replacement of a
contaminated source with an uncontaminated source; and, in the case of chemical
contamination, blending of contaminated sources with uncontaminated sources. Consideration
also must be given to the new State policy that “every human being has the right to safe, clean,
affordable and accessible water adequate for human consumption, cooking, and sanitary
purposes” (Water Code section 106.3 (a)). Availability and prioritization of funding,
restructuring of regulatory requirements, and provision of technical assistance may all be part of
the solution, but involve the authority of various agencies including the Department of Public
Health, SWRCB, DWR, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and local cities and counties. An
integrated effort including the input and involvement of the regulatory and affected agencies
will be needed to properly address these issues and to refine effective recommendations.

Improve Water
Quality

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WQ
R7)

Coordinated and prioritized water quality monitoring and modeling: Various water quality
monitoring and modeling efforts are ongoing, but are not coordinated among affected agencies.
Agencies involved in these efforts include the SWRCB, RWQCBs, DWR, the Interagency
Ecological Program, DFG, and now, the Council. Collective discussion and evaluation by these
and other entities will be needed in order to make recommendations regarding the need for and
prioritization of water quality modeling in the Delta.

Improve Water
Quality

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WQ
R9)

Contaminants of emerging concern: The SWRCB and RWQCBs should continue ongoing
efforts to address contaminants of emerging concern. This work should include development of
a work plan for conducting or requiring special studies of pollutants including emerging
contaminants and causes of toxicity in Delta waters and sediments.

Improve Water
Quality

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project WQ
R6)

Water quality objectives for selenium: The identified sources of selenium as a contaminant and
its potential to bioaccumulate and biomagnify in the environment are ongoing concerns. The
SWRCB and San Francisco Bay and Central Valley RWQCBs should continue efforts to revise
water quality objectives for selenium.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR R1

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
R6)

The following actions should be taken by January 1, 2013 2014, to promote effective
emergency preparedness and response in the Delta:

 Responsible local, State, and federal agencies with emergency response authority should
consider and implement the recommendations of the Delta Multi-Hazard Coordination
Task Force (Water Code section 12994.5). Such actions should support the development of
a regional response system for the Delta.

 The California Emergency Management Agency, Department of Water Resources, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, appropriate Operational Areas and other State and local partners
should cooperatively participate in Delta-specific emergency preparedness activities. These
activities should include but not be limited to the development and maintenance of a
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Flood Catastrophic Incident Plan, a Regional Mass
Evacuation Plan and an Interoperable Communications Plan; adoption and implementation
of a Delta Multi-Agency Coordination System (MACS); participation in federal and State
flood and evacuation contingency mapping; and regularly scheduled all-hazards drills and
exercises. Public education and outreach program topics should include flood risk
awareness, emergency preparedness, alert and notification.

 Cal EMA in collaboration with local, State and federal emergency response agencies in the
Delta region should develop a training plan that is consistent with SEMS and NIMS
requirements and compliments the development of plans, procedures and protocols that
address all hazards that pose a threat to the Delta.

 In consultation with local agencies, the Department of Water Resources should expand its
emergency stockpiles to make them regional in nature and usable by a larger number of
agencies in accordance with Department of Water Resources’ plans and procedures. The
Department of Water Resources, as a part of this plan, should evaluate the potential of
creating stored material sites by “over-reinforcing” west Delta levees.

 Local levee maintaining agencies should consider developing their own emergency action
plans, and stockpiling rock and flood fighting materials.

 State and local agencies and regulated utilities that own and/or operate infrastructure in the
Delta should prepare coordinated emergency response plans to protect the infrastructure
from long-term outages resulting from failures of the Delta levees. The emergency
procedures should consider methods that also would protect Delta land use and ecosystem.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR R2

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
R10 and FP R13)

The Legislature should create a Delta Flood Risk Management Assessment District with fee
assessment authority (including over State infrastructure) to provide adequate flood control
protection and emergency response for the regional benefit of all beneficiaries, including
landowners, infrastructure owners, and other entities that benefit from the maintenance of the
levees, such as water users who rely on the levees to protect water quality.

This district should be authorized to:

 Identify and assess all beneficiaries of Delta flood protection facilities.

 Develop, fund, and implement a regional plan flood management for both Project and non-
project levees of the Delta, including the maintenance and improvement of levees, in
cooperation with the existing reclamation districts, cities, counties, and owners of
infrastructure and other interests protected by the levees;

 Conduct levee elevation surveys and inspections at least every 5 years, and report data to
Department of Water Resources;

 In coordination with Department of Water Resources and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, establish standardized flood risk measurement data. This data should support
the development of Expected Annual Damage and loss of life values for the Delta, to be
conducted by the District annually. Expected Annual Damage is a measure of risk that
integrates the likelihood and consequences of flooding, and is a standard measure of the
benefits of reducing flood risk. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is currently developing
a levee risk management system, including means to evaluate and rank risk of loss of life
and flood damages for levee systems;

 Require local levee maintaining agencies to conduct annual levee inspections per the
Department of Water Resources subventions program guidelines, and update levee
improvement plans every 5 years;

 Participate in the collection of data and information necessary for the prioritization of State
investments in Delta levees consistent with RR P1;

 Notify residents and landowners of flood risk, personal safety information, and available
systems for obtaining emergency information before and during a disaster on an annual
basis;

 Potentially implement the recommendations of the Delta Multi-Hazard Coordination Task
Force (Water Code section 12994.5) in conjunction with local, State, and federal agencies
and maintain the resulting regional response system and components and procedures on
behalf of SEMS jurisdictions (reclamation district, city, county, and State) that would
jointly implement the regional system in response to a disaster event; and

 Identify and assess critical water supply corridor levee operations, maintenance, and
improvements.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR R3

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project FP
R1)

Public and private agencies with infrastructure crossing the Delta should protect their assets
from flooding and other natural disasters.

 The Public Utilities Commission should immediately commence formal hearings to
impose a reasonable fee for flood and disaster prevention on regulated privately owned
utilities with facilities located in the Delta. Publicly owned utilities should also be
encouraged to develop similar fees. The Public Utilities Commission Delta Stewardship
Council, in consultation with the Public Utilities Commission Delta Stewardship Council,
the Department of Water Resources, and the Delta Protection Commission, should allocate
these funds between State and local emergency response and flood protection entities in
the Delta. If a new regional flood management agency is established by law, a portion of
the local share would be allocated to that agency.

 The Public Utilities Commission should direct all regulated public utilities in their
jurisdiction to immediately take steps to protect their facilities in the Delta from the
consequences of a catastrophic failure of levees in the Delta, in order to minimize the
impact on the State’s economy.

 The Governor, by Executive Order, should direct State agencies with projects or
infrastructure in the Delta to set aside a reasonable amount of funding to pay for flood
protection and disaster prevention. The local share of these funds should be allocated as
described above.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR R4

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
R1 and FP R3)

The Legislature should fund the Department of Water Resources and the Central Valley Flood
Protection Board to evaluate and implement a bypass and floodways on the San Joaquin River
near Paradise Cut that would reduce flood stage on the mainstem San Joaquin River adjacent to
the urban and urbanizing communities of Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca in accordance with
Water Code section 9613(c).

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR R5

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
R2)

The current efforts to maintain navigable waters in the Sacramento River Deep Water Ship
Channel and Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel, led by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
described in the Delta Dredged Sediment Long-Term Management Strategy (Attachment C-7),
should be continued in a manner that supports the Delta Plan and the coequal goals. Appropriate
dredging throughout other areas in the Delta that would increase flood conveyance and provide
potential material for levee maintenance or subsidence reversal should be implemented in a
manner that supports the Delta Plan and coequal goals. Coordinated use of dredged material in
levee improvement, subsidence reversal, or wetland restoration is encouraged.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR R6

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

The Central Valley Flood Protection Board should evaluate whether additional areas both within
and upstream of the Delta should be designated as floodways. These efforts should consider the
anticipated effects of climate change in its evaluation of these areas.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR R7

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
R4)

The Department of Water Resources, in conjunction with the Central Valley Flood Protection
Board, Department of Fish and Game and Delta Conservancy, should develop criteria to define
locations for future setback levees in the Delta and Delta watershed. Until then, the siting of
future permanent structures should provide adequate area to accommodate future setback levees.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR R8

(same as Proposed
Project RR R9)

The Legislature should require an adequate level of flood insurance for residences, businesses,
and industries in flood-prone areas.
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Table C-12
Revised Project Recommendations

Delta Plan
Element

Recommendation
Number

Recommendation

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

RR R9

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
R8)

The Legislature should consider statutory and/or constitutional changes that would address the
State’s potential flood liability, including giving State agencies the same level of immunity with
regard to flood liability as federal agencies have under federal law.

The Legislature should provide specific immunity for public safety flood protection activities,
similar to that provided for police and fire protection services.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses similar issues
as Proposed Project RR
R12)

Reoperation of Upstream Reservoirs and Peak Flow Attenuation: Reservoir operations upstream
of the Delta can have substantial impacts on flood flows through the Delta; therefore, operation
procedures among government agencies should be well coordinated, and where possible,
focused more on flexibility to prevent flooding in the Delta. Water Code section 85309 directs
DWR to develop a proposal to coordinate flood and water supply operations with appropriate
State and federal agencies, and this shall be considered by the Council for future inclusion in the
Delta Plan.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Utility Corridor Consolidation: An attempt to consolidate infrastructure into “utility corridors”
as facilities are added and upgraded over time should be further investigated to determine
whether this can allow for better management of flood risk consequences to these critical assets.

Reduce Risk of
Floods in the
Delta

Issues for Future
Evaluation and
Coordination

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

State Highways and Sea Level Rise: The Council will consult with Caltrans regarding the
potential effects of climate change and sea level rise on the three State highways that cross the
Delta (Water Code section 85307 (c)).

Finance Plan
Framework

FP R1

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

An inventory of current State and federal spending on programs and projects that do or may
achieve the coequal goals will be conducted. Data sources to be used include the CALFED
crosscut budget, State bond balance reports, and the annual State budget, among others.
Consideration will be given to selecting an independent agency (which could include a non
governmental organization) to conduct the inventory.

Finance Plan
Framework

FP R2

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Costs will be assigned to the projects and programs proposed in the Delta Plan (Chapters 2
through 7), and sources of funding will be identified.

Finance Plan
Framework

FP R3

(addresses issues not
included in Proposed
Project policies or
recommendations)

Current State and federal funding gaps will be identified that are determined to hinder progress
toward meeting the coequal goals.

1
2
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C.7 Attachments to Appendix C1

Attachments C-1 through C-7 of Appendix C, Polices and Recommendations of the Proposed Project and2
Alternatives, in the Draft PEIR remain unchanged.3

Attachments C-8 through C-10 have been added to provide information related to the description of the4
Revised Project policies and recommendations.5

6
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Figure 4-5 2 
Habitat Types Based on Elevation, Shown with Developed Areas in the Delta and Suisun Marsh 3 
Source: Adapted from DFG 2011 4 



 



FINAL DRAFT DELTA PLAN CHAPTER 4 
 PROTECT, RESTORE, AND ENHANCE THE DELTA ECOSYSTEM 

Not Approved by Delta Stewardship Council 159 
SUBJECT TO REVISION November 2012 

 1 

Figure 4-6 2 
Recommended Areas for Prioritization and Implementation of Habitat Restoration Projects 3 
Source: DFG 2011 4 
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 PROTECT AND ENHANCE THE UNIQUE CULTURAL, RECREATIONAL, NATURAL  

RESOURCE, AND AGRICULTURAL VALUES OF THE CALIFORNIA DELTA AS AN EVOLVING PLACE 

Not Approved by Delta Stewardship Council 185 
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Figure 5-2 2 
Delta Communities 3 
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1
Figure K-12
Towns of Locke and Walnut Grove3
Source: Sacramento County 20114
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1
Figure K-22
Town of Hood3
Source: Sacramento County 20114
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1
Figure K-32
Town of Ryde3
Source: Sacramento County 20114
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Figure K-42
Town of Courtland3
Source: Sacramento County 20114
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1
Figure K-52
Town of Knightsen3
Source: Contra Costa County 20114
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1
Figure K-62
Town of Clarksburg3
Source: Yolo County 20104
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1
Figure K-72
City of Isleton3
Source: City of Isleton 20004
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1
Figure K-82
City of West Sacramento3
Sources: City of Sacramento 2008, Sacramento County 2011, City of West Sacramento 20104
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Figure K-92
Town of Freeport and the City of Sacramento’s Sphere of Influence3
Sources: City of Sacramento 2008, Sacramento County 20114
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1
Figure K-102
Cities of Stockton, Lodi, Lathrop, and Manteca and their Spheres of Influence3
Sources: San Joaquin County 2008, City of Stockton 2011, City of Manteca 20124
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1
Figure K-112
City of Tracy and its Sphere of Influence, and the Community of Mountain House3
Sources: City of Tracy 2011, Mountain House Community Services District 2008, San Joaquin County 20084
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1
Figure K-122
Cities of Fairfield, Suisun City, and Benicia and their Spheres of Influence3
Sources: City of Benicia 2003, City of Fairfield 2008, City of Suisun City 20114
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1
Figure K-132
City of Rio Vista and its Sphere of Influence3
Source: City of Rio Vista 20014
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Appendix D1

Regulatory Framework2

Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report is3
unchanged from Appendix D, Regulatory Framework, in the Draft Program Environmental Impact4
Report.5
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Appendix E1

Water Resources Supporting Information2

Appendix E, Water Resources Supporting Information, in the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental3
Impact Report is unchanged from Appendix E, Water Resources Supporting Information, in the Draft4
Program Environmental Impact Report.5
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Appendix F1

Biology Appendixes2

Appendix F, Biology Appendixes, in the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report is3
unchanged from Appendix F, Biology Appendixes, in the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report.4
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Appendix G1

Farmland Definitions2

Appendix G, Farmland Definitions, in the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report is3
unchanged from Appendix G, Farmland Definitions, in the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report.4
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Appendix H1

Reference Environmental Impact Reports2

Appendix H, Reference Environmental Impact Reports, in the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental3
Impact Report is unchanged from Appendix H, Reference Environmental Impact Reports, in the Draft4
Program Environmental Impact Report.5
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Appendix I1

Notice of Preparation2

Appendix I, Notice of Preparation, in the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report is3
unchanged from Appendix I, Notice of Preparation, in the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report.4
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