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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The project evaluated in this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is the ongoing
implementation of an Integrated Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) program in Butte County
under a Cooperative Service Agreement (CSA) between Butte County and the US Department
of Agriculture (USDA) Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service - Wildlife Services (APHIS-WS) for
wildlife damage management assistance in the County (proposed project). Butte County is the
lead agency for the proposed project.

This executive summary provides background information, a brief description of the project and
its alternatives, a summary of environmental impacts, and areas of controversy and issues to be
resolved. The remainder of the document and technical appendices provide the discussion and
support for the conclusions summarized herein.

ES.1  PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Butte County currently has a CSA with APHIS-WS that expires on June 30, 2021. The purpose of this
Draft EIR is to determine whether ongoing implementation of the IWDM program under a CSA with
APHIS-WS for fiscal year 2021-22 would result in any significant environmental impacts. Section ES.3
provides information about the IWDM program background, and Section ES.4 summarizes the
types of activities that would be performed.

ES.2 LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The proposed projectis located in Butte County, which is in north-central California at the northern
end of the Sacramento Valley, approximately 70 miles north of Sacramento (Figure 3.0-1). The
county is bounded on the west by Glenn and Colusa counties, with the Sacramento River and
Butte Creek forming portions of the western boundary. To the north and northwest, the county
adjoins Tehama County; to the east, Plumas County; and on the south and southeast, Sutter and
Yuba counties. There are five incorporated cities: Chico, Oroville, Gridley, Biggs and the Town of
Paradise. The county occupies approximately 1,677 square miles, of which approximately 1,636
square miles is land area. Nearly 1,400 square miles of the county consists of lands not under
federal or state or other public agency jurisdiction or management. Portions of the Plumas and
Lassen National Forests (approximately 212 square miles) are in the county and comprise
approximately 13 percent of the County’s land area.

Agriculture is the largest land use in Butte County. Agricultural lands include field and row crops,
orchards, rice, grazing, dry farming and timber. Crops are the most land-intensive use and occupy
approximately 425,500 acres, or approximately 40 percent of the County’s land area. Leading
crop commodities include fruit and nut crops and field crops, totaling a gross production value of
over $589.5 million, or approximately 86 percent of the gross crop production value of $688.4
million in 2019.

ES.3 BACKGROUND

USDA APHIS-WS has an existing IWDM program that it implements throughout California and the
rest of the United States. The IWDM program is intended to protect residents, property, livestock,
crops, and natural resources from damage caused by predators and other nuisance wildlife.
APHIS-WS implements the IWDM program to selectively remove individual animals that are
nonnative or cause damage to property, infrastructure, agricultural or livestock commodities, and
public health and safety. The IWDM program does not seek to eradicate any species, regardless
of legal status, or result in take that would substantially reduce species’ populations. APHIS-WS
does not target certain species for reduction. For most wildlife damage management, once a
damage situation is resolved, APHIS-WS wildlife specialists do not continue to remove additional

Butte County USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

animals unless a problem reoccurs, there are historical problems, and/or a request for assistance
is made. Removal of animals by lethal methods is only used when other methods of conftrol are
not practical or have not been successful. Nonlethal methods are used or may be recommended
to a resource owner or manager to help disperse wildlife, as appropriate.

Butte County has continuously maintained the IWDM program in its current form with APHIS-WS
since at least 1939, with sporadic records for earlier years going back to 1924. It is implemented
throughout Butte County, including incorporated cities. The most recent CSA annual work and
financial plan was approved by the County Board of Supervisors for the period July 1, 2020,
through June 30, 2021. The CSA provides for an APHIS-WS wildlife specialist to assist property
owners, ranchers, farmers, businesses, private citizens, and local agencies in resolving wildlife
damage problems. Section 2.0, Project Background, provides additional information about the
IWDM program in the County.

Raccoon, striped skunk, Virginia opossum, coyote, feral swine, and American beaver are the
primary mammal species for which the most technical assistance has been provided over the last
10 years (see Table 2.0-2 in Section 2.0, Project Background) and which account for the greatest
number of species removed by lethal methods. Two of the targeted animals are not native to
California (e.g., Virginia opossum and feral swine, the latter of which is also an invasive species).
Blackbirds, pigeons, cowbirds, and starlings comprised most of the avian species management
efforts.

ES.4 PROJECT SUMMARY

The proposed project is the ongoing implementation of the IWNDM program in Butte County for
fiscal year 2021-22, as provided by the CSA and in accordance with an annual work and financial
plan required by the CSA. The overall goal of the proposed project is to ensure that wildlife
damage management in Bufte County for purposes of protecting infrastructure, agricultural
resources, public health and safety, and property is performed in a biologically sound,
environmentally safe, and accountable manner and in accordance with applicable federal and
state laws and regulations.

Under the proposed project, the IWDM services would be provided solely by APHIS-WS personnel
and only at the request of the resource owner or manager. Butte County would not decide
whether a resource owner or manager should receive assistance, nor would the County be
materially involved in conducting any of the IWDM technical assistance efforts or measures to
control wildlife damage other than to cost share the financial portion of the program. Neither
APHIS-WS nor Butte County is proposing any changes to the APHIS-WS IWDM program as it
currently operates in the County.

The services that would be provided are summarized in this Executive Summary. Secfion 3.0,
Project Description, includes a detailed description of the types of activities that would be
performed. Activities performed under the IWDM program would confinue to be implemented by
an APHIS-WS wildlife specialist in accordance with the regulations, standards, and guidelines of
the APHIS-WS IWDM program, which are described in Section 2.0, Project Background.

USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement Butte County
Draft Environmental Impact Report April 20271
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The IWDM program (as operated by APHIS-WS and approved by signature of the CSA and work
plans) includes the following:

Assignment of an APHIS-WS wildlife specialist tfrained in wildlife control methods and
state and federal regulations, and certified in the safe handling and use of firearms
and other control equipment.

APHIS-WS procurement and maintenance of vehicles, tools, supplies, and other
specialized equipment as deemed necessary to accomplish direct control activities.

APHIS-WS supervision of safe and professional use of approved wildlife damage
management tools/equipment, including the wuse of firearms, deterrent
methods/devices (including pyrotechnics), traps, snares, frained dogs, all-terrain
vehicles, Environmental Protection Agency and Drug Enforcement Administration
approved chemicals (including immobilizing and euthanasia drugs), night vision
equipment, and electronic calling devices.

Data reporting for inclusion in the APHIS-WS Management Information System, which
would consist of the number and types of request for assistance, control methods,
types of species, whether species causing damage or loss were removed or released,
estimated value of loss, and other information used to document and monitor program
activities.

Under the CSA, APHIS-WS would continue to provide the following IWDM program services in Butte
County:

Nonlethal recommendations and technical assistance through demonstration and
instruction of wildlife damage prevention and/or control fechniques. This may be in the
form of site visits by USDA wildlife specialists, recommendations for implementing various
nonlethal techniques, and/or providing official USDA pamphlets. Techniques commonly
recommended by wildlife specialists include exclusion, habitat modification, scare
devices, hazing (where safe and legal), and husbandry modifications.

Direct confrol activities, which may include but are not limited to:

o

o

Monitoring, tfrapping, dispersal, and removal of wildlife known to cause damage to
property, livestock, or agricultural crops;

Wildlife species identification and verification of property, livestock, crop, or natural
resource damage;

Wildlife removal when property damage is verified and nonlethal methods have
failed or are infeasible;

Response to wildlife disease concerns that may be tfransmitted to pets or livestock.

Public safety response: When identified by local or state authorities, wildlife specialists will
assist with frapping or confrol work targeting wildlife that may endanger public safety.

Butte County
April 20271
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Examples of public safety events where wildlife specialists may provide assistance
include:

Predatory or territorial attacks on people;

Unusually behaving and/or otherwise diseased animals;

Invading homes by large wildlife;

Wildlife presence on school grounds;

Wildlife that have become hazards on roadways or landing strips.

O O O O O

¢ Wildlife disease sampling:

o Wildlife Services conducts wildlife disease sampling surveillance statewide.
Opportunistically, Wildlife Services collects disease samples from animals taken during
conftrol activities. These samples are tested for diseases that can be transmitted to
humans, livestock, and petfs.

Technical assistance would be provided only at the request of affected resource owners or
managers. The majority of services would be performed on private land and at infrastructure (e.g.,
levees, dams, irrigation, roads) operated and maintained by public entities because that has
historically resulted in the most requests for technical assistance and where most of the work
continues to be performed. However, technical assistance would also be available for protection
of public health and safety (human-animal conflicts) and other property. Before wildlife damage
management is conducted, a Work Initiation Document (WID) must be signed by APHIS-WS and
the landowner or manager. The County would not be involved in this action because it would be
an agreement between APHIS-WS and the landowner or manager. The project would not involve
ground disturbance, alteration or removal of built environment structures, or alteration or removal
of natural habitat.

The following local actions and approvals by Butte County would be required to implement the
proposed project: Butte County Board of Supervisors certification of the EIR; and approval of the
2021-22 CSA. No state agency approvals are required.

The APHIS-WS IWDM program analyzed in the EIR is not limited by the time frame of the 2021-22
CSA. Potential future renewal of the IWNDM program for subsequent CSAs with annual financial
and work plans would be considered a later activity of the proposed project and is considered
within the scope of analysis in this Draft EIR.

USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement Butte County
Draft Environmental Impact Report April 20271
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The alternatfives analysis also addresses the ability of each alternative to achieve project
objectives and the feasibility of the alternative.

ES.7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

A common, key issue of concern to the public and various organizations af the local and national
is whether lethal confrols should be used for wildlife damage management and the efficacy
(cost/benefit) of those conftrols, and/or whether APHIS-WS should have confracts with counties to
implement activities that would remove wildlife by lethal methods. Another topic of concern is
humanness of methods used to capture animals and animal suffering. These are confroversial
topics subject to much debate and varying opinions, but they are not CEQA issues and, therefore,
do not require resolution in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR does, however, and in accordance with
CEQA., evaluate what the potential environmental impacts might be on wildlife species that are
removed by lethal methods.

The issues to be resolved by the County are whether to continue the CSA with APHIS-WS, and if
there are alternative approaches to making wildlife damage assistance available to County
residents and resource owners. As noted above, there are no significant biological resources
impacts, so the choice among alternatives is primarily a function of each alternative’s ability to
attain most of the basic objectives and each alternative’s feasibility.

ES.8 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Table ES-1 lists project and cumulative impacts. Allimpacts are less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required.

USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement Butte County
Draft Environmental Impact Report April 20271
ES-8



ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-1
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Impact

Level of Significance Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

4.1.1

Implementation of the IWDM program under the CSA
between Butte County and APHIS-WS could affect target
common wildlife species populations through the use of
lethal methods to remove animals.

Less than significant

None required.

4.1.2

Implementation of the IWDM program under the CSA
between Butte County and APHIS-WS would have little or no
adverse effect on protected species and/or sensitive habitat
supporting those species.

Less than significant

None required.

4.1.3

Implementation of the IWDM program under the CSA
between Butte County and APHIS-WS would have no
adverse effect on federally protected wetlands or waters of
the state.

No impact

None required.

4.1.4

Implementation of the IWDM program under the CSA
between Butte County and APHIS-WS would have minimal
effect on wildlife corridors.

Less than significant

None required.

4.1.5

Implementation of the IWDM program under the CSA
between Butte County and APHIS-WS would not conflict
with Butte County General Plan policies for protection of
biological resources.

No impact

None required.

4.1.6

Implementation of the IWDM program under the CSA
between Butte County and APHIS-WS would not conflict
with any habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan.

No impact

None required.

4.1.7

Implementation of the IWDM program under the CSA
between Butte County and APHIS-WS, in combination with
cumulative projects and actions, would not directly or
indirectly result in adverse impacts on protected or common
wildlife species or habitat supporting those species.

Less than cumulatively
considerable

None required.

Butte County
April 2021
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) was prepared in accordance with and in
fulfilment of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines to
evaluate the environmental impacts of integrated wildlife domage management activities that
would be implemented by US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service - Wildlife Services (APHIS-WS) in Butte County. As described in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15121(a), an EIR is a public informational document that assesses the
potential environmental impacts of a project. The County of Butte (County) is the lead agency
for the proposed project, which is summarized below and presented in greater detail in Section
3.0, Project Description.

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

USDA APHIS-WS has an existing Integrated Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) program that
it implements throughout California and the rest of the United States. The IWDM program is
infended to protect residents, property, livestock, crops, and natural resources from damage
caused by predators and other nuisance wildlife. APHIS-WS implements the IWDM program to
selectively remove individual animals that cause damage to property, infrastructure, agricultural
or livestock commodities, and public health and safety or are nonnative species. The IWDM
program does not seek to eradicate any species, regardless of legal status, or result in fake that
would substantially reduce species’ populations. APHIS-WS does not target certain species for
reduction. For most wildlife damage management, once a damage situation is resolved, APHIS-
WS wildlife specialists do not continue to remove additional animals unless a problem reoccurs,
there are historical problems, and/or a request for assistance is made. Removal of animals by
lethal methods is only used when other methods of confrol are not practical or have not been
successful. Nonlethal methods are also used or may be recommended to a resource owner or
manager.

The IWDM program in Butte County is implemented through a cooperative service agreement
(CSA) with APHIS-WS. Bufte County has continuously maintained the IWDM program through a
CSA in its current form with APHIS-WS since at least 1939, with sporadic records for earlier years
going back fo 1924. It is implemented throughout Butte County, including incorporated cities.
The CSA between Butte County and APHIS-WS provides for a federal wildlife specialist to assist
property owners, ranchers, farmers, businesses, private citizens, and local agencies in resolving
wildlife damage problems. Section 2.0, Project Background, provides additional information
about the IWDM program in the County.

The most recent annual work and financial plan under the current CSA is for the period July 1,
2020 through June 30, 2021. The proposed project is a new CSA that would provide for the
ongoing implementation of the IWDM program in Butte County for fiscal year 2021-22. Neither
APHIS-WS nor Butte County is proposing any changes to the APHIS-WS IWDM program as it
currently operates in the County. The County would not be materially involved in any of the
wildlife damage management activities, other than to cost share the financial portion of the
IWDM program, and it would not direct which activities or control methods would be used for
wildlife damage management. Section 3.0, Project Description, includes a detailed description
of the types of activities that would be performed.

Butte County USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement
April 20271 Diraft Environmental Impact Report
1.0-1



1.0 INTRODUCTION

There would be no direct physical environmental impacts as a result of administrative actions
that would provide for ongoing implementation of the IWDM program and thus do not require
analysis under CEQA. However, continuation of the APHIS-WS IWDM program activities in the
County by way of the CSA has the potential to result in impacts on wildlife species. These
indirect, or secondary impacts require analysis under CEQA. The purpose of this Draft EIR is to
determine whether ongoing implementation of the IWNDM program under the CSA with APHIS-WS
would result in any significant environmental impacts.

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The review and certification process for the proposed project involves the following general
procedural steps:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

In accordance with Sectfion 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the County published a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the project on March 4, 2021, for a 30-day review period ending
April 2, 2021. The NOP was provided fo the State Clearinghouse, which distributed the NOP to
the following state agencies: Air Resources Board; Department of Conservation; Department of
Transportation (Calirans) District 3; Calfrans Division of Aeronautics; Calirans Division of
Transportation Planning; California Highway Patrol; California Public Utilities Commission; Central
Valley Flood Protection Board; Department of Fish and Wildlife Region 2; Department of Food
and Agriculture; Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire); Department of Parks and
Recreation; Department of Pesticide Regulation; Department of Resources Recycling and
Recovery; Department of Toxic Substances Confrol; Department of Water Resources; Governor's
Office of Emergency Services, Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC); Natural Resources
Agency, Office of Historic Preservation; Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Region
5; Sierra Nevada Conservancy; State Lands Commission; State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) Division of Drinking Water; and SWRCB Division of Water Quality. The County provided
notice of availability of the NOP via direct mailing to other interested parties to solicit comments
on the proposed project. The County received one comment letter, from the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC).! The NOP and written comments are included in Appendix A.

The County held a scoping meeting on March 11, 2021, to provide an opportunity for comments
on the NOP. There were four attendees, but there were no comments.

DRAFT EIR

This document constitutes the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR contains a description of the project
objectives, description of the environmental setting, and identification of impacts for the
proposed project, as well as an analysis and comparison of the alternatives. Upon completion of
the Draft EIR, the County will fle a Notice of Completion (NOC) with the Governor's Office of
Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and a Noftice of Availability (NOA) with the Butte
County Clerk to begin the public review period (Public Resources Code Section 21161).

' The NAHC comment letter identified general requirements under Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18 pertaining
to tribal consultation. Results of AB 52 consultation are presented in subsection 4.0.4. SB 18 is not applicable to the
project.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

PuBLIC NOTICE/PUBLIC REVIEW

Concurrent with the NOC and NOA, the County will provide public nofice of the availability of
the Draft EIR for public review and invite comment from the general public, agencies,
organizations, and other interested parties. The Draft EIR will be circulated for public and agency
review and comment for 45 days. The review period is April 14, 2021 to May 28, 2021. Public
comment on the Draft EIR will be accepted in written form and may be sent via regular mail,
email, or fax, or delivered in person and should be addressed to:

Louie B. Mendoza, Agricultural Commissioner
Butte County Department of Agriculture/Weights & Measures
316 Nelson Avenue
Oroville, CA 95965
email: butteag@buttecounty.net
Phone: (530) 552-4100
Fax: (530) 538 7594

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS/FINAL EIR

Following the public review period, a Final EIR will be prepared. The Final EIR will respond to
comments received during the public review period. The Draft EIR, together with the Final EIR,
comprise the EIR for the proposed project.

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR/PROJECT CONSIDERATION

The Butte County Board of Supervisors will review and consider the EIR and may certify the EIR if it
finds that the EIR is adequate and complete. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR
can be certified if it shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information and
provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the project in
contemplation of its environmental consequences. Certification of the EIR does not
automatically result in project approval. Upon review and consideration of the EIR, the Board of
Supervisors may take action to approve, revise, or reject the proposed project.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 establishes the conditions under which Findings must be
prepared for an EIR as follows: “No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which
an EIR has been certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the
project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant
effects.” The analysis of environmental impacts in this Draft EIR concludes that ongoing
implementation of the IWDM program by APHIS-WS in the County would not result in any
significant project impacts or cumulative impacts. As such, findings would not be required.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR

This Draft EIR is organized in the following sections:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This section provides background information, a brief description of the project and ifs

alternatives, a summary of environmental impacts, and areas of confroversy and issues to be
resolved.
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SECTION 1.0 — INTRODUCTION
This section describes the intended use of the EIR, as well as the review and certification process.
SECTION 2.0 — PROJECT BACKGROUND

This section provides a comprehensive description of the background for the APHIS-WS IWDM
program in Butte County, including the overall regulatory framework for the program and data
specific to Butte County.

SECTION 3.0 — PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section provides a detailed description of the proposed project and project objectives,
along with background information and physical characteristics consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15124.

SECTION 4.0 — INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS

This section describes the process to establish baseline conditions for the impact analysis and the
scope of the analysis. This section also identifies impacts that were determined not to be
significant and are not evaluated in detail in the Draft EIR, as provided under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15128.

SECTION 4.1 — BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section describes the environmental setting, laws, and regulations that are applicable to the
proposed project, and potential impacts on wildlife species and habitat.

SECTION 5.0 — PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable
alternatives fo the project that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project and
avoid and/or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Four alternatives to
the proposed project are evaluated in Section 5.0.

SECTION 6.0 — OTHER CEQA TOPICS

This section contains discussions and analysis of topics mandated by CEQA that are relevant to
the project evaluated in this Draft EIR.

SECTION 7.0 — REFERENCES

This section provides bibliographic information for all cited references. The materials listed in
Section 7.0 are available for review upon request. To request or review these items during normal
business hours, please contact Louie B. Mendoza, Agricultural Commissioner, Butte County
Department of Agriculture/Weights & Measures, 316 Nelson Avenue, Oroville, CA 95965. Phone:
(530) 552-4100. Email: butteag@buttecounty.net.
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SECTION 8.0 — REPORT PREPARERS

This section lists authors and agencies that assisted in the preparation of the report by name,
title, and company or agency affiliation.

APPENDICES

The appendices include all notices and other procedural documents pertinent to the EIR, as well
as all technical material prepared to support the analysis.
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2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This section provides a context for the IWDM program services that would be provided by
APHIS-WS and is also infended to disclose relevant informatfion and data to the public and
decision makers. It describes what wildlife damage is and the approach to managing it; the
regulatory framework that allows APHIS-WS to provide wildlife damage management services in
the County; and direct contfrol methods that are or may be used for wildlife damage
management (both nonlethal and lethal methods). This section also presents information about
resource value and wildlife damage loss data from the USDA and the Butte County Department
of Agriculture/Weights & Measures. Data regarding the types of assistance provided by APHIS-WS
is also included. Section 3.0, Project Description, describes the administrative elements of the CSA
that would allow APHIS-WS to perform services for resource owners upon request.

2.2 BACKGROUND

WILDLIFE DAMAGE

Across the United States, wildlife habitat is altered as human populations expand and land is used
for human needs. These human uses and needs often compete with wildlife, which increases the
potential for conflicting human-wildlife interactions. Damage-causing wildlife in California
includes a range of species that prey on livestock and wildlife, cause damage to property and
otherresources, and threaten public safety. There are several categories of resources that can be
damaged or threatened by wildlife. The following summarizes information about the types of
damage and the wildlife associated with that damage. Additional data specific to Butte County
appears af the end of this section under the “Butte County Information” subheading.

Public Health and Safety

Wildlife that becomes habituated to human presence can pose arisk to human health and safety
through direct contact (e.g., bites/attacks) and disease tfransmission (e.g., zoonotic disease, food
contamination). Zoonotic diseases (fransmissible from wildlife to humans) are one of the leading
infectious causes of illness and death to humans. Rabies is frequently carried in raccoons, skunks,
bats, foxes, and other animals. Plague can be carried in coyotes and other predators, and ground
squirrels and other rodents. Because beavers defecate in water in which they live, giardia
parasites can contaminate water that may be ingested by humans. Wildlife can also result in odor
and noise nuisances (skunks and raccoons under houses). Coyotes and other mammals on airport
property can damage aircraft, affect flights, and threaten human safety if present on runways
during takeoffs and landings. Flood protection facilities (e.g., levees and berms) can be subject
to damage by beavers and muskrats that burrow into these features, which causes the structure
to weaken. Debiris left by these species in irrigation canals can reduce capacity or redirect flows,
which can also pose anincreased flood risk. The species most commonly involved in human health
and safety conflicts in California are coyotes, mountain lions, black bears, beavers, raccoons, and
striped skunks.

Butte County USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement
April 20271 Diraft Environmental Impact Report
2.0-1



2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

Agriculture

Agricultural resources that can be damaged by wildlife include hay, pasture, vegetable and fruit
crops, and apiaries. Examples of species that cause damage are badger and ground squirrel to
hay fields, crops, and pastures; coyote, raccoon, and ground squirrel to vegetable and fruit crops;
ground squirrel to pastures, rangeland, and fruit, nut, and row crops; and fox, coyote, or bobcat
on small-enterprise operations with rabbits, chickens, sheep, goats, or other animals. Birds can
damage and consume row crops, orchards, and vineyards.

Predators, including coyotes, mountain lions, bobcats, and black bears, and smaller wildlife such
as skunks and weasels can Kkill, injure, and harass domestic livestock. In California, predators
depredate on cattle, goats, sheep, chickens, and eggs, as well as other livestock. Cattle and
calves are most vulnerable to predation (kiling, harassment, or injury resulting in monetary losses
to the owner) at calving season and less vulnerable at other times of year. However, sheep, and
especially lambs, can sustain high predation rates throughout the year. Individual livestock
producers can experience serious economic hardship from unexpected losses due to predation.
Infected wildlife can also transmit zoonotic disease to livestock. Infroduction of disease info the
domestic livestock herds can damage the infected herd as well as the livestock industry.

Property

Wildlife living close to humans can damage homes and roofs while attempting to access human
dwellings for shelter or food. Beavers may damage or destroy roads, homes, and other
infrastructure while altering watercourses and plugging water conftrol features. Wild turkeys may
damage lawns and vehicles while foraging and displaying during the breeding season.

Natural Resources

Predation from abundant common predatory species may act as a limiting factor in the recovery
of sensitive, threatened, or endangered species (e.g., coyote predation on snowy plovers). The
behavior of some species may cause damage fo sensitive habitats (e.g., beaver damage fo
restoration or conservation lands).

WILDLIFE DAMAGE MANAGEMENT
Federal Wildlife Damage Management Program Authority

The primary statutory authorities for the APHIS-WS Integrated Wildlife Damage Management
(IWDM) program are the Animal Damage Control Act of 1931 (7 United States Code Section 426-
426c; 46 Stat 1468) and the Rural Development, Agriculture, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act (Public Law 100-202, Dec. 22, 1987, Stat 1329-1331; 7 United States Code 4246c, as amended
in the Fiscal Year 2001 Agriculture Appropriations Bill). The APHIS-WS program operates under the
provisions of numerous laws, including the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended,
and the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

APHIS-WS receives both federal appropriations funding and cooperator-provided funds to sustain
its operations. APHIS-WS uses federal-appropriated funds for its national and regional office
operations, and for ifs research functions. It funds state office operations through a combination
of federal-appropriated and cooperator-provided funds.

Services provided by APHIS-WS personnel are conducted in compliance with its Wildlife Services
Policy Manual (WS Policy Manual), which provides guidance to APHIS-WS personnel conducting
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official activities by addressing national policy and via a series of WS Directives (USDA 201%a).!
Services are also conducted in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local laws and
regulations as required under APHIS-WS Directive 2.210.

Overview of Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Approach

APHIS-WS uses an adaptive IWDM approach, sometimes called integrated pest management (WS
Directive 2.105), in which a combination of methods is considered and may be used or
recommended o reduce damage. The purposes of these methods are to alter the behavior of
or repel the target species, physically prevent wildlife access to sensitive resources, remove
specific damage-causing individuals from the population after other reasonable deterrent
methods are aftempted, or confrol invasive exotic species populations in order to eliminate or
reduce the potential for loss or damage to resources.

APHIS-WS Decision Model

When selecting a specific course of action, the WS Policy Manual requires that a range of
management approaches and alternatives be evaluated. To do this, APHIS-WS managers,
biologists, and specialists use the manual when responding to requests for assistance. The Decision
Model (see Figure 2.0-1) determines the appropriate damage management method(s) to
implement based on several factors: (1) species responsible, (2) magnitude, geographic extent,
frequency, historical damage, and duration of the problem, (3) status of target and nontarget
species, (4) environmental conditions, (5) potential biological, physical, economic, and social
impacts, (6) potential legal restrictions, and (7) costs of damage management options (WS
Directives 2.101 and 2.201).

The APHIS-WS wildlife specialists conducting service visits in response to calls freat each situation
individually based on the facts at hand. A typical call may involve an investigation to positively
identify the species involved and fto understand the scope of the problems occurring;
development of a plan of action for the property owner to mitigate the problem using reasonable
nonlethal means; and, if necessary, take (i.e., the removal by lethal means) of an animal.
Confirmed losses are verified by APHIS-WS specialists during a site visit. If the incident involves
predation, the APHIS-WS specialists not only confirm that the loss was caused by a predator but
also which predator species was responsible.

Before wildlife damage management is conducted, a Work Initiation Document (WID) must be
signed by APHIS-WS and the landowner or manager, or an APHIS-WS work plan is presented to the
land management administrator or agency representative for review. APHIS-WS cooperates with
land and wildlife management agencies when appropriate and as requested to combine efforts
to effectively and efficiently resolve wildlife damage problems in compliance with all applicable
federal, state, and local laws and memorandums of understanding (MOUs) between APHIS-WS
and other agencies.

! The entire WS Policy Manual and WS Directives are available at
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/wildlifedamage/SA_WS_Program_Directives. All directives specifically
referenced throughout this Draft EIR are included in USDA 2019a.
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FIGURE 2.0-1: APHIS-WS DECISION MODEL

Receive Request '
for Assistance

IWDM methods may include alteration of cultural practices and habitat and behavioral
modification to prevent or reduce damage. The reduction of wildlife damage may also require
that offending animal(s) be removed through lethal means. The reduction of wildlife damage may
also require that offending animal(s) be removed through lethal means. Removal of animals by
lethal methods is only used when other methods of confrol are not practical or have not been
successful. The methods that may be used by APHIS-WS personnel, as provided under its directive
and guidance, are described in Appendix B of this Draft EIR.

The APHIS-WS IWDM program does not seek to eradicate any species, regardless of legal status,
or result in take that would substantially reduce species populations. It does not “target” certain
species for reduction.

Results of 2014 Federal Audit of APHIS-WS Wildlife Damage Management Activities

In 2014, the US Office of the Inspector General (OIG) completed an audit of APHIS-WS wildlife
damage management activities for the period fiscal year 2012 through the second quarter of
2014 (USDA 2015b).2 As described in the audit report, the objectives of the audit were to: (1)
determine whether wildlife damage management activities were justified and effective; (2) assess
the controls over cooperative agreements; (3) assess APHIS-WS's Management Information
System (MIS) for reliability and integrity; and (4) follow up on implementation of prior audit
recommendations concerning hazardous materials. California was one of five state offices
selected for field site visits as part of the audit. The OIG concluded that APHIS-WS wildlife damage
management activities and its system for tracking confrolled materials complied with all

2 The full report, which describes the audit methodology in detail, is available at
https://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/33601-0002-41.pdf.
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applicable federal and state laws and regulations. The audit report did not identify any findings
or recommendations associated with those areas. Auditors found that the MIS contained
inaccurate information, which resulted in inflated wildlife confrol numbers and transmission of
inaccurate data to the public. Another finding concerned WIDs (Form 12s). APHIS-WS agreed with
the audit’s findings and recommendations and is implementing the recommended improvements
to the MIS (USDA 2015b, 2015c).

The MIS data is used extensively by APHIS-WS for evaluating its program, and these data are also
used in this Draft EIR. Although some deficiencies were found by the OIG, the data compiled and
maintained by APHIS-WS represent the best available information with regard to the type, detail,
and amount of data with respect to reporting information about resources affected, value of
damages, the types of wildlife management services provided by APHIS-WS, methods for control,
and the numbers of intentional and unintentional take of species.

Cooperator Agreements

APHIS-WS Directives 3.101 and 3.102 authorize APHIS-WS to enter into cooperative agreements
(cooperative service agreement [CSA]) with federal agencies, states, local jurisdictions,
individuals, and public and private agencies, organizations, and institutions to reduce the risks of
injurious animal species and/or nuisance mammals and birds and those mammal and bird species
that are reservoirs for zoonotic diseases. Butte County is an example of a cooperator. However,
the directives do not require that local jurisdictions such as Butte County enter into cooperative
agreements. The decision to enter into a cooperative agreement with APHIS-WS is at the discretion
of each entity. The CSAs are generally for a period of five years, with annual work and financial
plans established for each year. However, shorter-term CSAs (e.g., one year) are not precluded.

CSA terms, agreements for control, MOUs, and other documents establish the need for the
requested work, legal authorities allowing the requested work, and the responsibilities of APHIS-WS
and its cooperators. If a cooperative agreement is in place, such as currently exists in Butte
County, APHIS-WS responds o requests for assistance when valued resources are lost, damaged,
or threatened by wildlife. Responses can be in the form of technical assistance or operational
damage management. The degree of APHIS-WS's involvement varies, depending on the
complexity of the wildlife problem.

APHIS-WS IWDM PROGRAM ACTIVITIES IN CALIFORNIA

Since 1916, APHIS-WS has operated in partnership with federal, (US Forest Service, US Fish and
Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management [BLM]), state (California Department of Food and
Agriculture [CDFA], California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW], California Department of
Public Health [CDPH]), and local (County governments and regional authorities) agencies o
respond to requests for assistance on wildlife damage-related issues throughout California. APHIS-
WS has current MOUs with CDFW, CDFA, and CDPH (USDA 2015a: 11). Currently, APHIS-WS has
agreements with 34 of the state’s 58 counties to conduct wildlife damage management activities
on public or private property when the property/resource owners or managers request assistance.

APHIS-WS operational activities at the state level provide wildlife damage confrol assistance in
four major areas: (1) agricultural resources, which includes protecting livestock from predators and
alleviating bird damage at aquaculture facilities; (2) natural resources, which includes protecting
threatened and endangered species and managing invasive species; (3) property, which
includes protecting homes, landscaping, and industrial facilities from damage by mammals and
birds; and (4) public safety and health, which includes reducing the risk of aircraft strikes of wildlife
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around airport runways as well as reducing and monitoring the spread of wildlife diseases to
livestock, pets, or humans.

In California, there are five APHIS-WS districts: North District, Sacramento District, Central District,
San Luis District, and South District. Butte County is in the North District.

Environmental Review of APHIS-WS Activities in California

To implement its IWDM services in California, and in Butte County, specifically, APHIS-WS has
prepared the following environmental reviews for its activities:

e Pre-decisional Environmental Assessment for Mammal Damage Management for the
Protection of Human Health and Safety, Property, Agricultural Resources and Natural
Resources in California (USDA 2005)

e Pre-decision Environmental Assessment for Mammal Damage Management in California
APHIS-WS North District (USDA 2015a)

In 2018, APHIS-WS entered info an MOU with the CDFA to prepare a joint environmental impact
report/environmental impact statement (EIR/EIS) pursuant to CEQA and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) that will address APHIS-WS IWDM activities at the statewide level.
The CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP) prepared by CDFA and the NEPA Nofice of Intent (NQOI)
prepared by APHIS-WS were released for public review on September 10, 2020, for a 60-day period
ending November 10, 2020 (CDFA 2020a; USDA 2020c). As of April 2021, the joint EIR/EIS has not
been completed. The draft EIR/EIS is expected to be circulated for public and agency review in
early 2022 (CDFA 2020b).

2.3 ROLE OF OTHER AGENCIES
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

CDFW has management authority and responsibility for resident wildlife, and conducts
management programs for furbearers, game species, and nongame mammals. CDFW can
request assistance from APHIS-WS for any species under its primary responsibility. APHIS-WS may
provide recommendations and referral of callers to CDFW, as well as operational management
assistance with the implementation of wildlife damage management upon request and as
permitted or otherwise authorized by CDFW.

APHIS-WS is not authorized fo issue take permits for wildlife. Species such as mountain lion and all
game species (feral swine, deer, elk, black bear, beaver, turkey, etc.) require a depredation
permit. Such permits are issued to individual landowners by CDFW when criteria for a permit are
met. Under the CSA, APHIS-WS may act on the permit at the permit holder’s request.

Services provided by APHIS-WS to the County under the CSA are required to be implemented in
cooperation with CDFW and in accordance with applicable regulations of that agency
pertaining to wildlife damage management. CDFW does not allow for the relocation of an
individual animal that has been identified as the animal causing damage. Except in limited cases
where CDFW makes an individual exemption, CDFW dictates that the disposition of all wildlife
captured for resource protection must be euthanized. Relocation of wildlife known to cause
resource damage in one area does not correct the damaging behavior and can spread the
problem to a new area. Relocation can also spread disease to other wildlife and domestic
species. In the case of an animal that may have been captured unintentionally and that was not
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the individual determined by the APHIS-WS wildlife specialist to be the cause of damage, every
effort is made to release it unharmed, unless the animal is injured and the APHIS-WS wildlife
specialist determines that it would not likely survive if released.

CDFW has completed environmental documents in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for evaluating its hunting and trapping regulations. The most
recent documents were completed in 2004 and 2001, respectively: Draft Environmental
Document, Sections 265, 460-467, and 472-480, Title 14, California Code of Regulations Regarding
Furbearing and Nongame Mammal Hunting and Trapping; and Final Environmental Document,
Sections 250, 250.5, 251, 251.5, 252, 257, 257.5, 307-310, 310.5, 311, and 354, Title 14, California Code
of Regulations Regarding Resident Small Game Mammal Hunting. CDFW concluded that even
with APHIS-WS take, assumed to be 33 percent of statewide take, and in conjunction with other
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects identified in the cumulative
analysis, cumulative impacts would not be significant (CDFG 2004: 32-35, 47, 95-111). Additional
information on the scope of the analysis is provided in Impact 4.1.7 (Cumulative Impacts) in
Section 4.1, Biological Resources.

BUTTE COUNTY ANIMAL CONTROL

Butte County Animal Conftrol receives calls for service involving sick, injured, dead, rabies-
suspected, frapped, or threatening wildlife. While staff handles many of the calls, callers are
typically referred to CDFW (e.g., for mountain lions) or the County’s APHIS-WS trapper.

2.4 INTEGRATED WILDLIFE DAMAGE MANAGEMENT CONTROL METHODS

NONLETHAL CONTROLS

APHIS-WS may recommend nonlethal control methods to resource owners; Appendix B in this Draft
EIR identifies those methods and their associated limitations. Many nonlethal methods may be
safely used by resource owners (e.g., animal husbandry practices, exclusion [e.g.,
fencing/penning], and frightening devices (e.g., lights). However, the current federal program
does not allow for federal funds to be used in a cost-share program to provide materials (e.g.,
fencing or fladry) or resources (guard animals) directly fo resource owners for use by and for the
benefit of private resource owners. Some methods must be used only by trained professionals
(e.g., pyrotechnics). Other nonlethal methods have the potential to result in unintentional effects
on species that are protected by federal and/or state law. Butte County staff would not be
responsible for determining the nonlethal methods to be used by private parties.

LETHAL CONTROLS

The lethal control of animals is authorized under APHIS-WS Directive 2.505. A variety of methods for
removing a target animal species are available in California. Appendix B identifies those methods.
These descriptions are provided for disclosure purposes. The descriptions in Appendix B also
indicate which methods APHIS-WS may not use in Butte County because they are no longer
allowed as well as methods that have not been used in the County for over 10 years. As with
nonlethal methods, Butte County would not be responsible for determining the specific method
to be used by the APHIS-WS wildlife specialist for a particular situation. Although not required under
CEQA., Appendix B also addresses humaneness of capture methods for informational and
disclosure purposes.
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2.5 BUTTE COUNTY INFORMATION
COOPERATIVE SERVICE AGREEMENT

The IWDM program in Butte County is implemented through a CSA with APHIS-WS. Butte County
has continuously maintained the IWDM program in its current form with APHIS-WS since at least
1939, with sporadic records for earlier years going back to 1924. It isimplemented throughout Butte
County, including incorporated cities. The most recent annual work and financial plan under the
current CSA was approved by the County Board of Supervisors for the period July 1, 2020, through
June 30, 2021 (Butte County Department of Development Services 2020; USDA 2020b). The CSA
provides for a USDA Wildlife Services specialist to assist property owners, ranchers, farmers,
businesses, private citizens, and local agencies in resolving wildlife damage problemes.

Between 2007 and 2019, the wildlife damage management services provided under the County’s
CSA with APHIS-WS have been performed primarily on private land comprising approximately 75
percent of the total number of acres for which WIDs were established (approximately 116,000
acres).3 Services were also performed on state lands, including state-managed wildlife areas and
the CSU Chico University Farm, fotaling approximately 20 percent of the acreage. A limited
amount of work was performed on county- and/or city-managed land. No work funded by the
County was performed on federal lands. As noted above, APHIS-WS does not implement its
services on the total number of acres. When a WID is signed by the requesting party, the
agreement applies to the entire acreage of the parcel(s) for which services are requested. In
some cases, this could be hundreds or thousands of acres. The total annual acreage reflects the
sum of all parcel acreages for which the WID has been signed. Thus, the “on-the-ground” impact
of services is limited in geographic scope to only those specific locations on a property where the
wildlife damage is occurring and where control services are actually provided.

Historically, APHIS-WS has not provided any services in the County for ranchers leasing BLM land
for grazing. However, if APHIS-WS were to respond to requests from private ranchers leasing BLM
land, some work could be performed on federal land for that purpose. APHIS-WS is authorized to
remove targeted wildlife species to protect threatened and endangered species; however, these
services have not been provided in Butte County, nor does the CSA provide for this activity.

RESOURCES PROTECTED

Agriculture is the largest land use in Butte County. Agricultural lands include field and row crops,
orchards, rice, grazing, dry farming and timber. Crops are the most land-intensive use and occupy
approximately 425,500 acres, or approximately 40 percent of the County’s land area. Leading
crop commodities include fruit and nut crops and field crops, totaling a gross production value of
over $589.5 million, or approximately 86 percent of the gross crop production value of $688.4
million in 2019 (Butte County Department of Agriculture 2020).

In 2019, the total value of resources protected was nearly $1.2 billion (USDA 2020a). The IWDM
program services provided by APHIS-WS in Butte County are primarily associated with the
protection of agriculture and property, as shown in Table 2.0-1.

3 See Table B-1 in Appendix B for details.
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2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

TABLE 2.0-1
RESOURCES PROTECTED IN BUTTE COUNTY

Resource Value
Agriculture (includes fruits and nuts, field crops, livestock and poultry, $1,124,718,259
feed, hives, aquaculture)
Property (includes infrastructure [irrigation ditch/drainage systems, $72,308,168

dikes/dams/impoundments, roads/bridges], buildings, and other property)

Natural Resources (includes fisheries, wildlife, forestry) $550,110

Source: USDA 2020a

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Technical assistance includes recommendations for implementing various techniques for
protecting resources from damage caused by wildlife. Technical assistance projects associated
with specific species in Butte County for the 2007-2019 reporting period are shown in Table 2.0-2.

During the reporting period, APHIS-WS specialists in Butte County performed over 14,000 technical
assistance projects. Activities included individual phone calls, field visits, presentations, and
providing informational pamphlets and literature. Approximately 94 percent of all technical
assistance projects were associated with mammails. As indicated by these data, raccoon, striped
skunk, opossum, coyote, feral swine and beaver were the mammal species resulting in the most
requests for tfechnical assistance, with pigeons and blackbirds (total) comprising the greatest
number for avian species. The data in Table 2.0-2 only provides information about technical
assistance. It does not indicate the number of wildlife species removed by lethal methods. The
reader is referred to Section 4.1, Biological Resources, and Tables 4.1-2 and 4.1-3 therein for
additional information and analyses regarding species take data and information about these
species. Some species, such as Virginia opossum and feral swine, are non-native species.

For the reporting period, APHIS-WS staff spent an average of approximately 2,200 hours annually
providing technical assistance (USDA 2020a), with most of the hours associated with direct control
activities. The number of hours is relatively consistent between years. The CSA and annual work
and financial plans provide for one APHIS-WS wildlife specialist, and no changes are proposed
that would increase staffing.

For purposes of the impact analysis in the context of evaluating potential impacts on species
populations resulting from the use of lethal methods, the historical technical assistance data
(Table 2.0-2) and hours worked by the wildlife specialist combined with mammal and avian
species take data presented in Tables 4.1-2 and 4.1-3in Section 4.1, Biological Resources,
respectively, are a reasonable indicator of future activity levels with ongoing implementation of
the IWDM program in Butte County.

Butte County USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement
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TABLE 2.0-2
APHIS-WS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS IN BUTTE COUNTY (2007-2019)
Non-Avian Participants® Avian Participants®

Raccoon 2,707 | Pigeon, feral (rock) 476
Skunk, striped 2,029 | Starling, European 466
Opossum, Virginia 1,673 | Cowbird, brown-headed 465
Coyote 1,369 | Blackbird, yellow-headed 266
Feral swine 1,186 | Blackbird, Brewer’s 200
Beaver 961 | Blackbird, red-winged 199
Squirrel, ground/California 437 | Blackbird, tri-colored 199
Bear, black 380 | Geese, Canada 46
Cat, feral/free-ranging 267 | Crow, American 18
Squirrel, western gray 241 | Blackbird, mixed species 1
Mountain lion 154 | Eagle, golden 1
River otter 109 | Heron, night black-crowned 1
Fox, gray 97 | Woodpecker, acorn 1
Turkey, wild 73
Dog, feral/free-ranging and hybrids 64
Bobcat 42
Fox, red 42
Deer, black-tailed 41
Cattle, feral 28
Chicken, feral/free-ranging 28
Horse, feral 28
Sheep, feral/free-ranging and exotics 28
Muskrat 24
Snake, rattlesnake, western diamondback 4
Ringtail 2
Fisher 1
Other® 3
Subtotal Non-Avian 12,018 Subtotal Avian 2,339

TOTAL 14,357

Source: USDA 2020a

a Total: Number of calls or face-to-face interactions.

b Includes responding to an escaped grizzly bear from a sanctuary, and reported “wolf” sighting, a species not known to be
present in natural habitat Butte County, and neither of which resulted in the need for IWDM control methods by APHIS-WS.

LOSS/DAMAGE DATA

Table 2.0-3 summarizes confirmed damages caused by wildlife from 2007 to 2019 by resource
category, whether the damage was caused by mammal species or avian species, and the
species responsible for most of the damages for comparison. Approximately 95 percent of the
damage was caused by mammal species. Supporting data are included in Table B-2 (Mammal
Damage) and Table B-3 (Avian Damage) in Appendix B.

As indicated by the information presented in Table 2.0-3, beavers were responsible for
approximately 50 percent of the total dollar value of confiirmed damages and nearly two-thirds
of the property damage.

Not all resource, property, or landowners/managers who experience damage from wildlife report
the damage or request assistance. Confirmed losses are verified by APHIS-WS specialists during a
site visit. In cases of predation, APHIS-WS wildlife specialists not only confirm that the loss was
caused by a predator (in the case of livestock losses) but also which predator species was
responsible. Because only a fraction of predator damage or loss is reported to or can be

USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement Butte County
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2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

confirmed by APHIS-WS (similar to statewide loss data), wildlife damage loss due to predation in
Butte County is likely underestimated.

The data about damages and causes are provided for background and disclosure purposes and
to inform the decision-making process. An analysis of loss/damage data is not required under
CEQA nor is it necessary for purposes of evaluating the biological resources impacts of the
proposed project.

TABLE 2.0-3
BUTTE COUNTY CONFIRMED WILDLIFE DAMAGES SUMMARY 2007-2019
. Health and Natural tha]
Property Agriculture S ReSOUrCes Confirmed
Damage
Confirmed damage $935,417 $205,395 $123,572 $900 $1,265,284
Resource type(s) Irrigation ditch/drainage: Livestock: $135,173 Trees
$221,735 Other: $70,021(b)
Dikes/dams: $374,650
Buildings: $160,939
Roads/bridges: $16,650
Other property:
$161,443(a)
Species responsible 97% mammal 88% mammal 100% 100%
for damage 3% avian 12% avian mammal mammal
Loss ($) associated Beaver: $611,885 Livestock predation 53[235%[:7’3?; Beaver
W'th.P”marY species Black bear: $158,365 Mountain lion: $55,429 ’ ¢
causing damage Raccoon:
Raccoon, skunk, Coyote: $9,289 $1,500(0)
opossum: $74,102 Black bear: $24,643
Other mammal: $59,166 Other mammal:
Avian: $31,899 $40,998(d)
Injury/Damage
$50,069
Other
Avian: $24,965(e)

Source: USDA 2020a (see Tables B-2 and B-3 in Appendix B)
Notes:
(a) Includes golf courses, landscaping, vehicles, pets and hobby animals, and other
(b) Includes hives and livestock feed
(c) Injury/illness
(d) Includes feral dog, gray fox, raccoon, skunk, bobcat
(e) Livestock feed

INTEGRATED WILDLIFE DAMAGE MANAGEMENT METHODS

Under the existing CSA, APHIS-WS only conducts direct control methods in response to requests
from residents and/or resource owners for purposes of agricultural resource, public health and
safety, and property protection and when the WID has been signed, as noted throughout this
document. APHIS-WS's scope of services in Butte County is limited o targeting specific individual
animals and only when it has been defermined by the APHIS-WS wildlife specialist that it is the
animal responsible for damage. The request for APHIS-WS assistance is at the discretion of the
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2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

resource owner, and neither APHIS-WS nor the County have the authority to compel the resource
owner to use (or not use) APHIS-WS services.

Some producers in the County likely use one or more nonlethal methods as common practice
(e.g., fencing, guard animals). An APHIS-WS wildlife specialist may recommend additional
nonlethal practices as part of the technical assistance services provided to arequestor. Producers
in Butte County that use nonlethal methods at their discretion are not funded by the County’s CSA
with APHIS-WS. Producers are not required under any federal, state, or local regulation to report
the type(s) of methods they use, and it is the producers, not APHIS-WS or the County, who are
responsible for monitoring the efficacy of various methods in reducing damage to agricultural
resources or property on private lands. There is no requirement that producers or property owners
report data about nonlethal methods use or cost/benefit information to the County or APHIS-WS.
Section 5.0, Alternatives, presents additional information about nonlethal methods as an
alternative fo lethal methods and related considerations.

COST/BENEFIT CONSIDERATIONS OF APHIS-WS IWDM METHODS IN BUTTE COUNTY

A common, key issue of concern to the public and various organizations af the local and national
levelsis whether lethal controls should be used for wildlife damage management and the efficacy
of those controls for managing wildlife damage. These are controversial topics subject to much
debate and varying opinions, but they do not require resolution in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR does,
however, and in accordance with CEQA, evaluate what the potential environmental impacts
might be on wildlife species that are removed by lethal methods.

The cost/benefit of the IWDM program services provided under the CSA does not require analysis,
nor is the EIR required to resolve concerns about this topic under CEQA, since it is an economic
consideration (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 [Economic and Social Effects]). However, the
following is provided for informational purposes and to help inform the decision-making process.

APHIS-WS has prepared cost/benefit studies for its services in California (Shwiff et al. 2006) and for
Butte County specifically (Shwiff n.d.). These studies, which addressed agricultural resources,
public health and safety, natural resources, and property, concluded that County investment in
the cost-share program with APHIS-WS does provide a financial benefit by helping to reduce
damage caused by wildlife.

The removal of beavers, raccoons, and striped skunks in the County, which resulted in the largest
numbers of take and a substantial number of requests for fechnical assistance, is for public safety
and is not associated with predation.4 However, some predator species, such as coyote and
mountain lion, have been identified as causing livestock loss, as illustrated in Table 2.0-3. The
County is aware of numerous studies on the potential benefits and/or efficacy of nonlethal
methods to help minimize and sometimes reduce predation loss on livestock.5 Key topics
addressed in some of these studies included how losses are calculated relative to the value of the
resource protected, the methodology for performing cost/benefit analyses, and that the
economic and ecologic value of predators has not been accounted for in cost/benefit analyses
to date. Some authors are of the opinion that the loss attributable to livestock predation is small
relative to the production value and how that is accounted for in the cost/benefit analyses.

4 Includes infrastructure such as dams/levees, drainage, roadways, and buildings as well as human health and safety.
5 See Section 5.0, Alternatives, Alternative 3, for a list of studies.
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The project evaluated in this EIR is the ongoing implementation of an Integrated Wildlife Damage
Management (IWDM) program in Butte County under a Cooperative Service Agreement (CSA)
between Butte County and the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service - Wildlife Services (APHIS-WS) for wildlife damage management assistance in
the County.

This section describes the location of the proposed project and its environmental setting,
background about the proposed project, a statement of objectives, a general description of the
proposed project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, and infended uses
of the EIR.

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The proposed projectis located in Butte County, which is in north-central California af the northern
end of the Sacramento Valley, approximately 70 miles north of Sacramento (Figure 3.0-1). The
county is bounded on the west by Glenn and Colusa counties, with the Sacramento River and
Butte Creek forming portions of the western boundary. To the north and northwest, the county
adjoins Tehama County; to the east, Plumas County; and on the south and southeast, Sutter and
Yuba counties. There are five incorporated cities: Chico, Oroville, Gridley, Biggs and the Town of
Paradise. The county occupies approximately 1,677 square miles, of which approximately 1,636
square miles is land area. Nearly 1,400 square miles of the county consists of lands not under
federal or state or other public agency jurisdiction or management (Table 3.0-1 and Figure 3.0-2).
Portions of the Plumas and Lassen National Forests (approximately 212 square miles) are in the
county and comprise approximately 13 percent of the County’s land area.

TABLE 3.0-1
BUTTE COUNTY LAND OWNERSHIP AND JURISDICTION
Percent of
Ownership/jurisdiction Square Miles County Land
Area

Federal

Bureau of Land Management 25.2 1.5

US Forest Service (portions of Plumas 212.8 12.6

and Tahoe National Forests)

US Fish and Wildlife Service 5.6 0.3
State

Department of Fish and Wildlife 40.5 2.4

Department of Parks and Recreation 2 0.1

State Lands Commission <.01 <0.1

CSU Chico 0.2 <0.1
Nature Conservancy 0.7 <0.1
Other (not public, conservation, or trust 1,390 82.9
land)
TOTAL 1,677

Butte County USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Agriculture is the largest land use in Butte County. Agricultural lands include field and row crops,
orchards, rice, grazing, dry farming and fimber. Crops are the most land-intensive use and occupy
approximately 425,500 acres, or approximately 40 percent of the County's land area. Leading
crop commodities include fruit and nut crops and field crops, totaling a gross production value of
over $589.5 million, or approximately 86 percent of the gross crop production value of $688.4
million in 2019 (Butte County Department of Agriculture 2020).

There are ten general types of biological communities in the County. The distribution of these
biological community types is closely associated with the varying topography and hydrology of
the geographic subregions. Much of the Sacramento Valley subregion supports agricultural land,
annual grassland, and wetlands, while the higher elevation foothills subregions are primarily
grassland, oak woodland, and chaparral communities. The highest elevations in the Cascade
Range and Sierra Nevada are conifer forest and chaparral communities. Drainages and open
water occur within all subregions. Most siream corridors support riparion woodland communities.
Specific habitat types within these communities provide habitat for many common and special-
status wildlife species. All of these habitats are home to numerous common wildlife species as well
as species that are protected under federal and state laws and regulations. Additional
information about species is presented in Section 4.1, Biological Resources.

3.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND

USDA APHIS-WS implements the USDA's IWDM program throughout the United States. In California,
34 counties have an agreement with APHIS-WS for IWDM services. The IWDM program is infended
to protect residents, property, livestock, crops, and natural resources from damage caused by
predators and other nuisance wildlife.

Section 2.0, Project Background, provides information about what wildlife damage is and the
approach to managing it, the regulatory framework that allows APHIS-WS to provide wildlife
damage management services in the County, and information specific o Butte County.

AGREEMENT BETWEEN BUTTE COUNTY AND APHIS-WS

Butte County has continuously maintained the IWDM program in its current form with APHIS-WS
since at least 1939, with sporadic records for earlier years going back to 1924. It is implemented
throughout Butte County, including incorporated cities.

The most recent CSA annual work and financial plan was approved by the County Board of
Supervisors for the period July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021 (USDA 2020b). The CSA provides for
a USDA Wildlife Services specialist to assist property owners, ranchers, farmers, businesses, private
citizens, and local agencies in resolving wildlife damage problems.

USDA IAPHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement Butte County
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The overall goal of the proposed project is to ensure that wildlife damage management in Butte
County for purposes of protecting agricultural resources, public health and safety, and property
is performed in a biologically sound, environmentally safe, and accountable manner and in
accordance with applicable federal and state laws and regulations.

The County has identified the following objectives of the proposed project:

1) Provide an administrative mechanism for the private citizens and property owners in Butte
County to request assistance for wildlife damage management services.

2) Facilitate access to on-site educational services (e.g., informational materials, advice, and
demonstrations) regarding wildlife damage management specific to conditions in Butte
County.

3) Implement an integrated approach that allows qualified professionals to consider the
range of options available for wildlife damage management that take into account the
speciesresponsible, magnitude of the problem, environmental conditions, legal restrictions
such as listed species and permitting, and other considerations to formulate an
appropriate strategy for the situation.

4) Have a process through which professionals who specialize in wildlife damage
management can provide technical assistance to resource owners about the variety of
nonlethal methods that can be used to resolve problems (e.g.. animal husbandry
practices, guard animals, fencing, frightening) and where it is appropriate for resource
owners to resolve the problem themselves.

5) Ensure that methods and techniques for lethal control to handle wildlife damage situations
that may be difficult or dangerous for the public to use are implemented by professionals
who are specially frained in such methods and who provide those services in a legal
manner that is protective of human health and the environment.

6) Provide a transparent process for monitoring and documenting wildlife damage
management activities to ensure accurate reporting of the types of wildlife damage and
number of wildlife species removed by lethal methods, and to help assess the impacts of
wildlife damage and associated wildlife damage management activities in the County.

7) Provide wildlife damage management at similar funding levels and ensure that County
funds for wildlife damage management are used in a fiscally sound manner.

8) Ensure that processes remain in place for the protection of public safety.
3.5 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
The proposed project is the ongoing implementation of IWDM program activities by APHIS-WS in
Butte County. The activities would be implemented under an agreement between Butte County
and APHIS-WS. Similar to previous and existing CSAs with APHIS-WS, it would be a cost-share

agreement under which the County would fund a portion of the APHIS-WS estimated total cost of
services, typically around 70 percent of the total cost. The CSA requires the approval of the Butte
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County Board of Supervisors. Activities performed under the IWDM program would be
implemented by APHIS-WS wildlife specialists in accordance with the regulations, standards, and
guidelines of the IWDM program, including its Wildlife Services (WS) Policy Manual, Directives, and
standard operating procedures.! The County would not be materially involved in any of the wildlife
damage management activities.

Because APHIS-WS and the County operate on a fiscal-year basis, a new work plan (scope of
services) and financial plan (budget) would be established between the County and APHIS-WS
for each fiscal year of the CSA term. Yearly adjustments to the work plan would primarily be a
function of personnel and equipment costs. Technical assistance data maintained by APHIS-WS
through its Management Information System would also be used to help develop the work plan
and budget for subsequent years throughout the remaining term of the CSA.

Neither APHIS-WS nor Butte County is proposing any changes to the APHIS-WS IWDM program in
Butte County in conjunction with the continued implementation of the IWDM activities. The reader
is referred to Section 2.0, Project Background, for a description of the existing program and
historical operational data. Section 4.0, Infroduction to the Analysis, provides an overview of how
baseline condifions are established for purposes of evaluating environmental impacts, with
specific wildlife species data and analysis in Section 4.1, Biological Resources.

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
Overview

Primary functions provided by APHIS-WS in the County would include offering technical
advice/assistance to resource owners on prevention and/or control techniques; informing and
educating interested individuals on how to prevent and reduce wildlife damage on their own;
investigating wildlife damage situations to determine the responsible species and evaluate the
incident for applicability of prevention and/or confrol methods; and responding to incidents
where wildlife species are threatening public health and safety (in coordination with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] and local law enforcement) including, when necessary,
the use of out-of-County resources and expertise.

The IWDM program does not seek fo eradicate any species, regardless of legal status, or result in
take that would substantially reduce species populations. APHIS-WS does not target certain
species for reduction. For most wildlife damage management, once a damage situation is
resolved, APHIS-WS field specialists do not continue to remove additional animals unless a problem
reoccurs, there are historical problems, and/or an additional request for assistance is made

Under the IWDM program, APHIS-WS may selectively remove specific individual animals that
cause damage to property, infrastructure, agricultural or livestock commodities, and/or public
health and safety or are nonnative. Removal of animals by lethal methods is only used when other
methods of control are not practical or have not been successful.

! The entire WS Policy Manual and WS Directives are available at
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/wildlifedamage/SA_WS_Program_Directives. All directives specifically
referenced throughout this Draft EIR are included in USDA 2019a.
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Agreement Terms

The IWDM program (as operated by APHIS-WS and approved by signature of the CSA and work
plan) includes the following:

¢ Assignment of an APHIS-WS wildlife specialist tfrained in wildlife control methods and state
and federal regulations, and certified in the safe handling and use of firearms and other
control equipment.

e APHIS-WS procurement and maintenance of vehicles, tools, supplies, and other
specialized equipment as deemed necessary to accomplish direct control activities.

e APHIS-WS supervision of safe and professional use of approved wildlife damage
management tools/equipment, including the use of firearms, deterrent methods/devices
(including pyrotechnics), fraps, snares, tfrained dogs, all-terrain vehicles, Environmental
Protection Agency and Drug Enforcement Administration approved chemicals (including
immobilizing and euthanasia drugs), night vision equipment, and electronic calling
devices.

e Data reporting for inclusion in the APHIS-WS Management Information System, which
would consist of the number and types of request for assistance, control methods, types of
species, whether species causing damage or loss were removed or released, estimated
value of loss, and other information used to document and monitor program activities.

The level of APHIS-WS staff effort would be consistent with the CSAs and work and financial plans
from previous years (see Section 2.0, Project Background).

Technical Assistance Activities

Technical assistance would be provided only at the request of affected resource owners or
managers. Most of the services would be provided on private land and at infrastructure managed
by state or local entities, consistent with previous and current work efforts, which are described in
Section 2.0, Project Background. Some work could be performed on lands managed by the state.
Technical assistance would be provided only at the request of affected resource owners or
managers. However, technical assistance would also be available for protection of public health
and safety (human-animal conflicts) and property. APHIS-WS would not perform any activities
funded by the County specifically for threatened and endangered species management. The
project would not involve ground disturbance, alteration or removal of built environment
structures, or alteration or removal of natural habitat.

Under the CSA, APHIS-WS would continue to provide the following IWDM program services in Butte
County:

e Nonlethal recommendations and technical assistance through demonstration and
instruction of wildlife damage prevention and/or control fechniques. This may be in the
form of site visits by USDA wildlife specialists, recommendations for implementing various
nonlethal techniques, and/or providing official USDA pamphlets. Techniques commonly
recommended by wildlife specialists include exclusion, habitat modification, scare
devices, hazing (where safe and legal), and husbandry modifications.

e Direct control activities, which may include but are not limited to:

Butte County USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program Cooperative Service Agreement
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o Monitoring, trapping, dispersal, and removal of wildlife known to cause damage fo
property, livestock, or agricultural crops;

o Wildlife species identification and verification of property, livestock, crop, or natural
resource damage;

o Wildlife removal when property damage is verified and nonlethal methods have
failed or are infeasible;

o Response to wildlife disease concerns that may be transmitted to pets or livestock.

o Public safety response: When identified by local or state authorities, wildlife specialists will
assist with frapping or control work targeting wildlife that may endanger public safety.
Examples of public safety events where wildlife specialists may provide assistance
include:

o Predatory or territorial attacks on people;

o Unusually behaving and/or otherwise diseased animals;

o Invading homes by large wildlife;

o Wildlife presence on school grounds;

o Wildlife that have become hazards on roadways or landing strips.

o Wildlife disease sampling:

o Wildlife Services conducts wildlife disease sampling surveillance statewide.
Opportunistically, Wildlife Services collects disease samples from animals taken during
conftrol activities. These samples are tested for diseases that can be transmitted to
humans, livestock, and petfs.

Wildlife Damage Management

Before wildlife damage management is conducted, a Work Initiation Document (WID) must be
signed by APHIS-WS and the landowner or manager. The County would not be involved in this
action because it would be an agreement between APHIS-WS and the landowner or manager.

When services are requested by a resource owner, APHIS-WS personnel would conduct an initial
investigation that defines the nature, history, and extent of the problem, species and specific
individual animal(s) responsible for the damage, and methods available to resolve the problem.
In selecting damage management techniques for specific wildlife damage situations, the APHIS-
WS wildlife specialist would consider the species and specific individual animal(s) responsible and
the frequency, extent, and magnitude of the damage. In addition, consideration would be given
to the status of target and potential nontarget species, local environmental conditions, relative
costs of applying management techniques, environmental impacts, and social and legal
concerns. Section 2.0, Project Background, describes this process and the regulatory framework
under which these decisions may be made by APHIS-WS personnel.

Although the County would provide funding for the services, County staff would not be involved
in the decision-making regarding which methods should or should not be used in a particular
damage management situation. The County is not authorized to do so, because the federal
government has delegated that authority fo APHIS-WS, as explained in Section 2.0, Project
Background.

Public Safety Considerations

The integrated wildlife damage management methods that could be used by APHIS-WS under
the CSA with the County would be implemented primarily on private lands, and to a lesser extent
at state- and local (city/county)- managed land or facilities, consistent with historic and current
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practices. APHIS-WS would not perform work funded under the CSA on any national forest lands,
where there may be publicly accessible trails and wildlife viewing areas. APHIS-WS work on other
federal lands (e.g., private grazing leases), if any, would not be publicly accessible.

If fraps are used on publicly accessible state and/or county or city lands, APHIS-WS Directive 2.450
(Traps and Trapping Devices) requires that appropriate warning signs be posted on commonly
used public access points to publicly accessible areas where traps or snares are in use. Signs must
be routinely checked by APHIS-WS wildlife specialists fo ensure they are present, obvious, and
readable. Capture devices must be set where they would minimize the public’s view of captured
animails. In California, pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (FGC) Section 4180, tfraps must
be checked at least once daily, and each time fraps are checked, all frapped animals must be
removed. Therefore, it would be highly unlikely for the public fo encounter a frapped, dead, or
injured animal. WS Directive 2.515 (Disposal of Wildlife Carcasses) requires that carcasses be
fransported in manner in which they are placed totfally out of sight of the general public and
disposed of in a manner consistent with federal, state, County, and local regulations.

Hazardous materials such as chemicals and pesticides, which are described in Appendix B, may
be used by the APHIS-WS wildlife specialist. APHIS-WS Directive Section 2.4 (Specialized Methods
and Techniques) establishes procedures and protocols that must be followed regarding the use
and disposal of chemicals and pesticides to ensure compliance with applicable federal and state
laws and regulations so that such use does not pose an environmental or human health risk. APHIS-
WS Directive Section 2.435 (Explosives Use and Safety) provides protocols for the use of explosives
for removing debris created by beaver activities that causes damage to property or other
resources. If pyrotechnics or incidental explosives are used for nonlethal controls, such use would
be subject to the requirements set forth in WS Directives 2.625 and 2.627. Aircraft operations, if any,
must conform to standards set forth in WS Directive 2.620 (Aviation Safety and Operations).

3.6 INTENDED USES OF THE DRAFT EIR

This Draft EIR evaluates the environmental impacts associated with ongoing implementation of
the IWDM program for fiscal year 2021-22 under the CSA between Butte County and APHIS-WS.

However, the APHIS-WS IWDM program analyzed in the EIR is not limited by the time frame of the
2021-22 CSA. Potential future renewal of the IWDM program for subsequent CSAs with annual
financial and work plans would be considered a later activity of the proposed project and is
considered within the scope of analysis in this Draft EIR.

The analysis takes into account historical data, which is a reasonable indicator of future activities
because no changes to the IWDM activities or terms of the CSA are proposed.2 The County has
also used its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can regarding cumulative
impacts. Additional environmental review under CEQA is not anticipated to be necessary for the
annual work and financial plans under future CSAs, unless the County determines there may be
new effects not examined in this Draft EIR or there is new information of substantial importance,
which was not known and could have been known with exercise of reasonable diligence at the
time this Draft EIR was prepared, and that information shows the project will have one or more
significant effects not identified in this Draft EIR.3

2 Section 4.0, Infroduction to the Analysis, includes additional detail about how baseline conditions were determined for
purposes of this Draft EIR.
3 The requirements for subsequent environmental review are set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.
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There would be no direct physical environmental impacts as result of administrative actions that
would provide for ongoing implementation of the IWDM program and thus do not require analysis
under CEQA. However, implementation of the APHIS-WS IWDM program activities in the County
by way of the CSA has the potential to result in impacts on wildlife species. These indirect, or
secondary impacts require analysis under CEQA. The purpose of this Draft EIR is to determine
whether continued implementation of the IWDM program under the CSA with APHIS-WS would
result in any indirect significant environmental impacts.

It is not the purpose of this Draft EIR to justify project objectives, evaluate how a federal program
operates, study the costs of wildlife damage management relative to the benefits, or provide a
recommendation whether the proposed project should be approved or denied by the Butte
County Board of Supervisors. There are many factors the Board of Supervisors will consider in
making ifs determination, and the information presented in this Draft EIR will help inform that
decision-making.

As per CEQA, this Draft EIR is not required to provide an analysis of humaneness or ethical issues
associated with lethal control. However, this Draft EIR does evaluate alternatives to the proposed
project that consider nonlethal confrols as an opfion to lethal confrols for wildlife damage
management. That evaluation is presented in Section 5.0, Alternatives.

SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS IN THIS DRAFT EIR

The proposed project provides for a variety of activities that may be performed in Butte County
under the CSA with APHIS-WS. The following describes the approach and rationale for the scope
of the environmental impact analysis in this Draft EIR for these various project elements.

Technical Assistance Not Involving Direct Control of Wildlife Damage Management

The CSA between the County and APHIS-WS is for a range of services, which would be provided
to resource owners upon their request. Many of the activities that would be performed by APHIS-
WS personnel would be administrative—for example, responding to telephone inquiries, preparing
informational literature and giving presentations, and performing initial investigations at the
request of resource owners. Personnel would also offer recommendations to resource owners on
wildlife damage management that would not involve removal of animals causing damage (that
is, nonlethal methods for damage management). These administrative-type activities would not
result in physical changes in the environment that require analysis in this Draft EIR.

Use of Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Control Methods by APHIS-WS

As described above and in Section 2.0, Project Background, some activities would be performed
by APHIS-WS for wildlife damage control that are expected to involve lethal methods. These
methods, which are described in Appendix B (Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Conftrol
Methods), would only be used when other methods of control are not practical or have not been
successful. The most common methods for mammal wildlife species are the use of devices such
as cages, fraps, or snares to capture animals, and shooting. With few exceptions, target animails
that are captured but not killed by shooting are immobilized and/or euthanized. In rare cases, a
captured animal may be relocated per the direction of CDFW. Because Butte County would not
be materially involved in any of the wildlife damage management activities, other than to cost
share the financial portion of the program, it would not direct which lethal methods may or may
not be used.
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The CSA authorizes APHIS-WS to operate an IWDM program, which includes the use of various
direct lethal confrol methods when deemed appropriate by the wildlife specialist evaluating the
conflict situation. Before wildlife damage management is conducted in response to a request for
assistance from a property or resource owner, the WID must be signed by APHIS-WS and the
landowner or representative. The removal of a target species by lethal means by APHIS-WS has
the potential to affect species populations, which is a physical environmental effect that requires
analysis under CEQA. That evaluation is presented in Section 4.1, Biological Resources, of this Draft
EIR.

Depredation Permits

Some species managed by APHIS-WS under the IWDM program require depredation permits
issued by CDFW. CDFW's implementing regulations (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations
[CCR]) identify the issuance of a depredation permit as a ministerial action (14 CCR 757(b)(4).) In
the County, species historically removed and for which a depredation permit is required include
beaver, black bear, bobcat, and mountain lion. As established in FGC Section 4802 et seq., CDFW
is required, upon request, to issue depredation permits fo individuals reporting livestock loss or
damage caused by mountain lions, if the loss or damage is confirmed by CDFW staff to have
been caused by mountain lion. The permit is issued to the party experiencing loss or damage
rather than to APHIS-WS. Upon request from the permittee, APHIS-WS may act on the permittee’s
behalf to remove the animal.

Depredation permits are also required for beaver and bobcat, but unlike mountain lion, CDFW
has discretion in the issuance of a depredation permit for beaver and bobcat. The depredation
permit is issued to the owner of the resource being damaged, which may either be a private party
(e.g., arancher) or a public enfity. The permit is not issued fo APHIS-WS, but if requested APHIS-WS
may act on the permittee’s behalf to remove the animal.

FGC Section 4181.1 states that landowners may kill a bear encountered in the act of molesting or
injuring livestock. In the case of a problem bear, the law provides for the issuance of a depredation
permit to landowners or tenants who experience property damage from bears. The permit allows
the permittee or designee to kill the offending bear regardless of the time of year.

Requirements such as method of carcass disposal, use of traps, and specified or prohibited
methods or ammunition can be identified in the depredation permit, as well as the time period
for which the permit is valid.

Use of Nonlethal Control Methods by APHIS-WS

The existing CSA includes expenses for pyrotechnics (a nonlethal control method), so it is possible
APHIS-WS could implement this nonlethal deterrent type of control on private land under its WID
with a resource owner. Potential impacts on species are evaluated in Impact 4.1.2 in Section 4.1,
Biological Resources. The agreement does not provide for funding nonlethal conftrols that are
recommended through technical assistance but are implemented by the individual resource
owners, which are summarized below.

Use of Nonlethal Control Methods by Private Parties

As part of technical assistance to resource owners, APHIS-WS staff may recommend nonlethal
methods for wildlife damage management. These methods are described in Appendix B
(Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Control Methods). Some of these methods could be
safely implemented by the resource owner and would be the responsibility of the resource owner.
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This could include altering animal husbandry practices, fencing, night pens, or use of guard
animals, among others. Neither APHIS-WS nor County staff would be involved in implementing
these actions, nor would the CSA allow for County funds to be provided directly to resource
owners to acquire materials or resources to implement nonlethal methods on private property. As
such, the use of nonlethal methods by private parties would be at the sole discretion of the
resource owner. The use of nonlethal methods by private parties, and potential environmental
effects, would occur with or without the proposed project, and there are no aspects of the
proposed project that would change what nonlethal controls a resource owner might use, either
by limiting them or adding new ones. The use of nonlethal controls as an alternative to the
proposed project, and potential environmental impacts, are examined in Section 5.0, Alternatives.

3.7 PERMITS AND APPROVALS

The following local actions and approvals by Butte County would be required to implement the
proposed project:

e Butte County Board of Supervisors certification of the EIR; and
e Approval of a CSA for fiscal year 2021-22.

No state agency approvals are required.
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4.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS

4.0.1 INTRODUCTION

The following is an infroduction to the environmental analysis for the proposed project and a
discussion of general assumptions used in the environmental analysis.

4.0.2 STRUCTURE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

The individual technical sections of the Draft EIR include the following information:

Environmental Setting

This subsection includes a description of the physical setting associated with the technical area
of discussion, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125. Additional explanation regarding

the approach to determining baseline conditions is provided below.

Environmental Baseline

An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the project area as
they exist at the time the NOP is published. This environmental setting will normally constitute the
baseline conditions by which a lead agency, in this case Butte County, determines whether an
impact is significant. By definition, if a project results in no significant adverse changes in
environmental baseline conditions, then no significant impact will occur.

The NOP for the proposed project was issued on March 4, 2021. Thus, under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125(a), the environmental sefting as of that dafte would normally constitute the
baseline physical conditions against which impacts of the proposed project should be
evaluated. However, because the County currently has an agreement with APHIS-WS and
services provided under this agreement have occurred for decades (see Section 2.0, Project
Background), the activities performed by APHIS-WS have, over time, resulted in the conditions
that are present today with respect to wildlife populations in the County. Selecting only a
complete year for which data are available that is closest to the NOP publication date as a
baseline condition would misrepresent conditions because there have been variations in the
types and number of target species affected by APHIS-WS activities during the last 20 years, as
shown in Tables 4.1-2 and 4.1-3 in Section 4.1, Biological Resources. Therefore, for purposes of this
document, the environmental baseline comprises a 20-year period beginning in 2000 and
ending in 2019, the latest full year for which data are available. The Environmental Setfting in
Section 4.1, Biological Resources, evaluates how activities over that 20-year period may have
affected species populations. This also provides a baseline for the cumulative analysis. Using a
20-year average (or median, where appropriate) as well as highest take provides a reasonable
range of baseline assumptions for the analysis.

Regulatory Framework

This subsection identifies applicable federal, state, regional, and local plans, policies, laws, and
regulations.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This subsection identifies direct and indirect physical environmental effects associated with
implementation of the proposed project. Direct effects are those physical effects that are
caused by the project and occur at the same fime and place. Indirect effects are those
physical effects that are caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed in
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distance, but are sfill reasonably foreseeable. Standards of significance are idenfified and used
to determine whether the environmental effects are considered significant. Each environmental
impact analysis is identified numerically.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

A cumulative impact is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in an EIR
together with other projects causing related impacts. As provided by CEQA Guidelines Section
15130(b), the discussion of cumulative impacts must reflect the severity of the impacts and their
likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as much detail as is provided for
the effects attributable to the project alone. There are two approaches defined in the CEQA
Guidelines for determining the scope of the analysis: either a list of past, present, and probable
future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects
outside the conftrol of the lead agency (in this case, Butte County); or a summary of projections
contained in an adopted plan or related document. For purposes of this Draft EIR, the list
approach is used because direct and indirect cumulative effects on wildlife species is a function
of specific activities in a geographic area.

The Cumulative Impacts subsection in Section 4.1, Biological Resources, describes the
geographic context for the cumulative analysis, identifies projects that could contribute to
cumulative effects and expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects, and
analysis of the project’s contribution to those effects, as required under CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15130(b)(B)(3) through 15130(b)(B)(5).

4.0.3 TERMINOLOGY

This Draft EIR uses the following terminology to describe the environmental effects of the
proposed project:

No Impact: There would be no change in the physical condifion of the environment
compared to baseline conditions.

Less Than Significant Impact: There would be no substantial adverse change in the
physical condition of the environment compared to baseline conditions (no mitigation
would be required for project effects found to be less than significant).

Less Than Cumulatively Considerable Impact: The proposed project would contribute to
cumulative impacts that would occur without the project, but the proposed project’s
contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. Less than cumulatively
considerable means that the incremental effects of an individual project would not be
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064[h][1]).

4..0.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT EVALUATED IN DETAIL IN THE DRAFT EIR

INTRODUCTION

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that an EIR shall contain a statement briefly
indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not
to be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR. This section complies with
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that requirement. It identifies the effects found to have less than significant or no impact and do
not require detailed analysis in the Draft EIR.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
AESTHETICS

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of aesthetics impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance for this
analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

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

o Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site
and its surroundings.

e Creatfe a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

Project Impacts

The integrated wildlife damage management methods that could be used by APHIS-WS under
the CSA with the County would be implemented primarily on private lands, and to a lesser
extent at state- and locally-managed land or facilities, consistent with historic and current
practices. APHIS-WS would not perform work funded under the CSA on any national forest lands,
where there may be publicly accessible trails and wildlife viewing areas. APHIS-WS work on other
federal lands (e.g., private grazing leases), if any, would not be publicly accessible.

If traps are used, WS Directive 2.450! requires that appropriate warning signs be posted on
commonly used public access points to areas where fraps or snares are in use. Signs must be
routinely checked by the APHIS WS wildlife specialist to ensure they are present, obvious, and
readable. Capture devices must be set where the public’s view of captured animals would be
minimized. In California, pursuant to California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 14, Section 465.5,
fraps must be checked at least once daily, and each time traps are checked, all trapped
animals must be removed. WS Directive 2.515 (Disposal of Wildlife Carcasses) requires that
carcasses be fransported in a manner in which they are placed totally out of sight of the
general public and disposed of in manner consistent with federal, state, County, and local
regulations.

As such, it would be highly unlikely for the general public and recreationists to encounter a
trapped, dead, or injured animal that could be an unpleasant sight because APHIS-WS would
perform little, if any work, on publicly accessible lands in Butte County since no changes to the
CSA are proposed that would result in increased activities on public land. Any visual changes

! The entire WS Policy Manual and WS Directives are available at
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/wildlifedamage/SA_WS_Program_Directives. All directives specifically
referenced throughout this Draft EIR are included in USDA 2019a.
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resulfing from the project would be associated with the temporary capture, take, or relocation
methods (installation of fraps and snares); no buildings, structures, or other improvements or
facilities would be constructed. Traps and snares would be located on the ground level and
would involve minimal to no ground disturbance or vegetation removal. Therefore, the project
would not include elements that would substantially confrast with the surrounding visual
character of any area. Any capture, take, or relocation methods would be removed after use
and as such would not permanently change and/or degrade the characteristic of the
landscape. Rather, they would represent a temporary and minor interruption of the existing
visual condition. Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista, substantially damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway, and/or substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of any area. Impacts would be less than
significant.

The project would not include any interior lighting that creates nighttime glare, exterior lighting
sources, and/or building surfaces that reflect sunlight. A variety of lights, including strobe,
barricade, and revolving units, may be used to frighten birds. Flashing amber barricade lights,
like those used at construction sites, and revolving or moving lights may also be used to frighten
birds. They could be used in agricultural fields in rural settings where they would not be readily
noticeable to people. The use of strobe lights or flashing lights in the vicinity of Beale Air Force
Base is regulated by policies in the Beale Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility Plan and Federal
Aviation Administration regulations. The use, if any, of these types of methods would be
infrequent and of short duration. The project would not create a permanent new source of
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area. Impacts would
be less than significant.

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of agriculture and forestry impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of
significance for this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

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

o Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Confract.

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

e Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
¢ Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,

could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use.

Project Impacts
Most of the County consists of land categorized by the Department of Conservation Farmland

Mapping and Monitoring Program as grazing land and other land. The eastern part of the
County includes forest lands in the Plumas and Tahoe National Forests. Project activities would
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not include any changes to zoning, land use, or other components that would result in the
conversion of farmland or forest land to other uses. No impact would occur.

AIR QUALITY

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of air quality impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance for this
analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

o Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

e Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard.

¢ Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

e Resultin other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people.

Project Impacts

Butte County is in the Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin and is within the jurisdiction of the
Feather River Air Quality Management District. The project would not result in increases in
population, housing, or other development that were assumed in the most recent Air Quality
Attainment Plan for the air basin. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Butte County is in nonattainment for the PMa2s national standard and aftainment or unclassified
for all other national standards. It is classified nonattainment transitional for the 1-hour and 8-hour
state ozone standard and nonattainment for the state PMio standard. There would be a limited
amount of vehicle use by APHIS-WS personnel for various activities. Automobiles, light-duty
passenger trucks, and ATVs would generate exhaust emissions, which would consist of ozone
precursors, particulate matter (PM), diesel PM, carbon monoxide, and other chemicals.
Operation of vehicles and ATVs off-road would also generate fugitive dust emissions. These
emissions from ATVs would be minor, localized, and would dissipate quickly. Further, the number
of vehicles and ATVs used historically would remain the same because no changes to how the
APHIS-WS program operates in the County that would substantially increase vehicle and ATV use
are expected under the renewed program. The project would not involve any construction
activities that would result in air quality impacts. Therefore, the project would not result in a
substantial net increase in emissions that would result in long-term or cumulative air quality
impacts. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the region is in nonattainment. Further, the project
would not expose sensitive receptors to pollution concenfration given the rural nature of the
areas where APHIS-WS the wildlife specialist is expected to conduct work.

Animal carcasses, which if not disposed of properly, can decompose and create odors.
However, WS Directive 2.515 sets forth requirements for the disposal of wildlife carcasses,
requiring that APHIS-WS personnel make a reasonable effort to refrieve and dispose of wildlife
carcasses that result from APHIS-WS wildlife damage management activities. The directive
further requires that all carcasses be disposed of in a manner consistent with federal, state,
County, and local regulations. Furthermore, the majority of project-related services are provided
for the protection of livestock and field crops on agricultural lands where other animal- and
farming-related odors are already present and where, given the density of land uses, odors
would not affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, compliance with mandatory WS
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Directive 2.515 would ensure that the project would not create objectional odors and that
impacts would be less than significant.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of cultural resources impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance for
this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant
to Section15064.5

e Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant fo Section15064.5.

e Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries.

Project Impacts

The proposed project would nof result in the construction or alteration of structures or other
facilities. It would not include activities that would result in ground-disturbing activities, such as
grading or excavation because APHIS-WS activities under the CSA do not provide for habitat
modification. Minor ground disturbance would result from installation of traps or snares, but the
disturbance would be minimal and limited to surface soils. Therefore, the project would not
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of historical or archaeological resources,
or disturbance of human remains. Therefore, the project would have no impact. Potential effects
on tribal cultural resources are evaluated in subsection “Tribal Cultural Resources,” below.

ENERGY

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of energy impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance for this
analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation.
o Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Project Impacts

The proposed project would result in short-term consumpftion of petroleum-based energy
products to power vehicles used by APHIS-WS personnel to tfravel to and from areas where
wildlife management is required. There would be no changes to how the APHIS-WS program
operates in the County that would substantially increase vehicle and ATV use. As a result, the
amount of petroleum-based energy products used to power vehicles transporting APHIS-WS
personnel would remain small and would be consumed by modern, internal-combustion engines
in vehicles and ATVs. Therefore, proposed project implementation would not constfitute a waste
of fossil-fuel resources, and the impact would be less than significant.

The proposed project would not involve construction of any residential or nonresidential
permanent structures. The lack of permanent structures requiring substantial energy resources
(e.g.. energy to power lighting or air conditioning) means that energy conservation or energy
efficiency measures mandated by the California Energy Code or local building codes are not
applicable to the proposed project. The project would not conflict with any state or local
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energy conservation or energy efficiency programs. Therefore, the proposed project would
have no impact.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND PALEONTOLOGY

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of geology, soils, and paleontology impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of
significance for this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

— Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault.

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

e Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsail.

e Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.

e Belocated on expansive soil, creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property.

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

e Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological feature of unique geologic
feature.

Project Impacts

The proposed project would not generate housing and/or population, nor would it increase
nonresidential development or result in construction of any permanent structures. Ground
disturbance would be limited fo disturbance of surface soils for setting wildlife traps or snares.
Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic hazards such as earthquake
fault rupture, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides. No
impact would occur.

The proposed project would not result in significant ground disturbance, construction, or grading
activities that would result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil or place structures on
expansive soils or in locations where unstable geologic or soil units are present. As a result, the
project would have no impacts.
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The proposed project would not involve any construction activities or installation of a septic tank
or alternative wastewater disposal system. There would be no impact.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of
significance for this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

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

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

Project Impacts

The proposed project would not result in an increase in the development of residential or
nonresidential development, which are sources of GHG emissions through vehicle use and from
stationary sources. Exhaust containing GHGs, such as carbon dioxide, would be generated by
the use of vehicles and ATVs by APHIS-WS personnel. The number of vehicles and ATVs used
would remain the same as previous and current years because no changes to how the APHIS-
WS program operates in the County that would substantially increase vehicle and ATV use are
proposed. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a substantial net increase in GHG
emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with applicable
GHG plans or policies. The impact would be less than significant.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of hazards and hazardous materials impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of
significance for this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

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

e Creafe a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident condifions involving the release of hazardous materials
intfo the environment.

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

e 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, create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment.

e For a project located within an airport land use plan area or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or a public use airport, result in a safety
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area.
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¢ Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.

e Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury,
or death involving wildland fires.

Project Impacts

The proposed project would involve the transport, handling/use, and disposal of a limited
amount of toxicants (such as euthanasia drugs) approved by the US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and US Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) necessary for APHIS-WS field
personnel to perform some of the wildlife management duties described in Section 3.0, Project
Description. Pesticides may also be used. All chemicals and certain methods used by APHIS-WS
are regulated by the EPA, DEA, and/or the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives,
as applicable, as well as by WS Directives, such as WS Directives 2.430 and 2.465. WS Directive
2.430 addresses the uses of confrolled chemicals and euthanizing agents, including fraining
standards and certification requirements for APHIS-WS personnel. WS Directive 2.465 provides
guidelines related to maintaining accurate hazardous material inventories and records, and
establishes accountability and oversight by all field personnel, supervisors, and managers.
Pesticide use is subject to procedures in WS Directive 2.401. APHIS-WS Directive Section 2.435
(Explosives Use and Safety) provides protocols for the use of explosives for removing debris
created by beaver activities that causes damage to property or other resources. If pyrotechnics
or incidental explosives are used for nonlethal controls, such use would be subject to the
requirements set forth in WS Directives 2.625 and 2.627.

Per the above-mentioned WS Directives, as well as EPA regulations, any hazardous materials
fransported, used, or disposed of as a result of the project would be subject to oversight and
accountability by trained and certified APHIS-WS personnel. Furthermore, these substances
would be used in limited amounts under controlled circumstances, are highly selective to target
individuals or populafions, and there would be no change in such use as a result of re-
establishment of the IWDM program as provided for under the CSA. In addition, APHIS-WS has
prepared risk assessments on many of the methods it uses, including those that use chemicals.
The risk assessments evaluate the impacts of IWDM methods on people (APHIS-WS employees as
well as the public) and the environment. Results of the assessments are also peer-reviewed by
non-federal professionals (USDA 2020d). Therefore, hazardous materials would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment from the transport, use, or disposal or through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving their release into the
environment, nor would it involve hazardous emissions or hazardous substances in quantities that
could cause impacts to an existing or proposed school. As such, the proposed project’s impact
would be less than significant.

There are numerous locations in the County that are included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 However, the proposed project
would not involve ground-disturbing activities that could encounter contamination, if any, from
the historical or current use of a site where IWDM services could be provided. Therefore, the
proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment, and
the impact would be less than significant.

The project would not include development near aviation facilities, aerial features such as
structures, antennas, or development with reflective materials. As such, the proposed project
would have no impact on people residing or working in the vicinity of public airports in the
County. Because no changes are proposed in the CSA, no change in aircraft operations are
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expected. Aerial operations, if any, would be subject to standards for safe use of aircraft set
forth in WS Directive 2.620. There would be no impact.

The proposed project would not involve any consfruction activities that would erect physical
structures or barriers that could impede the use of emergency evacuation routes. It would not
result in an increase in vehicle traffic over baseline conditions that could significantly contribute
to roadway congestion during an evacuation. As such, the project would not result in changes
to any of the major transportation arterials that would be used in the event of an emergency,
nor would it impair implementation of an emergency response or fire evacuation plan within the
County. Therefore, the project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with,
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

The proposed project would not result in construction of urbanized development or permanent
placement of people in a wildland area and thus would not result in a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires. Additionally, the WS Directives summarized above direct
that any wildlife management methods that could result in fire hazards, such as pyrotechnics,
would be subject to oversight and accountability by trained and certified APHIS-WS personnel.
Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas, or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands. Project impacts would be less than significant.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of hydrology and water quality impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of
significance for this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

¢ Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality.

e Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of
the basin.

e Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or areq, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:

result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.

— substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or offsite.

— create or confribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff.
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e In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation.

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan.

Project Impacts

There would be no consfruction, grading, vegetation removal, or other earth-moving activities
associated with the proposed project. Activities such as removing debris from irrigation ditches
and canals where beaver activity may have caused damage would be limited in extent. These
activities must be performed in accordance with best management practices outlined in APHIS-
WS-California’s Section 7(d) Determination, which addresses aquatic mammal damage
management, pending completion of Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation with the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration-National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA-
NMFS) consultation (USDA 2019¢). Impacts would be less than significant.

The project would not generate stormwater runoff, nor would it involve the use of groundwater
supplies. Therefore, the proposed project has no potential for discharges to watercourses,
construction erosion and sedimentation of watercourses, the alteration of drainage patterns, the
concentration or redirecting of pollutants, the depletion of groundwater supplies, or the violation
of existing water quality standards. As such, no impact to water quality would occur.

The proposed project would not involve any construction or placement of permanent structures.
As such, the project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, nor would it
place a structure within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would impede or redirect flood
flows. Therefore, the project would have no impact.

The proposed project would not generate housing and/or population, nor would it increase
nonresidential development. As a result, the project would not result in the exposure of people
or structures fo flooding or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore, the project
would have no impact.

LAND USE AND PLANNING
Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of land use and planning impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance
for this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Physically divide an established community.

e Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,

policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.

Project Impacts
The proposed project would not involve construction of housing or other permanent structure,

feature, or barrier that could physically divide an established community. As such, no impact
would occur.
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The activities performed by APHIS-WS are regulated at the federal level and implemented in
accordance with the WS Directives, as explained in Section 2.0, Project Background. The County
has not adopted any plans, policies, or regulations that apply to APHIS-WS activifies in the
County. Policies in the General Plan that pertain to biological resources and habitat protection
are related to development projects, which are not a component of the proposed project. See
also Impact 4.1-5 in Section 4.1, Biological Resources. Therefore, the project would not conflict
with any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of mineral resources impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance for
this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state.

e Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.

Project Impacts

The proposed project would not include any changes to zoning, changes in land use,
construction, development of permanent structures, or other project activities that would result
in the permanent or temporary loss of availability of a known mineral resource or of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site. There would be no impact.

NOISE

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of noise impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance for this analysis.
The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Generate of a substantfial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the Butte County General
Plan or noise ordinance.

¢ Generate of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

e Expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels because
of the project’s location within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport.

Project Impacts

Wildlife damage management equipment, tools, and methods may generate femporary,
infermittent noise during project implementatfion. Such temporary, intermittent noise could
include noise from firearms, frailing hounds, whistlers/screamers, ATVs, pyrotechnics, and
electronic calling devices. These noises would predominantly occur on large agricultural parcels,
rather than in dense urban areas, so substantial numbers of people would not be exposed to
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these temporary, loud noises and the noises would be widely dispersed. No changes in noise-
producing tools or equipment would occur as compared with baseline actfivities. Therefore, the
proposed project’s impacts would be less than significant.

The project would not include vibration-producing land uses or the use of vibration-producing
construction equipment, such as bulldozers, jackhammers, or pile drivers. Pyrotechnic devices,
such as shell crackers or scare cartridges fired from a shotgun, or noise bombs/bangers, may be
used for dispersing animals. These methods are primarily used to disperse birds in crop fields.
These types of devices are used in the air, not on the ground, and therefore would not be a
source of ground vibration. Such use would also be infrequent and intermittent. Impacts would
be less than significant.

The proposed project would not generate permanent sources of noise, nor would it place new
land uses near sensitive receptors or land uses where sensitive receptors reside. As such, the
project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project. No impact would occur.

As discussed above, the project would generate temporary, infermittent noise associated with
the use of wildlife damage management tools and equipment. These types of wildlife
management and dispersal tools have been previously used for IWDM activities, and no
changes would occur under the proposed project. Therefore, the project would not result in a
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project. Impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed project would not directly result in construction of new housing, nor would the
project indirectly result in an increase in housing or population. Further, the project would not
increase nonresidential development. Therefore, the project would not result in exposure of
people or structures to excessive noise from public or private airstrips. As a result, no impact
would occur.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of population and housing impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of
significance for this analysis. A project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Induce substantial population growth in an areaq, either directly (e.g., by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other
infrastructure).

e Displace substantial numbers of people or existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Project Impacts

The proposed project is limited fo wildlife damage management activities. This would not induce
population growth in the County or in surrounding areas, as it would not include the construction
of new residential structures or result in the need for new residential structures. In addition, the
project would not result in or encourage the extension of paved roadways or public
service/uftility infrastructure intfo an undeveloped area and thus indirectly encourage population
and housing growth. Further, a substantial number of new jobs is not anticipated because the
number of staff would not increase compared to historical staffing levels provided by the annual
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work plans (one wildlife specialist). Therefore, the project is not expected to induce substantial
growth in the area and no impact would occur.

Implementation of the proposed project would not displace existing housing or people and
would not change any land use designation or zoning to restrict the development of housing. As
such, no impact would occur.

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of public services and recreation impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of
significance for this analysis. A project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response fimes or other
performance objectives for fire protection.

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

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

Project Impacts

The proposed project is limited to wildlife damage management activities. This would not
generate housing or induce population growth, nor would it increase nonresidential
development. Further, the proposed project would not construct any physical structures that
would require profection from theft/vandalism or protection from fire dangers. Therefore, the
project would not increase the demand for other public services such as schools and parks and
would not require new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts. The proposed project would have no impact.

The proposed project would not involve construction of new housing, nor would the proposed
project induce population growth. As such, the project would not increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in physical impacts to the environment from construction of new recreational
facilities or the degradation of existing residential facilities. The project would have no impact.

TRANSPORTATION
Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of fransportation impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance for this

analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Conlflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including fransit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
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e Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)

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

e Resultin inadequate emergency access,

Project Impacts

The project would not involve any construction of residential or nonresidential structures that
would affect the circulation system. The proposed project would not interfere with any existing
transit routes, nor would it remove or relocate any existing fransit stops/stations. Therefore, the
project would not conflict with any adopted County policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Therefore, the project would have no impacts as it
relates to public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities or networks.

The proposed project would not increase the number of vehicles used by APHIS-WS personnel to
conduct wildlife management activities beyond that which has occurred historically because
no changes to the CSA are proposed that would increase staffing that would, in turn, increase
vehicle use. Because the proposed project would not result in an increase in vehicle use that
would increase vehicle miles traveled, there would be no conflict with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b) and therefore no impact.

The proposed project would not result in any new development or require the construction or
extension of roadways, nor will it change any land use designation or zoning. Therefore, the
project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature and no impact would
occur.

The proposed project would not involve any constfruction of permanent structures, barriers, or
fransportation networks. Therefore, the project would not require the provision of emergency
access, nor would it impair implementation of emergency response within the County. As such,
there would be no impact.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of ftribal cultural resources impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of
significance for this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe, and that is: listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Section 5020.1(k); or a
resource defermined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1.
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Project Impacts

The County sent a written request to the United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn
Rancheria on March 2, 2021, in response to the tribe's request for nofification of projects
pursuant to AB 52 and applicable sections of the Public Resources Code. The tribe did not
respond to the City’s request within 30 days of receiving the invitation for consultation from the
County.

The project would not result in the construction or alteration of structures or other facilities. The
project would not include activities that would result in grading or excavation; any ground
disturbance necessary for the installation of fraps or snares would be minimal and limited to
surface soils. Therefore, the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, and there would be no impact.

UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of ufilities/service systems impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance
for this analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Require orresult in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental
effects.

e Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years,

e Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that there is not adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments.

o Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, or
not comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste.

Project Impacts

The proposed project would not involve construction of permanent or tfemporary housing or
nonresidential structures, which would induce population growth in the County. As such, the
proposed project would not increase the demand for water, wastewater freatment, and storm
drainage facilities and would not require new or expanded facilities, the construction of which
could cause environmental effects. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

Direct control measures associated with implementation of the proposed project would result in
animal carcasses that would require disposal. WS Directive WS 2.515 sets forth requirements for
the disposal of wildlife carcasses, requiring that all carcasses be disposed of in a manner
consistent with federal, state, County, and local regulations. Because of the low number of
species removed and the low frequency with which that occurs, disposal of carcasses would
have an inconsequential effect on landfill capacity and would noft result in the need for disposal
facility expansion that could result in environmental impacts. As such, the proposed project
would have no impact.
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WILDFIRE

Appendix G of the 2021 CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to the assessment
of wildfire impacts. These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance for this
analysis. The project would result in a significant impact if it would:

e Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan.

e Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire.

e Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment.

e Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.

Project Impacts

The proposed project would not result in construction of urbanized development or permanent
placement of people in a wildland area and thus would not result in a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires. Additionally, the WS Directives summarized above direct
that any wildlife management methods that could result in fire hazards, such as pyrotechnics,
would be subject to oversight and accountability by trained and certified APHIS-WS personnel.
Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas, or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands. Project impacts would be less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

For the topic areas evaluated above, all project impacts would be less than significant or there
would be no impact. As explained therein, the extent of the less than significant impacts on
aesthetics, air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials,
hydrology and water quality, noise, fransportation, and wildfire is substantially limited either
geographically or by the nature of the activity that may result in an effect. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to those impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.
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