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impacts to a less than significant level. Chapter 5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
provides the proposed mitigation measures, implementation timelines, and the entity/agency responsible 
for ensuring implementation. Chapter 6 References details the documents and reports this document relies 
upon to provide its analysis. 

The CalEEMod Output Files, Biological Evaluation, and Cultural Resources Inventory Survey are provided as 
technical Appendix A, Appendix B, and Appendix C, respectively, at the end of this document. 
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2.1.6 Description of Project  

Project Background and Purpose  

The District is a United States Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) water contractor within the Sacramento 
Division of the Central Valley Project (CVP) in California. The District was formed in 1954 and began water 
deliveries in 1977. The District currently serves approximately 29,000 acres using 110 miles of pipeline and 
over three hundred (300) metered deliveries in the Orland and Artois area within the Sacramento Valley. 
The District receives water from eight diversions located off the CVP Tehama-Colusa Canal (TCC). The TCC 
commences as a diversion from the Sacramento River in Red Bluff and ends in Dunnigan, about 120 miles 
south. The District has a contract with Reclamation for 53,000 acre-feet (AF) of water annually. The amount 
of water received via the contract can be reduced depending on water availability. While the District does 
deliver a small amount of municipal and industrial water to users within its service area, the District water 
is used primarily for agricultural irrigation purposes. 

A group of landowners in the vicinity of the District are seeking annexation of approximately 11,000 acres 
(lands) into the District boundary to receive supplemental surface water for agricultural purposes (see 
Figure 2-6). Currently, these lands do not have access to surface water, and thus the crop demand is being 
met through pumped groundwater. The proposed annexed lands are primarily located in areas surrounded 
by District lands. All proposed annexed lands are currently farmed, and the annexation would not result in 
newly established farmed lands. 

The proposed Project includes the annexation of approximately 100 parcels into the District boundary.  To 
support the annexation, the proposed Project also includes a Sphere of Influence (SOI) integrating the 
subject parcels within the SOI of the District. The proposed SOI update and annexation for OAWD would 
not be growth inducing as OAWD will only provide water for agricultural purposes to existing agricultural 
parcels. The Glenn Local Agency Formation Commission (Glenn LAFCO) is the approving agency for the 
proposed annexation and SOI update and is a responsible agency with regards to this environmental review 
pursuant to the CEQA. 

To comply with the California Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requirements, acquired 
and delivered surface water will prove to be a vital supplement to existing groundwater supplies.  

The proposed annexed lands would be categorized as subordinate lands and would have secondary access 
to certain District CVP supplies based on availability. Some of the proposed annexed lands are on the 
periphery of the District service area and would need new infrastructure to receive water. Said 
infrastructure would include new diversions off the TCC and subsequent water conveyance pipelines and 
metered farm turnouts (see Figure 2-5). 

Project Description  

As discussed above, the proposed Project includes annexation of 11,000 acres into the District boundary. 
To accomplish the annexation, the District, on behalf of the proposed annexed landowners, would apply to 
the Glenn LAFCO.  

The proposed Project would also include infrastructure needed to deliver water to the newly annexed 
parcels. The infrastructure components would include seven (7) turnouts (with pumps) on the TCC; twenty-
four (24) new farm turnout locations; two (2) new pump stations (approximate capacity of 30 cubic-feet-
per-second) added to existing pipelines; and approximately eight (8) miles of new pipeline.  
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the consultation, which then continues until the parties come to an agreement regarding necessary 
mitigation, agree that no mitigation is needed, or one or both parties determine that negotiation occurred 
in good faith, but no agreement will be made. 

The District has not received any written correspondence from a Tribe pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 21080.3.1 requesting notification of proposed projects.  
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Figure 2-1: Regional Location
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Figure 2-2: Topo Quad  



Chapter 2: Project Description  
Orland-Artois Water District Annexation, Sphere of Influence Update, and Infrastructure Project 

October 2023  2-7 

This page has been intentionally left blank. 

Figure 2-3: General Plan Land Use Designation Map  

Note: Due to the Glenn County General Plan update that was completed in July 2023, updated GIS shapefiles representing the updates and changes 
in land use designation across the County are currently not available. However, updated data is actively being pursued and should be available upon 
request during the 30-day review period by contacting the person(s) identified in the Notice of Intent. In addition, once available, the updated General 
Plan Land Use designation map for the Project area will be uploaded to the State Clearinghouse in the same location that this IS/MND for public 
review once it is available. 
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Figure 2-4: Zone District Map 



Chapter 2: Project Description  
Orland-Artois Water District Annexation, Sphere of Influence Update, and Infrastructure Project 

October 2023  2-9 

  
Figure 2-5. Proposed Infrastructure Map 
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Figure 2-6. Lands Proposed for Annexation Map 
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Figure 2-7. Crop Map 
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4.1.2 Impact  Analysis  
a) Have substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  

No Impact.  The Project would allow for infrastructure construction needed to deliver water to the 
annexed parcels, which would include mostly subsurface construction. Two new pump stations would be 
expected, but the Project area is generally flat and is mostly circumscribed by land in agricultural use. As 
such, the Project area does contain a scenic vista. Therefore, there is no impact. 

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

No Impact.   The Project would not be located along, or within the vicinity of, a state scenic highway. The 
nearest officially designated scenic highway to the Project site is SR 49, located approximately 58 miles 
to the east. In addition, the Project would not damage scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, 
and historic buildings. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of 
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning 
and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

No Impact.  As the Project area is located in an agricultural region with various existing irrigation and 
farming infrastructure, the construction of additional infrastructure would not degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings, as it would blend in with the existing setting. 
Additionally, there are no cities within the Project area that meet the CEQA qualification to be considered 
urbanized (population of at least 50,000 people). As such, there would be no impact. 

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

No Impact.  The Project would not require any lighting facilities during construction or operation; 
therefore, there would be no significant generation of light or glare that would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views. There would be no impact due to the Project. 
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Figure 4-1. Farmland Map 





https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf
http://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm
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Air Pollutants of Pr imary Concern  

Criteria Air Pollutants  
For the protection of public health and welfare, the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) required that the USEPA 
establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for various pollutants. These pollutants are 
referred to as "criteria" pollutants because the USEPA publishes criteria documents to justify the choice of 
standards. These standards define the maximum amount of an air pollutant that can be present in ambient 
air. An ambient air quality standard is generally specified as a concentration averaged over a specific time 
period, such as one hour, eight hours, 24 hours, or one year. The different averaging times and 
concentrations are meant to protect against different exposure effects. Standards established for the 
protection of human health are referred to as primary standards; whereas standards established for the 
prevention of environmental and property damage are called secondary standards. The CAA allows states 
to adopt additional or more health-protective standards. The following provides a summary discussion of 
the criteria air pollutants of primary concern.  

Ozone (O3) is a reactive gas consisting of three atoms of oxygen. In the troposphere, it is a product of the 
photochemical process involving the sun's energy. It is a secondary pollutant that is formed when oxides of 
nitrogen (NOX) and volatile organic compounds (VOC), also referred to as reactive organic gases (ROG) react 
in the presence of sunlight. Ozone at the earth's surface causes numerous adverse health effects and is a 
criteria pollutant. It is a major component of smog. In the stratosphere, ozone exists naturally and shields 
Earth from harmful incoming ultraviolet radiation. 

High concentrations of ground level ozone can adversely affect the human respiratory system and 
aggravate cardiovascular disease and many respiratory ailments. Ozone also damages natural ecosystems 
such as forests and foothill communities, agricultural crops, and some man-made materials, such as rubber, 
paint, and plastics.  

Reactive Organic Gas (ROG) is a reactive chemical gas, composed of hydrocarbon compounds that may 
contribute to the formation of smog by their involvement in atmospheric chemical reactions. No separate 
health standards exist for ROG as a group. Because some compounds that make up ROG are also toxic, like 
the carcinogen benzene, they are often evaluated as part of a toxic risk assessment. Total Organic Gases 
(TOGs) includes all of the ROGs, in addition to low reactivity organic compounds like methane and acetone. 
ROGs and VOC are subsets of TOG. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) are hydrocarbon compounds that exist in the ambient air. VOCs 
contribute to the formation of smog and may also be toxic. VOC emissions are a major precursor to the 
formation of ozone. VOCs often have an odor, and some examples include gasoline, alcohol, and the 
solvents used in paints.  

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX) are a family of gaseous nitrogen compounds and is a precursor to the formation 
of ozone and particulate matter. The major component of NOX, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), is a reddish-brown 
gas that is toxic at high concentrations. NOX results primarily from the combustion of fossil fuels under high 
temperature and pressure. On-road and off-road motor vehicles and fuel combustion are the major sources 
of this air pollutant.  

Particulate Matter (PM), also known as particle pollution, is a complex mixture of extremely small particles 
and liquid droplets. Particle pollution is made up of a number of components, including acids (such as 
nitrates and sulfates), organic chemicals, metals, and soil or dust particles. The size of particles is directly 
linked to their potential for causing health problems. USEPA is concerned about particles that are 10 
micrometers in diameter or smaller because those are the particles that generally pass through the throat 
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implementation of applicable air quality attainment plans. As shown in the tables below, the Project 
would not result in significant short-term or long-term increases of criteria air pollutants that would 
exceed applicable thresholds. As such, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation 
of an applicable air quality plan. There would be no impact.  

b) Would the project 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? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Construction and operation criteria air pollutant emissions were estimated 
using The CalEEMod air quality model, version 2020.4.0, and the SacMetro Road Construction Model, 
version 9.0.1 (see Appendix A). A summary of construction emissions is included in Table 4-5 and Table 
4-6. Operation emissions are included in Table 4-7 and Table 4-8. 

Table 4-5. Estimated Annual Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions in Tons per Year 
Emissions 

Source ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Turnouts 0.1878 1.2969 1.4080 2.6700e-003 0.0987 0.0694 
Eight-mile 
Pipeline 0.0600 0.5700 1.0200 0 0.6900 0.1600 

Total 0.2478 1.8669 2.428 2.6700e-003 0.7887 0.2294 
SMAQMD 
Threshold None None None None 14.6 15 

Threshold 
Exceeded? No No No No No No 

 

Table 4-6. Estimated Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions in Pounds per Day 
Emissions 

Source ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Turnouts 3.6833 14.914 13.3657 0.0254 7.7695 4.0029 
Eight-mile 
Pipeline 0.4900 4.3000 7.7400 0.0100 5.2200 1.2300 

Total 4.1733 19.214 21.1057 0.0354 12.9895 5.2329 
SMAQMD 
Threshold None 85 None None 80 82 

Threshold 
Exceeded? No No No No No No 

 

Table 4-7. Estimated Annual Operation Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions in Tons per Year 
Emissions 

Source ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total 5.0100e-003 0 4.6000e-004 0 0 0 
SMAQMD 
Threshold None None None None 14.6 15 

Threshold 
Exceeded? No No No No No No 
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Table 4-8. Estimated Daily Operation Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions in Pounds per Day 

Emissions 
Source ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total 0.0277 5.0000e-
005 

5.1000e-
003 0 2.0000e-

005 
2.0000e-

005 
SMAQMD 
Threshold 65 65 None None 80 82 

Threshold 
Exceeded? No No No No No No 

 

As shown in Table 4-5 and Table 4-6, construction related emissions would not exceed an annual or daily 
threshold set by the SMAQMD. Additionally, Table 4-7 and Table 4-8 show that the Project would not 
exceed an established SMAQMD threshold for annual or daily emissions relating to operational activities. 
These tables reveal that there would not be a considerable net increase in any criteria pollutants. 
Therefore, there would be a less than significant impact. 

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The Project Area would be spread throughout the OAWD service area, 
resulting in several uses and potential sensitive receptors to be located within the vicinity of the Project. 
Short-term air quality impacts would be associated with construction and would generally arise from dust 
generation (fugitive dust) and operation of construction equipment. Fugitive dust results from land 
clearing, grading, excavation, concrete work, and vehicle traffic on paved and unpaved roads. Fugitive 
dust is a source of airborne particulates, including PM10 (particulate matter less than 10 microns in 
diameter) and PM2.5 (particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter). Large earth-moving 
equipment, trucks, and other mobile sources powered by diesel or gasoline are also sources of 
combustion emissions, such as NO2, CO, CO2, ROG, SO2, and small amounts of other air pollutants. As 
shown above, the emission estimates resulting from construction and operation do not exceed the 
SMAQMD threshold and construction emissions would be temporary. As such, sensitive receptors would 
not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations. There would be a less than significant impact. 

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would be largely passive during operation, so there would be 
minimal operational emissions generated by its implementation. Operational emissions would be a result 
of passive use of equipment and vehicle trips to the Project area for routine maintenance activities. 
Therefore, operation would produce minimal other emissions, such as those leading to odors, which 
would adversely affect a substantial number of people. Any emissions leading to odors during 
construction would be limited and temporary in nature, dissipating quickly as a result. As such, there 
would be a less than significant impact. 
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-9: Biological Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

4.4.1 Baseline Conditions  

General  

The Project is located north of the community of Artois and south of the City of Orland, within the eastern 
portion of Glenn County and near the western edge of the Sacramento Valley. The topography of the 
Project area is relatively flat. The elevation ranges from approximately 178 feet to 246 feet above mean 
sea level. 

Like most of California, the Project area experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are 
followed by cool, moist winters. In the summer, average high temperatures range between 85- and 95-
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Soil Soil Map 
Unit 

Percent 
of APEs 

Hydric 
Unit 

Hydric 
Minor 
Units 

Drainage Permeability Runoff 

Capay Clay, 0 to 4 
percent slopes 0.3% No Yes 

Somewhat 
poorly 
drained 

Slow 
permeability High runoff 

Corning-
Redding 

Gravelly loams, 
1 to 3 percent 

slopes 
1.2% No Yes Moderately 

well drained 
Slow 

permeability 
Very high 

runoff 

Cortina 

Gravelly fine 
sandy loam 

shallow 
0.8% No Yes 

Somewhat 
excessively 

drained 

Rapid 
permeability 

Very low 
runoff 

Very gravelly 
sandy loam, 0 to 
3 percent slopes 

13.9% No Yes 
Somewhat 
excessively 

drained 

Rapid 
permeability 

Very low 
runoff 

Very gravelly 
sandy loam, 
moderately 

deep 

4.6% No Yes 
Somewhat 
excessively 

drained 

Rapid 
permeability 

Very low 
runoff 

Hillgate 

Loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 2.5% No Yes Well drained Slow 

permeability 
Very low 
runoff 

Clay loam, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 0.6% No Yes Well drained Slow 

permeability 
Very high 

runoff 
Gravelly loam, 0 

to 2 percent 
slopes 

6.2% No Yes Well drained Slow 
permeability 

Very high 
runoff 

Jacinto 
Fine sandy loam, 
0 to 2 percent 

slopes 
2.9% No No Well drained 

Moderately 
rapid 

permeability 
Low runoff 

Kimball 

Loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 0.6% No Yes Well drained Slow 

permeability 
Very high 

runoff 
Gravelly loam, 0 

to 2 percent 
slopes 

0.3% No Yes Well drained Slow 
permeability 

Very high 
runoff 

Orland 

Loam, 
moderately 
deep over 

gravel, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 

0.7% No Yes Well drained Moderate 
permeability Low runoff 

Pleasanton 
Gravelly loam, 0 

to 2 percent 
slopes 

1.8% No No Well drained Moderately slow 
permeability 

Medium 
runoff 

Riverwash - 0.2% Yes No Excessively 
drained - Very low 

runoff 

Tehama 

Loam, 
moderately 
deep over 

gravel, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 

0.4% No No Well drained Slow 
permeability 

Medium 
runoff 

Loam, deep to 
gravel, 0 to 3 

percent slopes 
11.0% No No Well drained Slow 

permeability 
Medium 
runoff 

Gravelly loam, 0 
to 3 percent 

slopes 
0.0% No No Well drained Slow 

permeability High runoff 

Silt loam, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 36.3% No No Well drained Slow 

permeability High runoff 
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Soil Soil Map 
Unit 

Percent 
of APEs 

Hydric 
Unit 

Hydric 
Minor 
Units 

Drainage Permeability Runoff 

Wyo 

Loam, deep over 
gravel 1.0% No No Well drained Rapid 

permeability Low runoff 

Gravelly loam, 
moderately 

deep over gravel 
3.9% No No Well drained Rapid 

permeability Low runoff 

 
Hydric soils are defined as soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing 
season to develop anaerobic conditions such that under sufficiently wet conditions, hydrophytic vegetation 
can be supported. While one major component and some minor components were identified as hydric, the 
soils of Project area are predominantly nonhydric. 

Biotic Habitats  

Four biotic habitats were identified within the Project area: Riverine/Riparian, Annual Grassland, 
Canal/Ditches, and Ruderal/Agricultural. The habitat types in the Project area are summarized below, in 
Table 4-11. Following Table 4-11 are descriptions of each habitat type, which include the constituent plant 
and animal species observed within the habitat. Selected photographs of these habitats are presented in 
Appendix B: Biological Evaluation. 

Table 4-11. Summary of Habitat Types with Each APE 

APE Name 
Habitat Type and Presence in the APEs 

Riverine/ Riparian Annual Grassland Canal/Ditches Ruderal/ 
Agricultural 

Lassen Land 
Improvement Area   X X 

Road F Improvement 
Area   X X 

Patton Improvement 
Area   X X 

Big W Improvement 
Area X X X X 

Road 28 Improvement 
Area   X X 

Hart 330 Improvement 
Area   X X 

Hart 342 Improvement 
Area    X 

Knight 33 Improvement 
Area   X X 

99W Improvement Area  X X X 

33.6N Improvement 
Area   X X 

Sanford Improvement 
Area   X X 

Hart HQ Improvement 
Area   X X 
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Table 4-12. List of Special Status Animals with Potential to Occur on the Project Area and/or in the Vicinity 

Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Project Area* 
Likely Possible Unlikely Absent 

American 
badger 
(Taxidea 
taxus) 

CSSC 

Grasslands, savannas, and 
mountain meadows near 
timberline are preferred. 
Most abundant in drier open 
spaces of shrub and 
grassland. Burrows in soil. 

- - 

All. The entire Project 
area and surrounding 
areas have high human 
disturbance due to 
agricultural activities. An 
American Badger could 
easily pass through the 
region, but it is unlikely 
they would den within 
Project area. The nearest 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 7.5 miles 
north in 1993. 

- 

Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) 

CE, CFP 

Resides in old growth forests 
as well as lower montane 
coniferous forests. Nests are 
generally found in large, old-
growth trees within a mile of 
water. Nests and winters 
along ocean shores, lake 
margins, and rivers. 

- 

Patton Improvement 
Area. This species is 
regionally abundant and 
there is high quality 
suitable nesting habitat 
adjacent to this APE. The 
nearest recorded 
observation of this 
species was 
approximately 7 miles 
southeast of the APEs in 
2021. The most recent 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 11.5 miles 
northwest of the APEs in 
2022. 

Lassen Land 
Improvement Area, Road 
F Improvement Area, Big 
W Improvement Area, 
Road 28 Improvement 
Area, Hart 330 
Improvement Area, Hart 
342 Improvement Area, 
Knight 33 Improvement 
Area, 99W Improvement 
Area, Sanford 
Improvement Area, Hart 
HQ Improvement Area, 
33.6N Improvement 
Area, 33.6E Improvement 
Area, Knight 27 Extension 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
Booster Pump 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
SAR Improvement Area, 
0.6 Woolf Improvement 
Area, Lateral 2.6 Booster 
Pump Station 
Improvement Area, 99W 

- 
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Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Project Area* 
Likely Possible Unlikely Absent 

Alternative Improvement 
Area. This species is 
regionally abundant but 
there is minimal suitable 
nesting habitat adjacent 
to these Project area. 

Bank swallow 
(Riparia 
riparia) 

CT 

These aerial insectivores nest 
colonially in burrows 
constructed along vertical 
banks and bluffs near 
waterbodies. This 
disturbance tolerant species 
is also known to nest in man-
made sites, such as quarries, 
mounds of gravel or dirt, and 
road cuts.  

- - 

All. The Project area and 
surrounding areas lack 
bluffs and suitable 
habitat. The nearest 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 6.5 miles 
east in 2010, along the 
Sacramento River. 

- 

Burrowing owl 
(Athene 
cunicularia) 

CSSC 

Resides in open, dry annual 
or perennial grasslands, 
deserts, and scrublands with 
low growing vegetation. 
Nests underground in 
existing burrows created by 
mammals, most often 
ground squirrels.  

- 

Big W Improvement Area, 
99W Improvement Area. 
These areas contain 
grassland habitat that is 
marginal for this species. 
The nearest recorded 
observation of this 
species was 
approximately 0.5 miles 
southwest of the APE in 
1993. The most recent 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 13 miles 
northeast in 2022. 
 
 
 
 

Lassen Land 
Improvement Area, Road 
F Improvement Area, 
Patton Improvement 
Area, Road 28 
Improvement Area, Hart 
330 Improvement Area, 
Hart 342 Improvement 
Area, Knight 33 
Improvement Area, 
Sanford Improvement 
Area, Hart HQ 
Improvement Area, 
33.6N Improvement 
Area, 33.6E Improvement 
Area, Knight 27 Extension 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
Booster Pump 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
SAR Improvement Area, 
0.6 Woolf Improvement 
Area, Lateral 2.6 Booster 
Pump Station 

- 
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Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Project Area* 
Likely Possible Unlikely Absent 

Improvement Area, 99W 
Alternative Improvement 
Area. These areas and 
the surrounding areas 
have high human 
disturbance and lack 
suitable habitat. 

Conservancy 
fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta 
conservatio) 

FE 

Endemic to the grasslands of 
the northern two-thirds of 
the Central Valley. Found in 
large, turbid pools. 

- - - 

All. The Project area and 
surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance 
and lack vernal pool 
habitat required by this 
species. The most recent 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 13 miles 
northeast in 2015. 

Crotch bumble 
bee 
(Bombus 
crotchii) 

CCE 

Occurs throughout coastal 
California, as well as east to 
the Sierra-Cascade crest, and 
south into Mexico. Food 
plant genera include 
Antirrhinum, Phacelia, 
Clarkia, Dendromecon, 
Eschscholzia, and Eriogonum.  

- - 

All. The Project area and 
surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance, 
but this species could 
forage over or pass 
through the APEs in route 
to more suitable habitat. 
The nearest recorded 
observation of this 
species was 
approximately 6.5 miles 
east in 2022. 

- 

Foothill 
yellow-legged 
frog 
(Rana boylii) 

CCT, 
CSSC 

Frequents rocky streams and 
rivers with rocky substrate 
and open, sunny banks in 
forests, chaparral, and 
woodlands. Occasionally 
found in isolated pools, 
vegetated backwaters, and 
deep, shaded, spring-fed 
pools.  

- - - 

All. The Project area is 
outside of the current 
range of this species. 
These frogs are found in 
the foothills but not in 
the valley where the 
Project is located. There 
are many observations 
within the foothills 
surrounding the Project. 
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Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Project Area* 
Likely Possible Unlikely Absent 

The nearest recorded 
observation of this 
species was 
approximately 25 miles 
east in 2020. 

Giant 
gartersnake 
(Thamnophis 
gigas) 

FT, CT 

Occurs in marshes, sloughs, 
drainage canals, irrigation 
ditches, rice fields, and 
adjacent uplands. Prefers 
locations with emergent 
vegetation for cover and 
open areas for basking. This 
species uses small mammal 
burrows adjacent to aquatic 
habitats for hibernation in 
the winter and to escape 
from excessive heat in the 
summer.  

- - 

Lassen Land 
Improvement Area, Road 
F Improvement Area, 
Patton Improvement 
Area, Big W Improvement 
Area, Road 28 
Improvement Area, Hart 
330 Improvement Area, 
Knight 33 Improvement 
Area, 99W Improvement 
Area, Sanford 
Improvement Area, Hart 
HQ Improvement Area, 
33.6N Improvement 
Area, 33.6E Improvement 
Area, Knight 27 Extension 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
Booster Pump 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
SAR Improvement Area, 
0.6 Woolf Improvement 
Area, Lateral 2.6 Booster 
Pump Station 
Improvement Area, 99W 
Alternative Improvement 
Area. These Project areas 
contain minimal suitable 
habitat for this species 
due to intensive 
agricultural activities 
throughout the area. 
Additionally,  these areas 
are just outside the range 
of this species. This 

Hart 342 Improvement 
Area- Suitable habitat for 
this species is absent 
within this portion of the 
Project area. 
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Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Project Area* 
Likely Possible Unlikely Absent 

species may pass through 
the canal/ditch habitat 
but would not be 
expected to utilize 
burrows or breed on the 
area due to marginal 
habitat for this species. 
The nearest recorded 
observation of this 
species was 
approximately 6.5 miles 
southeast in 1954. The 
most recent recorded 
observation of this 
species was 
approximately 16 miles 
south in 2022. 

Green 
sturgeon 
(Acipenser 
medirostris) 

FT 

Spawning occurs primarily in 
cool (11-15 C) sections of 
mainstem rivers in deep 
pools (8-9 meters) with 
substrate containing small to 
medium sized sand, gravel, 
cobble, or boulder. Spawns 
in the Sacramento, Feather, 
and Yuba Rivers. Non-
spawning adults occupy 
marine/estuarine waters. 
The Delta Estuary is 
important for rearing 
juveniles. 

- - - 

All. The Project area lack 
suitable aquatic habitat. 
The rivers and creeks that 
flow past the area do not 
flow perennially and 
would not contain green 
sturgeon. These rivers 
and creeks would not be 
impacted by Project 
activities. The nearest 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 6.5 miles 
east in the Sacramento 
River in 2020. 

Monarch 
butterfly 
(Danaus 
plexippus) 

FC 

Roosts located in wind-
protected tree groves 
(eucalyptus, Monterey pine, 
cypress), with nectar and 
water sources nearby. Larval 
host plants consist of 
milkweeds (Asclepias sp.). 

- - 

All. The Project area and 
surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance, 
but this species could 
forage over or pass 
through the area in route 
to more suitable habitat. 

- 
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Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Project Area* 
Likely Possible Unlikely Absent 

(Agelaius 
tricolor) 

tules, or in thickets of 
riparian shrubs. Forages in 
grassland and cropland. 
Large colonies are often 
found on dairy farm forage 
fields. 

vegetation that is suitable 
for this species was 
observed in the canals in 
and surrounding area. 
There are many 
observations of this 
species throughout the 
surrounding area. The 
nearest recorded 
observation of this 
species was 
approximately 2 miles 
east in 2014. 

F Improvement Area, 
Patton Improvement 
Area, Big W Improvement 
Area, Road 28 
Improvement Area, Hart 
330 Improvement Area, 
Hart 342 Improvement 
Area, Knight 33 
Improvement Area, 99W 
Improvement Area, 
Sanford Improvement 
Area, Hart HQ 
Improvement Area, 
33.6N Improvement 
Area, 33.6E Improvement 
Area, Knight 27 Extension 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
Booster Pump 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
SAR Improvement Area, 
0.6 Woolf Improvement 
Area, Lateral 2.6 Booster 
Pump Station 
Improvement Area, 99W 
Alternative Improvement 
Area. These areas 
contained emergent 
vegetation, but it was not 
suitable for this species 
to nest. 

Valley 
elderberry 
longhorn 
beetle 
(Desmocerus 
californicus 
dimorphus) 

FT 

Lives in mature elderberry 
shrubs of the Central Valley 
and foothills. Adults are 
active from March to June.  

- - - 

All. No elderberry shrubs 
were observed within, or 
adjacent to, the Project 
area during the biological 
survey. The nearest 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 6.5 miles 
east in 2014. 
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Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Project Area* 
Likely Possible Unlikely Absent 

Vernal pool 
fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta 
lynchi) 

FT 

Occupies vernal pools, clear 
to tea-colored water, in grass 
or mud-bottomed swales, 
and basalt depression pools. 

- - - 

All. The Project area and 
surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance 
and lack vernal pool 
habitat. The nearest 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 0.5 miles 
west in 1997. The most 
recent recorded 
observation of this 
species was 
approximately 13 miles 
north in 2019. 

Vernal pool 
tadpole 
shrimp 
(Lepidurus 
packardi) 

FE 

Occurs in vernal pools, clear 
to tea-colored water, in grass 
or mud-bottomed swales, 
and basalt depression pools. 

- - - 

All. The Project area and 
surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance 
and lack vernal pool 
habitat. The nearest 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 8 miles 
southeast in 2010. 

Western 
mastiff bat 
(Eumops 
perotis 
californicus) 

CSSC 

Found in open, arid to semi-
arid habitats, including dry 
desert washes, flood plains, 
chaparral, oak woodland, 
open ponderosa pine forest, 
grassland, and agricultural 
areas, where it feeds on 
insects in flight. Roosts most 
commonly in crevices in cliff 
faces but may also use high 
buildings and tunnels. 

- - 

All. The Project area lack 
suitable cliff roosting 
habitat. This species 
could forage over or pass 
through the area in route 
to more suitable habitat. 
The nearest recorded 
observation of this 
species was 
approximately 8 miles 
east 1999. 

- 

Western pond 
turtle 
(Emys 
marmorata) 

CSSC 

An aquatic turtle of ponds, 
marshes, slow-moving rivers, 
streams, and irrigation 
ditches with riparian 
vegetation. Requires 

- 

Lassen Land 
Improvement Area, Road 
F Improvement Area, Big 
W Improvement Area, 
Road 28 Improvement 

- 

Hart 342 Improvement 
Area, Hart 330 
Improvement Area. 
These areas lack suitable 
habitat for this species. 
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Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Project Area* 
Likely Possible Unlikely Absent 

approximately 8 miles 
east in 1999. 

Western 
spadefoot 
(Spea 
hammondii) 

CSSC 

Prefers open areas with 
sandy or gravelly soils, in a 
variety of habitats including 
mixed woodlands, 
grasslands, coastal sage 
scrub, chaparral, sandy 
washes, lowlands, river 
floodplains, alluvial fans, 
playas, alkali flats, foothills, 
and mountains. Vernal pools 
or temporary wetlands, 
lasting a minimum of three 
weeks, which do not contain 
bullfrogs, fish, or crayfish are 
necessary for breeding. 

- 

Big W Improvement Area, 
99W Improvement Area. 
These areas contain 
grassland habitat that 
have the potential to 
pond. The nearest 
recorded observation of 
this species was 
approximately 15 miles 
east 2020. 

Lassen Land 
Improvement Area, Road 
F Improvement Area, 
Patton Improvement 
Area, , Road 28 
Improvement Area, Hart 
330 Improvement Area, 
Hart 342 Improvement 
Area, Knight 33 
Improvement Area, 
Sanford Improvement 
Area, Hart HQ 
Improvement Area, 
33.6N Improvement 
Area, 33.6E Improvement 
Area, Knight 27 Extension 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
Booster Pump 
Improvement Area, 0.6 
SAR Improvement Area, 
0.6 Woolf Improvement 
Area, Lateral 2.6 Booster 
Pump Station 
Improvement Area, 99W 
Alternative Improvement 
Area. These areas and 
the surrounding areas 
have high human 
disturbance and lack 
suitable habitat. 

- 

Western 
yellow-billed 
cuckoo 
(Coccyzus 
americanus 
occidentalis) 

FT, CE 

Suitable nesting habitat in 
California include dense 
riparian willow-cottonwood 
and mesquite habitats along 
a perennial river. Once a 
common breeding species in 
riparian habitats of lowland 

- - 

All. Critical habitat for the 
yellow-billed cuckoo is 
located 6.5 miles east 
along the Sacramento 
River. The nearest 
recorded observation of 
this species was 

- 
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Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Project Area* 
Likely Possible Unlikely Absent 

California, this species 
currently breeds consistently 
in only two locations in the 
State: along the Sacramento 
and South Fork Kern Rivers.  

approximately 7.5 miles 
east along the 
Sacramento River in 
2013. The riparian 
corridors near the areas 
do not provide suitable 
nesting habitat for this 
species. High quality 
habitat is abundant in the 
region; therefore, this 
species would not be 
expected to utilize low 
quality riparian habitat.  
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Wildlife Movement Corridors and Native Wildlife Nursery Sites: 

BIO-23 (Operational Hours): Construction activities will be limited to a half hour after sunrise 
through a half hour before sunset to reduce potential impacts to wildlife movement 
corridors. 

BIO-24 (Wildlife Access): At no point will access be blocked outside of construction hours or 
during overnight hours or weekends. If construction must block both sides of a potential 
wildlife access route, an alternative route through the construction area will be identified 
by a qualified biologist and maintained throughout the construction schedule timeframe. 
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While not yet achieving the 50-year-old threshold necessary for recordation and evaluation, Reclamation 
indicated that the TCC would be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as 
a contributing element of the CVP, itself an NRHP eligible property.  Reclamation further determined that 
project components interfacing with the TCC would not constitute an adverse effect to an historic 
property. 

The probability of encountering buried archaeological sites within the APE is low.  This conclusion is 
derived in part from the observed soil matrices which comprise the exposed soil cuts associated with 
construction of the TCC, and to the degree of disturbance associated with past ground disturbance.  
Evidence of ground disturbance assisted in determining whether or not subsurface resources were 
present within the APE.  Overall, the soil types present, and contemporary disturbance would warrant a 
finding of low probability for encountering buried archaeological sites. 

Although there is an absence of significant historical resources/unique archaeological resources/historic 
properties within the APE, CUL-1 and CUL-2 will be incorporated into the Project. 

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  There is no evidence or record that the Project 
has the potential to be an unknown burial site, or the site of buried human remains. In the unlikely event 
of such a discovery, mitigation will be implemented. With incorporation of mitigation measures CUL-3 
and CUL-4 outlined below, impacts resulting from the discovery of remains interred on the Project site 
would be less than significant. 

4.5.3 Mitigation  Measures  

CUL-1 The present evaluation and recommendations are based on the findings of an inventory-
level surface survey only. There is always the possibility that important unidentified 
cultural materials could be encountered on or below the surface during the course of 
future repair activities. This possibility is particularly relevant considering the constraints 
generally to archaeological field survey, and particularly where past ground disturbance 
activities (e.g., flooding, canal trenching, orchard development, etc.) have partially 
obscured historic ground surface visibility, as in the present case. In the event of an 
inadvertent discovery of previously unidentified cultural material, archaeological 
consultation should be sought immediately. 

CUL-2 In the event that previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered as a result of 
this undertaking, the nearby construction activities would cease, and Reclamation 
Cultural Resource Staff would be notified and consulted on how to proceed.  
Reclamation would follow the procedures for post-review discoveries on Federal lands 
as described in the regulations at 36 CFR § 800.13. Work may not continue in the area 
of the discovery until Reclamation issues a notice to proceed. 

CUL-3 In the event that human remains are inadvertently encountered during any project-
associated ground-disturbing activity or at any time subsequently, State law will be 
followed, which includes but is not limited to immediately contacting the County 
Coroner's office upon any discovery of human remains. 
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CUL-4 In the event that human remains are identified during the course of the proposed 
project, all construction activities would cease, and a Reclamation Archaeologist would 
be consulted on how to proceed.  Note that all Native American human remains 
identified on lands owned by the Federal government are subject to the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (25 USC 3001). Under the NAGPRA (25 
USC 3001) and implementing regulations 43 CFR Part 10, Reclamation is responsible for 
the protection of Native American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony that are discovered on Reclamation lands.  All human 
remains and potential human remains must be treated with respect and dignity at all 
times.  In the event that suspected human remains are discovered during proposed 
project activity on Reclamation land, all activities in the immediate area will cease, and 
appropriate precautions will be taken to protect the remains and any associated cultural 
items from further disturbance. Reclamation will follow the procedures outlined in 43 
CFR § 10.4 Inadvertent Discoveries.  The Reclamation Region 10 Regional Environmental 
Officer will be immediately notified by telephone and will take responsibly for the 
discovery by contacting the appropriate law enforcement and Reclamation officials.  
Within three (3) working days of confirmation of the discovery [see 43 CFR Part 
10.4(d)(1)(iii)], the Regional Cultural Resource Officer will ensure that Indian tribes likely 
to be affiliated with the discovered human remains (e.g., lineal descendant, culturally 
affiliated Indian tribe, Indian tribe with other cultural relationship, and Indian tribe that 
aboriginally occupied area) are notified by telephone or in person, with written 
confirmation.  Treatment and handling of the remains will be determined through 
consultation between Reclamation and consulting tribes.  Project implementation in the 
vicinity of the discovery would not resume until Reclamation complies with the 43 CFR § 
10 regulations and provides notification to proceed. 
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4.6 ENERGY 
Table 4-15: Energy Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

    

4.6.1 Baseline Conditions  
Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) provides electric service to the Project area. PG&E obtains its power through 
an energy mix that includes hydroelectric, thermal (natural gas), geothermal, nuclear, wind, and solar. 
Electric service is already available within the Project area. 

4.6.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Implementation of the Project would require the temporary use of energy 
resources for construction of the proposed water delivery infrastructure. This energy use would primarily 
be in the form of petroleum products and electricity used to operate the pump stations and construction 
equipment and consumed during vehicle trips associated with material delivery/debris hauling and 
commuting workers. While construction activities would result in the temporary consumption of energy 
resources in the form of vehicle and equipment fuels (gasoline and diesel fuel) and electricity (directly or 
indirectly), such consumption would be incidental and/or temporary and would not result in wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Operation of the pump station would 
require additional energy consumption by use of electricity. Although there would be an increase in 
energy consumption due to operation of the pump stations, the pump stations are an essential 
component to physically transport water; therefore, it would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources. For these reasons, energy impacts during Project 
construction, maintenance, and operation would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Maintenance of the constructed structures would require minimal energy 
use, similar to existing and current infrastructure maintenance activities. These activities would occur on 
an as-needed basis. Additionally, the Project does not involve constructing habitable structures; 
therefore, no energy efficiency policies apply. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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4.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Table 4-16: Geology and Soils Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

    

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?     

iv. Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 
    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

4.7.1 Baseline Conditions  

Geology and Soils  

The topography of the Project area is relatively level with elevation ranges from approximately 178 to 246 
feet above median sea level. Twenty-four (24) soil mapping units representing twelve (12) soil types were 
identified within the Project area. Generally, these 12 soil types are primarily used for dryland and irrigated 
orchards, irrigated row and field crops, or livestock grazing. Specifics of these can be found in Appendix B: 
Biological Evaluation. The soils of the site have been significantly disturbed by years of agricultural and 
residential use and construction and maintenance of the TCC. Such activities include deep-ripping, 
trenching, discing, grading, and importing of material. 
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d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Expansive soils are typically associated with fine-grained clayey soils that 
have the potential to shrink and swell with repeated cycles of wetting and drying. The Project contains 
both sandy and clayey soils. To ensure that impacts would be less than significant, the Project would be 
consistent with the standards of the seismic design criteria and with evidence of design specifications 
and calculations submitted to Glenn County. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact.  The Project would not require the use of septic tanks or any type of wastewater disposal 
systems. The Project would not construct any habitable structures that would indirectly result in the 
generation of wastewater. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geological feature? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No known paleontological resources have 
been identified within the Project area to date. However, during construction, there is potential for a 
paleontological resource to be found. GEO-1 will be implemented in the unlikely event that 
paleontological resources are encountered during Project construction. 

4.7.3 Mitigation  Measures  

GEO-1 Should paleontological resources be encountered on the Project area, all ground 
disturbing activities in the area will stop. A qualified paleontologist will be contacted to 
assess the discovery. Mitigation may include monitoring, recording the fossil locality, 
data recovery and analysis, and a final report. Public educational outreach may also be 
appropriate. Upon completion of the assessment, a report documenting methods, 
findings, and recommendations will be prepared and submitted to the Orland-Artois 
Water District for review, and (if paleontological materials are recovered) a 
paleontological repository, such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology. 
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Table 4-19. Estimated Operational Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Metric Tons per Year 

Emissions Source MTCO2e 
Total 9.5000e-004 
SMAQMD Threshold 1,100 
Threshold Exceeded? No 

 

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

No Impact. As noted in the tables above, greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the construction and 
operation of the Project would be well below the thresholds established by the SMAQMD. As a result, 
the Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

  





https://www.countyofglenn.net/dept/sheriff/office-emergency-services/response-plans
https://www.countyofglenn.net/dept/sheriff/office-emergency-services/response-plans
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accordance with their regulations. This would ensure that the Project would not interfere with an 
emergency response or emergency evacuation plan. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site and the surrounding lands consists of agricultural lands and 
related infrastructure. The Project would not include any residential components, nor would it require 
any employees to be stationed permanently at the site on a daily basis. Any impacts from directly or 
indirectly exposing people or structures to injury or death involving a wildland fire would be considered 
less than significant. 
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Table 4-21: Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground 
water quality?   

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin?    

    

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

    

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

ii. substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or 
off-site; 

    

iii. create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

    

iv. impede or redirect flood flows?     
d) 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? 

    

4.10.1 Baseline Conditions  

The Project covers a large span of land containing multiple sub-watersheds. The Project lies within the 
Middle Walker Creek sub-watershed, the Lower Walker Creek sub-watershed, the Lagoon-Sacramento 
River sub-watershed, the Deadmans Reach- Sacramento River sub-watershed, and the Colusa Drain sub-
watershed. The Middle Walker creek and the Lower Walker Creek sub-watersheds are a part of the Walker 
Creek watershed, the Lagoon-Sacramento River and the Deadmans Reach-Sacramento River sub-
watersheds are a part of the Sacramento River watershed, and the Colusa Drain sub-watershed is a part of 
the Colusa Drain watershed. 



https://www.countyofglenn.net/dept/planning-community-development-services/water-resources/sustainable-groundwater-management-5
https://www.countyofglenn.net/dept/planning-community-development-services/water-resources/sustainable-groundwater-management-5
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4.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Table 4-22: Land Use and Planning Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

f) Physically divide an established 
community? 

    

g) Cause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

    

4.11.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project area is generally located  between the City of Orland and the unincorporated community of 
Artois within Glenn County. There are several different zone districts throughout the Project area with 
agricultural zone districts being the most prominent. 

4.11.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

No Impact.  The Project proposes annexing land into OAWD in order to provide those lands with 
supplemental surface water supplies when available. Surface water proposed to be delivered would be 
conveyed to irrigated agricultural lands and would not physically divide an established community. As 
such, there would be no impact. 

b) Would the project cause a significant environmental conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

No Impact. The Project involves the annexation of in-production farmland currently dependent on 
groundwater and construction of water conveyance infrastructure to supply those lands with surface 
water when available to decrease reliance on pumped groundwater. The lands involved in the Project 
would continue to be used for agricultural purposes and implementation of the Project would not change 
current land uses. Implementation of the Project has the potential to enhance the existing agricultural 
lands by providing a new source of reliable irrigation water. As a result, the Project would not significantly 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation in terms of environmental effects. There would be 
no impact.   
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4.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-23: Mineral Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state? 

    

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

    

4.12.1 Baseline Conditions  
Notable mineral resources in Glenn County include natural gas and construction grade aggregate 
material.18 Construction grade aggregate is a broad category of coarse to medium-grained particulate 
material used in construction, including sand, gravel, crushed stone, slag, recycled concrete and 
geosynthetic aggregates. The Project area does not contain any active mines. 

4.12.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to 

the region and the residents of the state? 

b) Would the project 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? 

a and b) No Impact. Mineral resources in the vicinity of the District would not be impacted by any of the 
Project components as no mines or extraction areas are located within the Project area. The Project 
would not impact the use of mineral resources and would not result in the loss of availability of any known 
mineral resource that is of value to the local area, regional area, or the State. All disturbed soils would be 
utilized as part of the Project and returned to preconstruction conditions.  As such, there would be no 
impact. 

 
18 (QUAD Consultants 1993) 
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4.13 NOISE 
Table 4-24: Noise Impacts 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Generation of excessive ground borne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

    

c) For a project located 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, would the 
project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

    

4.13.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project is located in the midst of land used for agricultural operations, which typically requires the use 
of diesel-powered equipment or other relatively loud agricultural machinery. Another existing ambient 
noise source prevalent throughout the Project area are the various pump stations that help convey water 
over areas of elevation. Vehicle traffic along the existing roads can also be a source of normal ambient noise 
in the vicinity. Due to the large area covered by the Project, there are various farming residences located 
within 1,000 feet of proposed construction areas. The nearest urbanized area to the Project is the City of 
Orland located approximately 0.9 miles north of one of the proposed construction areas. Another source 
of ambient noise is the Orland Airport, which is located within one mile of the nearest construction area of 
the Project. Noise associated with the airport derives mainly from aircraft landing and taking off. 

Vehicles and equipment required for construction include excavators, trucks, concrete trucks, cranes, and 
miscellaneous equipment (e.g., pneumatic tools, generators, and portable air compressors as shown below 
in Table 4-25). 

4.13.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The Project would generate temporary noise during construction. Noise 
during construction would primarily be generated from various construction equipment used in short 
intervals in small areas throughout the Project area. Table 4-25 below describes the typical noise 
associated with common construction equipment.  
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conditions. The Project does not conflict with any federal, State or local plan, ordinance, or policy 
pertaining to transportation systems.  As such, there would be less than significant impacts. 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 subdivision (b)? 

No Impact.  Due to the nature of the Project, the Project would not significantly conflict or be inconsistent 
with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 subdivision (b). The Project would not include habitable structures 
that would result in a permanent increase in vehicle miles traveled. There would be no impact. 

c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

No Impact. The Project would not involve or include geometric roadway features, or any compatible uses 
that would increase hazards. The Project would include temporary access roads to construction areas, 
but these temporary access roads would not be manufactured in a manner that could potentially become 
a hazard to roadway users. There would be no impact. 

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact. During O&M of the Project, no full or partial road closures would be required 
for routine inspections and maintenance activities. These activities would occur periodically and would 
require few vehicle trips  and would not alter the traffic volumes on roads. 

Construction of the Project would add minor truck and vehicle traffic to roadways, temporarily in the 
Project area during construction activities. The installation of the pipeline would be done in segments 
and road detours, or flag personnel may be needed in some areas. A temporary Traffic Control Plan will 
be prepared and approved by Glenn County in accordance with their regulations. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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4.18  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-30: Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
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: 

    

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

    

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

    

4.18.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Grindstone Indian Rancheria of Wintun-Wailaki Indians is a federally recognized tribe located in Elk 
Creek, California within Glenn County and has a current population of approximately 164 people. The 
Rancheria is located in the foothills of the Coastal Mountain Range north of Stony Gorge Reservoir and west 
of Black Butte Lake Recreation Area. The Tribe originally inhabited the west side of the Sacramento Valley 
in California. Traditional Wintun territory was some 250 miles from north to south and included stretches 
along the foothills and stretched through Colusa, Glenn, Yolo, Mendocino, and Shasta counties. Four 
primary linguistic groupings, each including a number of dialects, made up the Wintun population: the 
northern Wintun (Wintu), the central Wintun (Nomlaki), and the two subdivisions of the southern Wintun, 
the Hill and River Patwin.  

Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq. ( Codification  of AB 52, 2013-14)  

Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq. (codification of AB 52, 2013-14) requires that a lead 
agency, within 14 days of determining that it would undertake a project, must notify in writing any 
California Native American Tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 





  Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 
Orland-Artois Water District Annexation, Sphere of Influence Update, and Infrastructure Project 

October 2023  4-83 

4.18.3 Mitigation  Measures  

See CUL-1 through CUL-4 in Section 4.5. 
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4.20 WILDFIRE 
Table 4-32: Wildfire Impacts 

If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified 

as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrollable spread of wildfire? 

    

c) 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? 

    

d) 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? 

    

4.20.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project area is in an agricultural setting surrounded by planted orchards, row crops, fallowed land, and 
various irrigation facilities such as canals, wells, and turnouts. The Project area would be served by Glenn 
County for its fire protection needs. The Project area is not located in a State Responsibility Area (SRA).28 
The nearest SRA is approximately 1,000 feet west of one of the proposed canal turnouts.29 The Project area 
is not on or near land classified as a very high fire hazard severity zone.30 The nearest lands determined to 
be a very high fire hazard severity zone is located approximately ten miles to the north.31 

4.20.2 Impact Analysis  
a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 

would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

b) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks and thereby 

 
28 (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2022) 
29 Ibid. 
30 (ArcGIS n.d.) 
31 Ibid. 
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expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

c) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project 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? 

d) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project 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? 

a-d) No Impact. The Project is not located in or near an SRA nor located on lands classified as very high 
fire hazard severity zones. Construction and implementation of the Project would not impede any existing 
or future emergency response plans. The Project area and the surrounding lands consist of agricultural 
and related infrastructure on relatively flat and open land. Additionally, the Project would not include the 
construction of any residential components or structures of any kind, nor would it require any employees 
to be stationed permanently at the site on a daily basis. Therefore, there would be no impact.  
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

Item Mitigation Measure When Monitoring is 
to Occur 

Frequency of 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 
CUL-1 The present evaluation and recommendations are 

based on the findings of an inventory-level surface 
survey only. There is always the possibility that 
important unidentified cultural materials could be 
encountered on or below the surface during the 
course of future repair activities. This possibility is 
particularly relevant considering the constraints 
generally to archaeological field survey, and 
particularly where past ground disturbance 
activities (e.g., flooding, canal trenching, orchard 
development, etc.) have partially obscured historic 
ground surface visibility, as in the present case. In 
the event of an inadvertent discovery of previously 
unidentified cultural material, archaeological 
consultation should be sought immediately. 

During Construction 
Activities 

During 
Construction 

Activities 

OAWD with 
assistance of a 

qualified 
archaeologist 

  

CUL-2 In the event that previously unidentified cultural 
resources are discovered as a result of this 
undertaking, the nearby construction activities 
would cease and Reclamation Cultural Resource 
Staff would be notified and consulted on how to 
proceed.  Reclamation would follow the procedures 
for post-review discoveries on Federal lands as 
described in the regulations at 36 CFR § 800.13. 
Work may not continue in the area of the discovery 
until Reclamation issues a notice to proceed. 

During Construction 
Activities 

During 
Construction 

Activities 

OAWD with 
assistance of a 

qualified 
archaeologist 

  

CUL-3 In the event that human remains are inadvertently 
encountered during any project-associated ground-
disturbing activity or at any time subsequently, State 
law will be followed, which includes but is not 
limited to immediately contacting the County 
Coroner's office upon any discovery of human 
remains. 

During Construction 
Activities 

During 
Construction 

Activities 

OAWD with 
assistance of a 

County Coroner, 
NAHC and tribal 

contacts as 
necessary 

  

CUL-4 In the event that human remains are identified 
during the course of the proposed project, all 
construction activities would cease and a 
Reclamation Archaeologist would be consulted on 

During Construction 
Activities 

During 
Construction 

Activities 

OAWD with 
assistance of a 

County Coroner, 
NAHC and tribal 
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

Item Mitigation Measure When Monitoring is 
to Occur 

Frequency of 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

how to proceed.  Note that all Native American 
human remains identified on lands owned by the 
Federal government are subject to the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) (25 USC 3001). Under the NAGPRA (25 
USC 3001) and implementing regulations 43 CFR 
Part 10, Reclamation is responsible for the 
protection of Native American human remains, 
funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of 
cultural patrimony that are discovered on 
Reclamation lands.  All human remains and potential 
human remains must be treated with respect and 
dignity at all times.  In the event that suspected 
human remains are discovered during proposed 
project activity on Reclamation land, all activities in 
the immediate area will cease, and appropriate 
precautions will be taken to protect the remains and 
any associated cultural items from further 
disturbance. Reclamation will follow the procedures 
outlined in 43 CFR § 10.4 Inadvertent Discoveries.  
The Reclamation Region 10 Regional Environmental 
Officer will be immediately notified by telephone 
and will take responsibly for the discovery by 
contacting the appropriate law enforcement and 
Reclamation officials.  Within three (3) working days 
of confirmation of the discovery [see 43 CFR Part 
10.4(d)(1)(iii)], the Regional Cultural Resource 
Officer will ensure that Indian tribes likely to be 
affiliated with the discovered human remains (e.g., 
lineal descendant, culturally affiliated Indian tribe, 
Indian tribe with other cultural relationship, and 
Indian tribe that aboriginally occupied area) are 
notified by telephone or in person, with written 
confirmation.  Treatment and handling of the 
remains will be determined through consultation 
between Reclamation and consulting tribes.  Project 
implementation in the vicinity of the discovery 

contacts as 
necessary 
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

Item Mitigation Measure When Monitoring is 
to Occur 

Frequency of 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

would not resume until Reclamation complies with 
the 43 CFR § 10 regulations and provides notification 
to proceed. 

Geology and Soils 
GEO-1 Should paleontological resources be encountered 

on the Project area, all ground disturbing activities 
in the area will stop. A qualified paleontologist will 
be contacted to assess the discovery. Mitigation 
may include monitoring, recording the fossil locality, 
data recovery and analysis, and a final report. Public 
educational outreach may also be appropriate. 
Upon completion of the assessment, a report 
documenting methods, findings, and 
recommendations will be prepared and submitted 
to the Orland-Artois Water District for review, and 
(if paleontological materials are recovered) a 
paleontological repository, such as the University of 
California Museum of Paleontology. 

During Construction 
Activities 

During 
Construction 

Activities 

OAWD with 
assistance of a 

qualified 
paleontologist 

  

Table Notes 
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OAWD
Glenn County, Annual

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 25 turnouts x 2,000 sqft

Construction Phase - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 50.00 1000sqft 1.15 50,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

3

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 61

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

2.0 Emissions Summary

Utility Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company

2024Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

203.98 0.033CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.004N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Date: 1/4/2023 2:38 PMPage 1 of 26

OAWD - Glenn County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied



2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2023 0.1878 1.2969 1.4080 2.6700e-
003

0.0432 0.0554 0.0987 0.0160 0.0534 0.0694 0.0000 224.1659 224.1659 0.0350 2.7500e-
003

225.8596

Maximum 0.1878 1.2969 1.4080 2.6700e-
003

0.0432 0.0554 0.0987 0.0160 0.0534 0.0694 0.0000 224.1659 224.1659 0.0350 2.7500e-
003

225.8596

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2023 0.1878 1.2969 1.4079 2.6700e-
003

0.0308 0.0554 0.0862 0.0100 0.0534 0.0634 0.0000 224.1657 224.1657 0.0350 2.7500e-
003

225.8594

Maximum 0.1878 1.2969 1.4079 2.6700e-
003

0.0308 0.0554 0.0862 0.0100 0.0534 0.0634 0.0000 224.1657 224.1657 0.0350 2.7500e-
003

225.8594

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 28.84 0.00 12.64 37.47 0.00 8.66 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 1-4-2023 4-3-2023 0.3098 0.3098

2 4-4-2023 7-3-2023 0.4474 0.4474

3 7-4-2023 9-30-2023 0.4376 0.4376

Highest 0.4474 0.4474

2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.0100e-
003

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 5.0100e-
003

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.0100e-
003

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 5.0100e-
003

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 2/1/2023 2/2/2023 5 2

2 Grading Grading 2/3/2023 2/8/2023 5 4

3 Building Construction Building Construction 2/9/2023 11/15/2023 5 200

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 6.2700e-
003

0.0000 6.2700e-
003

3.0000e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.1300e-
003

0.0124 6.6400e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.5114 1.5114 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5236

Total 1.1300e-
003

0.0124 6.6400e-
003

2.0000e-
005

6.2700e-
003

5.1000e-
004

6.7800e-
003

3.0000e-
003

4.7000e-
004

3.4700e-
003

0.0000 1.5114 1.5114 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5236

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 4 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 7 21.00 8.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 5 13.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0514 0.0514 0.0000 0.0000 0.0519

Total 3.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0514 0.0514 0.0000 0.0000 0.0519

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 2.4400e-
003

0.0000 2.4400e-
003

1.1700e-
003

0.0000 1.1700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.1300e-
003

0.0124 6.6400e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

5.1000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.5114 1.5114 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5236

Total 1.1300e-
003

0.0124 6.6400e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4400e-
003

5.1000e-
004

2.9500e-
003

1.1700e-
003

4.7000e-
004

1.6400e-
003

0.0000 1.5114 1.5114 4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.5236

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0514 0.0514 0.0000 0.0000 0.0519

Total 3.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0514 0.0514 0.0000 0.0000 0.0519

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0142 0.0000 0.0142 6.8500e-
003

0.0000 6.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.6700e-
003

0.0289 0.0174 4.0000e-
005

1.2100e-
003

1.2100e-
003

1.1100e-
003

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 1.1700e-
003

0.0000 3.6501

Total 2.6700e-
003

0.0289 0.0174 4.0000e-
005

0.0142 1.2100e-
003

0.0154 6.8500e-
003

1.1100e-
003

7.9600e-
003

0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 1.1700e-
003

0.0000 3.6501

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1286 0.1286 0.0000 0.0000 0.1298

Total 7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1286 0.1286 0.0000 0.0000 0.1298

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 5.5200e-
003

0.0000 5.5200e-
003

2.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.6700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.6700e-
003

0.0289 0.0174 4.0000e-
005

1.2100e-
003

1.2100e-
003

1.1100e-
003

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 1.1700e-
003

0.0000 3.6501

Total 2.6700e-
003

0.0289 0.0174 4.0000e-
005

5.5200e-
003

1.2100e-
003

6.7300e-
003

2.6700e-
003

1.1100e-
003

3.7800e-
003

0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 1.1700e-
003

0.0000 3.6501

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1286 0.1286 0.0000 0.0000 0.1298

Total 7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1286 0.1286 0.0000 0.0000 0.1298

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1523 1.1710 1.2611 2.2100e-
003

0.0515 0.0515 0.0497 0.0497 0.0000 181.5991 181.5991 0.0308 0.0000 182.3701

Total 0.1523 1.1710 1.2611 2.2100e-
003

0.0515 0.0515 0.0497 0.0497 0.0000 181.5991 181.5991 0.0308 0.0000 182.3701

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.3000e-
003

0.0421 0.0135 1.7000e-
004

5.2600e-
003

2.8000e-
004

5.5400e-
003

1.5200e-
003

2.7000e-
004

1.7900e-
003

0.0000 16.0413 16.0413 6.0000e-
005

2.3300e-
003

16.7375

Worker 6.8900e-
003

4.4400e-
003

0.0534 1.5000e-
004

0.0166 9.0000e-
005

0.0167 4.4200e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.5100e-
003

0.0000 13.5038 13.5038 4.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

13.6334

Total 8.1900e-
003

0.0466 0.0669 3.2000e-
004

0.0219 3.7000e-
004

0.0223 5.9400e-
003

3.6000e-
004

6.3000e-
003

0.0000 29.5451 29.5451 5.0000e-
004

2.7300e-
003

30.3709

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1523 1.1710 1.2611 2.2100e-
003

0.0515 0.0515 0.0497 0.0497 0.0000 181.5989 181.5989 0.0308 0.0000 182.3698

Total 0.1523 1.1710 1.2611 2.2100e-
003

0.0515 0.0515 0.0497 0.0497 0.0000 181.5989 181.5989 0.0308 0.0000 182.3698

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 1.3000e-
003

0.0421 0.0135 1.7000e-
004

5.2600e-
003

2.8000e-
004

5.5400e-
003

1.5200e-
003

2.7000e-
004

1.7900e-
003

0.0000 16.0413 16.0413 6.0000e-
005

2.3300e-
003

16.7375

Worker 6.8900e-
003

4.4400e-
003

0.0534 1.5000e-
004

0.0166 9.0000e-
005

0.0167 4.4200e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.5100e-
003

0.0000 13.5038 13.5038 4.4000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

13.6334

Total 8.1900e-
003

0.0466 0.0669 3.2000e-
004

0.0219 3.7000e-
004

0.0223 5.9400e-
003

3.6000e-
004

6.3000e-
003

0.0000 29.5451 29.5451 5.0000e-
004

2.7300e-
003

30.3709

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 3.2200e-
003

0.0312 0.0440 7.0000e-
005

1.5400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 5.8862 5.8862 1.8700e-
003

0.0000 5.9329

Paving 1.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 4.7300e-
003

0.0312 0.0440 7.0000e-
005

1.5400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 5.8862 5.8862 1.8700e-
003

0.0000 5.9329

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.2000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4180 0.4180 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.4220

Total 2.1000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.2000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4180 0.4180 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.4220

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 3.2200e-
003

0.0312 0.0440 7.0000e-
005

1.5400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 5.8862 5.8862 1.8700e-
003

0.0000 5.9329

Paving 1.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 4.7300e-
003

0.0312 0.0440 7.0000e-
005

1.5400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 5.8862 5.8862 1.8700e-
003

0.0000 5.9329

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.2000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4180 0.4180 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.4220

Total 2.1000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.6500e-
003

0.0000 5.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.2000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4180 0.4180 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.4220

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.0174 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 9.6000e-
004

6.5100e-
003

9.0600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2785

Total 0.0183 6.5100e-
003

9.0600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2785

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1286 0.1286 0.0000 0.0000 0.1298

Total 7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1286 0.1286 0.0000 0.0000 0.1298

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.0174 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 9.6000e-
004

6.5100e-
003

9.0600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2785

Total 0.0183 6.5100e-
003

9.0600e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2785

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Date: 1/4/2023 2:38 PMPage 15 of 26

OAWD - Glenn County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied



3.6 Architectural Coating - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1286 0.1286 0.0000 0.0000 0.1298

Total 7.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

5.1000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.6000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.1286 0.1286 0.0000 0.0000 0.1298

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.517430 0.051905 0.172284 0.149668 0.042431 0.009749 0.008153 0.016424 0.000264 0.000175 0.027278 0.000928 0.003311
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 5.0100e-
003

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

Unmitigated 5.0100e-
003

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

1.7400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.2300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

Total 5.0100e-
003

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

1.7400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.2300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

Total 5.0100e-
003

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.9000e-
004

8.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 9.5000e-
004

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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Appendices 
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3. Summarize all state and federal natural resource protection laws that may be relevant to each APE. 

4. Identify and discuss Project impacts and effects to biological resources likely to occur on each APE 
within the context of the CEQA, NEPA, and/or state or federal laws. 

5. Identify a set of avoidance and mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 
level (as identified by CEQA) or avoid and minimize effects (as identified by NEPA) and are generally 
consistent with recommendations of the resource agencies for sensitive biological resources. 
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Figure 1. Regional Location  Map  
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Figure 2. Topographic Quadrangle Map   
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Figure 3. Area of Potential Effect  Map   



Orland -Artois Water District  
Annexation and Infrastructure Project    Biological Evaluation  

Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group   Page | 6 

 

Figure 4. APE Names and Locations  
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located 1.5 miles east. This canal contained pond water during the survey due to the ongoing storm 
event, but no waster was observed flowing. This canal is not currently in use by the District.  

�x Sanford Improvement Area, 33.6E Improvement Area: Portions of the APEs lie within The 
Lagoon-Sacramento River subwatershed; Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 180201041202, which is a part 
of the Sacramento River watershed; HUC: 1802010412. The nearest water source to Sanford 
Improvement Area is the Tehama Colusa Canal, which is directly north, where the pipeline would 
connect. The nearest water source to 33.6E Improvement Area are Tehama Colusa Canal which is 2.5 
miles west, an unnamed Canal which is 3 miles east, and Stony Creek which is 2.7 miles north and 5.5 
miles east. 

 
�x 33.6N Improvement Area, Hart HQ Improvement Area: Portions of the APEs lie within 

Deadmans Reach- Sacramento River subwatershed; Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 180201041201, 
which is a part of the Sacramento River watershed; HUC: 1802010412. The nearest water source to 
the 33.6N Improvement Area is Tehama Colusa Canal which is 1 mile west. The nearest water source 
to the Hart HQ Improvement Area is an unnamed Canal which is 0.9 miles east and Stony Creek which 
is 2 miles north and 4 miles east. 

 
�x Knight 27 Extension Improvement Area, Lateral 2.6 Booster Pump Station Improvement Area, 

0.6 Booster Pump Improvement Area: Portions of the APEs lie within the Colusa Drain 
subwatershed; Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 180201040400, which is a part of the Colusa Drain 
watershed; HUC: 1802010404. The nearest water source to the Knight 27 Extension Improvement 
Area is an unnamed canal which is 0.6 miles west. The nearest water source to the Lateral 2.6 Booster 
Pump Station Improvement Area is an unnamed canal which is 0.4 miles west, and Tehama Colusa 
Canal which is 3.5 miles northwest. The nearest water source to the 0.6 Booster Pump Improvement 
Area is the disused unnamed canal which is directly north and connects to Tehama Colusa Canal that 
is 1.2 miles northwest. 

 
Tehama Colusa Canal receives water from the Sacramento River. This canal spans four counties (Tehama, 
Glenn, Colusa, and Yolo) along the west side of the Sacramento Valley before terminating. Tehama Colusa 
Canal does not drain into any jurisdictional waters. North Fork Walker Creek starts in the uplands and flows 
into Walker Creek which goes past the APEs. Walker Creek then turns into Wilson Creek which turns into 
Willow Creek which then flows into unnamed canals (United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) 2023). 

 
Soils 
Twenty-four soil mapping units representing twelve soil types were identified within the APEs and are listed in 
Table 1 (see Appendix D for the complete Web Soil Survey reports). The soils are displayed with their core 
properties in the table below, according to the Major Land Resource Area of California. Generally, these twelve 
soils are primarily used for dryland and irrigated orchards, irrigated row and field crops, or livestock grazing. 
 
Table 1. List of Soils Located on the APEs and Their Basic Properties  

Soil Soil Map Unit 
Percent 

of 
APEs 

Hydric 
Unit  

Hydric 
Minor 
Units 

Drainage Permeability Runoff 

Arbuckle 

Gravelly loam, 
0 to 2 percent 
slopes 

8.3% No No Well drained 
Moderately 
slow 
permeability 

Low runoff 

Gravelly loam, 
clayey 
substratum, 0 to 
2 percent slopes 

0.7% No Yes Well drained 
Moderately 
slow 
permeability 

Medium 
runoff 
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Soil Soil Map Unit 
Percent 

of 
APEs 

Hydric 
Unit  

Hydric 
Minor 
Units 

Drainage Permeability Runoff 

Gravelly sandy 
loam, 0 percent 
slopes 

0.4% No Yes Well drained 
Moderately 
slow 
permeability 

Medium 
runoff 

Artois  
Clay loam 0.0% No No Moderately 

well drained 
Slow 
permeability 

High 
runoff 

Gravelly loam 1.2% No No Moderately 
well drained 

Slow 
permeability 

High 
runoff 

Capay Clay, 0 to 4 
percent slopes 0.3% No Yes 

Somewhat 
poorly 
drained 

Slow 
permeability 

High 
runoff 

Corning-
Redding 

Gravelly loams, 
1 to 3 percent 
slopes 

1.2% No Yes Moderately 
well drained 

Slow 
permeability 

Very high 
runoff 

Cortina 

Gravelly fine 
sandy loam 
shallow 

0.8% No Yes 
Somewhat 
excessively 
drained 

Rapid 
permeability 

Very low 
runoff 

Very gravelly 
sandy loam, 0 to 
3 percent slopes 

13.9% No Yes 
Somewhat 
excessively 
drained 

Rapid 
permeability 

Very low 
runoff 

Very gravelly 
sandy loam, 
moderately deep 

4.6% No Yes 
Somewhat 
excessively 
drained 

Rapid 
permeability 

Very low 
runoff 

Hillgate  

Loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 2.5% No Yes Well drained Slow 

permeability 
Very low 
runoff 

Clay loam, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 0.6% No Yes Well drained Slow 

permeability 
Very high 
runoff 

Gravelly loam, 0 
to 2 percent 
slopes 

6.2% No Yes Well drained Slow 
permeability 

Very high 
runoff 

Jacinto 
Fine sandy loam, 
0 to 2 percent 
slopes 

2.9% No No Well drained 
Moderately 
rapid 
permeability 

Low runoff 

Kimball  

Loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 0.6% No Yes Well drained Slow 

permeability 
Very high 
runoff 

Gravelly loam, 0 
to 2 percent 
slopes 

0.3% No Yes Well drained Slow 
permeability 

Very high 
runoff 

Orland 
Loam, 
moderately deep 
over gravel, 0 to 
2 percent slopes 

0.7% No Yes Well drained Moderate 
permeability Low runoff 

Pleasanton 
Gravelly loam, 0 
to 2 percent 
slopes 

1.8% No No Well drained 
Moderately 
slow 
permeability 

Medium 
runoff 

Riverwash - 0.2% Yes No Excessively 
drained - Very low 

runoff 

Tehama 
Loam, 
moderately deep 
over gravel, 0 to 
2 percent slopes 

0.4% No No Well drained Slow 
permeability 

Medium 
runoff 
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Soil Soil Map Unit 
Percent 

of 
APEs 

Hydric 
Unit  

Hydric 
Minor 
Units 

Drainage Permeability Runoff 

Loam, deep to 
gravel, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 

11.0% No No Well drained Slow 
permeability 

Medium 
runoff 

Gravelly loam, 0 
to 3 percent 
slopes 

0.0% No No Well drained Slow 
permeability 

High 
runoff 

Silt loam, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 36.3% No No Well drained Slow 

permeability 
High 
runoff 

Wyo 

Loam, deep over 
gravel 1.0% No No Well drained Rapid 

permeability Low runoff 

Gravelly loam, 
moderately deep 
over gravel 

3.9% No No Well drained Rapid 
permeability Low runoff 

 
Hydric soils are defined as soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing season 
to develop anaerobic conditions such that under sufficiently wet conditions, hydrophytic vegetation can be 
supported. While one major component and some minor components were identified as hydric, the soils of 
each APE are predominantly nonhydric. 
 

Biotic Habitats  
Four biotic habitats were identified within the APEs: Riverine/Riparian, Annual Grassland, Canal/Ditches, 
and Ruderal/Agricultural, and the habitat types that were found within each APE is summarized below, in 
Table 2. Following Table 2 are descriptions of each habitat type, which include the constituent plant and 
animal species observed within the habitat. Selected photographs of these habitats are presented in Appendix 
A. 

Table 2. Summary of Habitat Types Within Each APE  

APE Name 

Habitat Type and Presence in the APEs 

Riverine/  
Riparian Annual Grassland Canal/Ditches Ruderal/  

Agricultural 
Lassen Land 

Improvement Area   X X 

Road F Improvement 
Area   X X 

Patton Improvement 
Area   X X 

Big W Improvement 
Area X X X X 

Road 28 Improvement 
Area   X X 

Hart 330 Improvement 
Area   X X 

Hart 342 Improvement 
Area    X 

Knight 33 
Improvement Area   X X 

99W Improvement 
Area  X X X 
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the Study Methodology section of this report, as well as field observations, were used to determine if any special 
status species may occur within the APEs. 
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Table 3. List of Special Status Animals with Potential to Occur on the APEs and/or in the Vicinity.  

Species Status*                   Habitat  
Occurrence within the APEs* 

 
Likely             Possible                 Unlikely   Absent 

American badger 
(Taxidea taxus) CSSC 

Grasslands, savannas, and 
mountain meadows near 
timberline are preferred. Most 
abundant in drier open spaces of 
shrub and grassland. Burrows in 
soil. 

- - 

All APEs. These APEs and surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance due to agricultural activities. 
An American Badger could easily pass through the 
region, but it is unlikely they would den within these 
APEs. The nearest recorded observation of this 
species was approximately 7.5 miles north of the 
APEs in 1993. 

- 

Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) 

CE, 
CFP 

Resides in old growth forests as 
well as lower montane coniferous 
forests. Nests are generally found 
in large, old-growth trees within a 
mile of water. Nests and winters 
along ocean shores, lake margins, 
and rivers. 

- 

Patton Improvement Area. This species is 
regionally abundant and there is high quality suitable 
nesting habitat adjacent to this APE. The nearest 
recorded observation of this species was 
approximately 7 miles southeast of the APEs in 
2021. The most recent recorded observation of this 
species was approximately 11.5 miles northwest of 
the APEs in 2022. 

Lassen Land Improvement Area, Road F 
Improvement Area, Big W Improvement Area, 
Road 28 Improvement Area, Hart 330 
Improvement Area, Hart 342 Improvement 
Area, Knight 33 Improvement Area, 99W 
Improvement Area, Sanford Improvement Area, 
Hart HQ Improvement Area, 33.6N 
Improvement Area, 33.6E Improvement Area, 
Knight 27 Extension Improvement Area, 0.6 
Booster Pump Improvement Area, 0.6 SAR 
Improvement Area, 0.6 Woolf Improvement 
Area, Lateral 2.6 Booster Pump Station 
Improvement Area, 99W Alternative 
Improvement Area. This species is regionally 
abundant but there is minimal suitable nesting 
habitat adjacent to these APEs. 

- 

Bank swallow 
(Riparia riparia) CT 

These aerial insectivores nest 
colonially in burrows constructed 
along vertical banks and bluffs 
near waterbodies. This 
disturbance tolerant species is 
also known to nest in man-made 
sites, such as quarries, mounds of 
gravel or dirt, and road cuts.  

- - 

All APEs. The APE and surrounding areas lack 
bluffs and suitable habitat. The nearest recorded 
observation of this species was approximately 6.5 
miles east of the APE in 2010, along the Sacramento 
River. 

- 

Burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia) CSSC 

Resides in open, dry annual or 
perennial grasslands, deserts, and 
scrublands with low growing 
vegetation. Nests underground in 
existing burrows created by 
mammals, most often ground 
squirrels.  

- 

Big W Improvement Area, 99W Improvement 
Area. These APEs contain grassland habitat that is 
marginal for this species. The nearest recorded 
observation of this species was approximately 0.5 
miles southwest of the APE in 1993. The most 
recent recorded observation of this species was 
approximately 13 miles northeast of the APE in 
2022. 

Lassen Land Improvement Area, Road F 
Improvement Area, Patton Improvement Area, 
Road 28 Improvement Area, Hart 330 
Improvement Area, Hart 342 Improvement 
Area, Knight 33 Improvement Area, Sanford 
Impr ovement Area, Hart HQ Improvement 
Area, 33.6N Improvement Area, 33.6E 
Improvement Area, Knight 27 Extension 
Improvement Area, 0.6 Booster Pump 
Improvement Area, 0.6 SAR Improvement Area, 
0.6 Woolf Improvement Area, Lateral 2.6 
Booster Pump Station Improvement Area, 99W 
Alternative Improvement Area. These APEs and 
the surrounding areas have high human disturbance 
and lack suitable habitat. 

- 

Conservancy fairy 
shrimp 
(Branchinecta 
conservatio) 

FE 

Endemic to the grasslands of the 
northern two-thirds of the 
Central Valley. Found in large, 
turbid pools. 

- - - 

All APEs. The APEs and surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance and lack vernal pool habitat 
required by this species. The most recent recorded 
observation of this species was approximately 13 
miles northeast of the APEs in 2015. 
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Species Status*                   Habitat  
Occurrence within the APEs* 

 
Likely             Possible                 Unlikely   Absent 

Crotch bumble bee 
(Bombus crotchii) CCE 

Occurs throughout coastal 
California, as well as east to the 
Sierra-Cascade crest, and south 
into Mexico. Food plant genera 
include Antirrhinum, Phacelia, 
Clarkia, Dendromecon, Eschscholzia, 
and Eriogonum.  

- - 

All APEs. The APEs and surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance, but this species could 
forage over or pass through the APEs in route to 
more suitable habitat. The nearest recorded 
observation of this species was approximately 6.5 
miles east of the APE in 2022. 

- 

Foothill yellow-
legged frog 
(Rana boylii ) 

CCT, 
CSSC 

Frequents rocky streams and 
rivers with rocky substrate and 
open, sunny banks in forests, 
chaparral, and woodlands. 
Occasionally found in isolated 
pools, vegetated backwaters, and 
deep, shaded, spring-fed pools.  

- - - 

All APEs. The APEs are outside of the current 
range of this species. These frogs are found in the 
foothills but not in the valley where the Project is 
located. There are many observations within the 
foothills surrounding the Project. The nearest 
recorded observation of this species was 
approximately 25 miles east of the APEs in 2020. 

Giant gartersnake 
(Thamnophis gigas) FT, CT 

Occurs in marshes, sloughs, 
drainage canals, irrigation ditches, 
rice fields, and adjacent uplands. 
Prefers locations with emergent 
vegetation for cover and open 
areas for basking. This species 
uses small mammal burrows 
adjacent to aquatic habitats for 
hibernation in the winter and to 
escape from excessive heat in the 
summer.  

- - 

Lassen Land Improvement Area, Road F 
Improvement Area, Patton Improvement Area, 
Big W Improvement Area, Road 28 
Improvement Area, Hart 330 Improvement 
Area, Knight 33 Improvement Area, 99W 
Improvement Area, Sanford Improvement Area, 
Hart HQ Improvement Area, 33.6N 
Improvement Area, 33.6E Improvement Area, 
Knight 27 Extension Improvement Area, 0.6 
Booster Pump Improvement Area, 0.6 SAR 
Improvement Area, 0.6 Woolf Improvement 
Area, Lateral 2.6 Booster Pump Station 
Improvement Area, 99W Alternative 
Improvement Area. The APEs contain minimal 
suitable habitat for this species due to intensive 
agricultural activities throughout the area. 
Addtioanlly, the APEs are just outside the range of 
this species. This species may pass through the 
canal/ditch habitat but would not be expected utilize 
burrows or breed on the APEs due to the APEs 
marginal habitat for this species. The nearest 
recorded observation of this species was 
approximately 6.5 miles southeast of the APEs in 
1954. The most recent recorded observation of this 
species was approximately 16 miles south of the 
APEs in 2022. 

Hart 342 Improvement Area- Suitable habitat for 
this species is absent within this APE. 
 
 

Green sturgeon 
(Acipenser 
medirostris) 

FT 

Spawning occurs primarily in 
cool (11-15 C) sections of 
mainstem rivers in deep pools (8-
9 meters) with substrate 
containing small to medium sized 
sand, gravel, cobble, or boulder. 
Spawns in the Sacramento, 
Feather, and Yuba Rivers. Non-
spawning adults occupy 
marine/estuarine waters. The 
Delta Estuary is important for 
rearing juveniles. 

- - - 

All APEs. The APEs lack suitable aquatic habitat. 
The rivers and creeks that flow past the APEs do 
not flow perennially and would not contain green 
sturgeon. These rivers and creeks would not be 
impacted by Project activities. The nearest recorded 
observation of this species was approximately 6.5 
miles east of the APEs in the Sacramento River in 
2020. 

Monarch butterfly 
(Danaus plexippus) FC Roosts located in wind-protected 

tree groves (eucalyptus, Monterey - - All APEs. The APEs and surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance, but this species could - 
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Species Status*                   Habitat  
Occurrence within the APEs* 

 
Likely             Possible                 Unlikely   Absent 

pine, cypress), with nectar and 
water sources nearby. Larval host 
plants consist of milkweeds 
(Asclepias sp.). Winter roost sites 
extend along the coast from 
northern Mendocino to Baja 
California, Mexico.  

forage over or pass through the APEs in route to 
more suitable habitat. Should this species occur on 
the APES, it would be expected to fly out of the 
APEs and away from Project activities. The nearest 
recorded observation of this species was 
approximately 5.5 miles east of the APEs in 2018. 

Steelhead �² Central 
Valley DPS 
(Oncorhynchus 
mykiss irideus 
pop.11) 

FT 

This winter-run fish begins 
migration to fresh water during 
peak flows during December and 
February. Spawning season is 
typically from February to April. 
After hatching, fry move to 
deeper, mid-channel habitats in 
late summer and fall. In general, 
both juveniles and adults prefer 
complex habitat boulders, 
submerged clay and undercut 
banks, and large woody debris.  

- - - 

All APEs. The APEs lack suitable aquatic habitat. 
The rivers and creeks that flow past the APEs are 
not perennial and would not contain steelhead. The 
nearest recorded observation of this species was 
approximately 2.5 miles east of the APEs in Lower 
Stony Creek in 2002. The most recent recorded 
observation of this species was approximately 8 
miles east of the APEs in Big Chico Creek in 2013. 
This species was also recorded in the Sacramento 
River. 

�6�Z�D�L�Q�V�R�Q�·�V��hawk 
(Buteo swainsoni) CT 

Nests in large trees in open areas 
adjacent to grasslands, grain or 
alfalfa fields, or livestock pastures 
suitable for supporting rodent 
populations. 

All APEs. There are large trees throughout the 
APEs that are suitable for this species to nest and 
fields in the surrounding areas to forage. There are 
many observations of this species throughout the 
APEs and surrounding areas.  

- - - 

Tricolored blackbird 
(Agelaius tricolor) 

CT, 
CSSC 

Nests colonially near fresh water 
in dense cattails or tules, or in 
thickets of riparian shrubs. 
Forages in grassland and 
cropland. Large colonies are 
often found on dairy farm forage 
fields. 

- 

Road 28 Improvement Area. Emergent aquatic 
vegetation that is suitable for this species was 
observed in the canals in this APE and surrounding 
area. There are many observations of this species 
throughout the surrounding area. The nearest 
recorded observation of this species was 
approximately 2 miles east of the APE in 2014. 

Lassen Land Improvement Area, Road F 
Improvement Area, Patton Improvement Area, 
Big W Improvement Area, Road 28 
Improvement Area, Hart 330 Improvement 
Area, Hart 342 Improvement Area, Knight 33 
Improvement Area, 99W Improvement Area, 
Sanford Improvement Area, Hart HQ 
Improvement Area, 33.6N Improvement Area, 
33.6E Improvement Area, Knight 27 Extension 
Improvement Area, 0.6 Booster Pump 
Improvement Area, 0.6 SAR Improvement Area, 
0.6 Woolf Improvement Area, Lateral 2.6 
Booster Pump Station Improvement Area, 99W 
Alternative Improvement Area. These APEs 
contained emergent vegetation, but it was not 
suitable for this species to nest. 

- 

Valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle 
(Desmocerus 
californicus 
dimorphus) 

FT 

Lives in mature elderberry shrubs 
of the Central Valley and 
foothills. Adults are active from 
March to June.  

- - - 

All APEs. No elderberry shrubs were observed 
within, or adjacent to, the APEs during the 
biological survey. The nearest recorded observation 
of this species was approximately 6.5 miles east of 
the APEs in 2014. 

Vernal pool fairy 
shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) 

FT 

Occupies vernal pools, clear to 
tea-colored water, in grass or 
mud-bottomed swales, and basalt 
depression pools. 

- - - 

All APEs. The APEs and surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance and lack vernal pool 
habitat. The nearest recorded observation of this 
species was approximately 0.5 miles west of the 
APEs in 1997. The most recent recorded 
observation of this species was approximately 13 
miles north of the APEs in 2019. 

Vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp FE Occurs in vernal pools, clear to 

tea-colored water, in grass or - - - All APEs. The APEs and surrounding areas have 
high human disturbance and lack vernal pool 
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*  EXPLANATION  OF OCCURRENCE DESIGNATIONS AND STATUS CODES  
Present:  Species observed on the APEs at time of field surveys or during recent past. 
Likely:   Species not observed on the APEs, but it may reasonably be expected to occur there on a regular basis. 
Possible:   Species not observed on the APEs, but it could occur there from time to time. 
Unlikely:  Species not observed on the APEs, and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, as a transient. 
Absent:  Species not observed on the APEs and precluded from occurring there due to absence of suitable habitat. 
 
STATUS CODES 
FE Federally Endangered   CE California Endangered 
FT Federally Threatened   CT California Threatened 
     CCT California Threatened (Candidate) 
     CFP California Fully Protected 
     CSSC California Species of Special Concern 

CCE California Endangered (Candidate) 
 
CNPS LISTING 
1B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in   2B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in 
 California and elsewhere.     California, but more common elsewhere. 
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Species Determination Rationale for Determination 
(Limnanthes floccosa ssp. 
californica) 
Conservancy fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta conservatio) No effect Habitat absent. Required vernal pool habitat is 

absent within the APEs and surrounding lands 
Colusa grass 
(Neostapfia colusana) No effect Habitat absent. Required vernal pool habitat is 

absent within the APEs and surrounding lands. 

Giant gartersnake 
(Thamnophis gigas) No effect 

Habitat marginal and out of range. The 
habitats of the APEs are marginal for this species 
and the APEs are outside of the known range of 
this species. 

Green sturgeon 
(Acipenser medirostris) No effect 

Habitat absent. The APEs lack suitable aquatic 
habitat. The rivers and creeks that flow past the 
APEs do not flow perennially and would not 
contain green sturgeon. These rivers and creeks 
would not be impacted by Project activities. 

�*�U�H�H�Q�H�·�V���W�X�F�W�R�U�L�D 
(Tuctoria greenei) No effect Habitat absent. Required vernal pool habitat is 

absent within the APEs and surrounding lands. 
Hairy Orcutt grass 
(Orcuttia pilosa) No effect Habitat absent. Required vernal pool habitat is 

absent within the APEs and surrounding lands. 
�+�R�R�Y�H�U�·�V���V�S�X�U�J�H 
(Euphorbia hooveri) No effect Habitat absent. Required wetland habitat is 

absent from the APEs. 

Monarch butterfly 
(Danaus plexippus) No effect  

Habitat absent. The APEs and surrounding 
areas have high human disturbance, but this 
species could forage over or pass through the 
APEs in route to more suitable habitat. This 
species would be expected to fly out of the APEs 
and not be impacted by Project activities. 

Palmate-�E�U�D�F�W�H�G���E�L�U�G�·�V���E�H�D�N 
(Chloropyron palmatum) No effect 

Habitat absent. Required habitat and alkaline 
soils are absent within the APEs and surrounding 
lands. 

Steelhead �² Central Valley DPS 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus 
pop.11) 

No effect 

Habitat absent. The APEs lack suitable aquatic 
habitat. The rivers and creeks that flow past the 
APEs do not flow perennially and do not have 
the habitat features that this species prefers. 

Valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle 
(Desmocerus californicus 
dimorphus) 

No effect Habitat absent. The APEs did not contain 
elderberry shrubs and thus lacked suitable habitat. 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) No effect 

Habitat absent. The APEs and surrounding 
areas lack vernal pool habitat required by this 
species. 

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp 
(Lepidurus packardi) No effect 

Habitat absent. The APEs and surrounding 
areas lack vernal pool habitat required by this 
species. 

Western yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis) 

No effect 

Habitat absent. The APEs lack suitable habitat 
for this species. The riparian corridors near the 
APEs also do not provide suitable habitat for this 
species. 
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Project -Related Impacts to Regulated Waters, Wetlands, and Water Quality  
The unnamed stream and Walker Creek will be avoided during Project activities. Mitigation measures are not 
warranted. 
 
In the event construction would involve ground disturbance over an area greater than one acre, the Project 
would be required to obtain a Construction General Permit under the Construction Storm Water Program 
administered by the RWQCB. A prerequisite for this permit is the development of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to ensure construction activities do not adversely affect water quality. 
 
Project -Related Impac ts to Critical Habitat  
According to the IPaC, designated critical habitat is absent within the APEs. In the vicinity of the APEs there 
is critical habitat for yellow-billed cuckoo 6.5 miles east of the APEs. Critical habitat is present for vernal pool 
fairy shrimp 7.5 miles north of the APEs. These critical habitats would not be impacted as they are well outside 
of the APEs and mitigation measures are not warranted.  
 
Local Policies or Habitat Conservation Plans  
The Project appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Glenn County General Plan. There are 
no known HCPs or NCCPs in the Project vicinity. Mitigation measures are not warranted. 
 
Coastal Zone and Coastal Barriers Resources Act  
The Project APEs are not located within the coastal zone. The Project would not impact or be located within 
or near the Coastal Barrier Resources System or its adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlets, and near-shore 
waters. Mitigation measures are not warranted. 

Project -Related Impact to Essential Fish Habitat  
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) are absent from the APEs and 
surrounding lands, and consultation with the NMFS would not be required. Query results of the NMFS EHF 
Mapper can be found in Appendix E. Mitigation measures are not warranted.  
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Photograph 1  
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