














mailto:tracy.bettencourt@chicoca.gov






















































https://chico.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-attachments/chicodeir_combined_noappendices.pdf?1577755314
https://chico.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-attachments/chicodeir_combined_noappendices.pdf?1577755314










































Jeff Harris
Rectangle









Figure 5
Project Impacts

Page 4 of 4
Manzanita Avenue and Vallombrosa Avenue

Big Chico Creek Erosion Repair Project
City of Chico, Butte County, California

Source: ESRI Maps Online; Dokken Engineering 6/24/2025; Created By: jharrisV:\
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E. Cultural Resources 

 

Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant 
to § 15064.5? 

   X 

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5? 

 X   

3. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

 X   

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: Dokken Engineering conducted a cultural resources investigation for the 

proposed Project (See Appendix D). Efforts to identify cultural resources in the Area of Potential Effects 

(APE) include background archival research, a search of site records and inventory reports on file at the 

Northeast Information Center (NEIC), of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) 

a search at the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and a pedestrian surface survey. 

The APE is defined to include all ground disturbing activities required for the installation of RSP along 

the banks of Big Chico Creek at the three repair locations to prevent further erosion of its banks and 

eventual failure. The Warner Street Bridge APE is approximately 0.85 acres, the Rose Avenue Bridge 

APE is 0.37 acres, and the Manzanita and Vallombrosa Avenue APE is 0.73 acres, for a total APE area of 

1.95 acres.  

Background Research 

In order to determine the necessary level of historic property identification efforts for the proposed 

undertaking and to better understand the types of cultural resources likely to be encountered in the APE 

during subsequent survey, a variety of resources were consulted. Sources included a records search via 

the California Historical Resource Information System (CHRIS) at the Northeast Information Center 

(NEIC) in Chico, and literature and historical map review. 

A record search request for the Warner Street Bride and Rose Avenue Bridge was submitted to the NEIC 

(File # NE24-394) on July 16, 2024. The search was conducted by Kyle Piercy, NEIC Senior Research 

Associate, and results were provided on August 7, 2024. A record search request for the Manzanita and 

Vallombrosa erosion repair site was submitted to the NEIC (File # NE25-119) on March 13, 2025. The 

search was conducted by Casey Hegel, NEIC Senior Research Associate, and results were provided on 

April 14, 2025. The searches examined the National Register, the California Register of Historical 

Resources (California Register), the Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File, the 

California Historic Landmarks (1996), and the California Inventory of Historic Resources (1976). 

Additional research efforts conducted outside the NEIC included review of historic USGS topographic 

and aerial maps, and other pertinent historic data specific to Butte County.  

The record search identified one previous survey (NEIC-668) within the Warner Street Bridge APE 

boundary, and 17 additional reports conducted within the ¼-mile search boundary. For the Rose 

Avenue Bridge, one previous survey (NEIC-9749) was identified within the APE boundary, with an 

additional seven reports within a 1/4-mile radius. In total, 35 previous reports were reviewed within 
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the search boundaries for both bridges. No previously recorded resources were identified within either 

APE, although 25 resources were noted within the 1/4-mile search radius. For the Manzanita and 

Vallombrosa erosion repair site, the NEIC identified one previous survey (NEIC-3550) which intersects 

the northern end of the APE, while 31 additional reports were conducted within the ½-mile search 

boundary. No previously recorded resources within the APE. A total of 10 resources were reported 

within the ½-mile search radius. 

A review of historic aerial photography, historic USGS topographic maps, and the GLO maps for the 

repair locations was also conducted. The 1866 and 1967 GLO Plat maps for Township 22 North, Range 1 

East contains no relevant information regarding either of the proposed repair locations however the 

“Road from Shasta to Marysville” travels in a northwest/southeast alignment at this date which is 

approximately where State Route 99 resides today. The 1867 GLO map provides more details southeast 

of the two locations, but no additional information is provided regarding the APEs.  

For the Warner Street Bridge location, the earliest topographic map available from 1912 indicates that 

neither the bridge nor Ivy Street were constructed yet. By 1950, Ivy Street is in its current alignment and 

the bridge is shown crossing over Big Chico Creek. By 1953, CSUC had begun expanding towards the APE 

and the APE vicinity is largely labeled as part of CSUC’s campus. Subsequent maps dating to 1955, 1965, 

1968, 1971 show little change to the APE. By 1978, additional buildings associated with CSUC are shown 

on the northern side of Big Chico Creek. Aerial imagery of Warner Street Bridge dating to 1947 confirms 

this assessment. The earliest topographic map available for the Rose Avenue Bridge location dates to 

1912 and indicates that Rose Avenue had not yet been constructed. It depicts small residences along the 

north bank of Big Chico Creek. The next available topographic map dating to 1950 shows Rose Avenue in 

its current alignment in addition to Oak Lawn Avenue and Bidwell Avenue. Early aerial imagery of the 

APE depicts the bridge, constructed in 1938, with no development immediately surrounding it. Later, in 

1947, agricultural plots are shown scattered within the Project vicinity appear to contain orchards of 

various trees. These ranches consisted of large parcels of land which later became a residential 

neighborhood with plots of land no larger than an acre (1984). Over the next few decades further 

expansion of the neighborhood appears northwest of the APE to what is seen today (Historic Aerials 

2024).  

At the Manzanita and Vallombrosa erosion repair site, the 1869 and 1878 GLO Plat maps for Township 

22 North, Range 2 East depict the APE along the border of the Rancho Arroyo Chico with no topographic 

features delineated within Section 18. Big Chico Creek, named “Chico Creek” on the map, is delineated as 

the boundary of the Rancho and falls generally along the current creek alignment. Drainages and general 

topography shading is delineated in the eastern half of the map as well as “Sierra Flume and Lumber 

Co’s Flume”, “Little Chico Creek”, and Butte Creek”. The earliest topographic maps available from 1912 

and 1922 indicate that no development had occurred in the immediate Project area yet. By the 1940s, as 

seen in topo maps and aerial imagery, Manzanita and Vallombrosa erosion repair site are in their 

current alignment with a few dispersed homes depicted, as well as Bidwell Park to the north. Home 

density steadily increases from this time, with the area adjacent to the APE becoming densely populated 

by the 1984 aerial image. 

Site Sensitivity 

To determine the surface and buried site potential within the APE, a review of geological landforms, 

soils, previously recorded sites, and modern development were reviewed. The Project vicinity would 

have been a targeted location of indigenous peoples’ activity along Big Chico Creek. While geological 

mapping indicated that Pleistocene age formations make up the APE, geoarchaeological investigations 
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by Meyer and Rosenthal (2008) suggest that younger Holocene age deposits may be present. From this 

assessment and the known previously recorded resources adjacent to Warner Bridge, the overall 

vicinity may have high surface and buried resource sensitivity.  

Modern disturbances at the three locations, however, have been significant. The Warner Bridge location 

has been disturbed by construction of the original bridge, two adjacent pedestrian bridges in 

approximately the early 1990s, as well as adjacent construction related to CSUC. At Rose Avenue Bridge, 

the immediate and surrounding area was disturbed by construction of the original bridge, decades of 

agricultural activities, and more recently residential development. Furthermore, Project activities will 

occur primarily within previously disturbed bank and channel areas of the creek and adjacent 

construction staging will occur on paved surfaces. For these reasons, the potential for the Project to 

impact intact cultural resource deposits in the APE is low. 

At the Manzanita and Vallombrosa erosion repair site, geological mapping indicates that early 

Pleistocene age formations make up the APE landforms and conform with geoarchaeological 

investigations by Meyer and Rosenthal (2008) which suggest very low potential to encounter buried 

archaeological resources within the APE. From this assessment and the known previously recorded 

resources within the vicinity, the overall vicinity has low buried resource sensitivity.  

Additionally, modern disturbances, including roadway and trail construction within the APE, have 

impacted the potential for surface resources. Project activities will occur primarily within Pleistocene-

age bank and channel areas of the creek. For these reasons, the potential for the Project to impact intact 

cultural resource deposits in the APE is low. 

Native American Consultation 

Consultation efforts for the Rose Avenue and Warner Street Bridges included a Sacred Lands File search, 

which was requested from the NAHC on July 16, 2024. On July 22, 2024, the results returned as negative. 

A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was requested from the NAHC on March 13, 2025 for the Manzanita 

and Vallombrosa Avenue erosion repair site. On March 13, 2025, the results returned as positive. 

Pursuant to a 2008 Memorandum of Understanding between the Mechoopda Indian Tribe of the Chico 

Rancheria and City of Chico, a Project notification outreach effort was conducted in July 2025 and no 

comments from the Tribe have been received to date. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, USACE is assumed 

to be responsible for conducting consultation with federally recognized Native American tribes that may 

have sensitive resources or areas within the APE Project. USACE will be responsible for all outreach and 

consultation under Section 106. 

Field Investigation 

On August 23, 2024, archaeologist Gabrielle Zachoszaj, B.A., conducted a ground surface inventory of the 

APEs for Warner Street Bridge and Rose Avenue Bridge.  On May 9, 2025, archaeologist Michelle 

Campbell, M.A., conducted a ground surface inventory of the APE for the Manzanita and Vallombrosa 

erosion repair site. Linear pedestrian transects no more than 5 meters apart were used within the APE, 

to inspect the visible ground surface with the exception of paved surfaces. All cut banks, burrow holes, 

and other exposed sub-surface areas were visually inspected for the presence of archaeological 

resources, soil color change, and/or staining that could indicate past human activity or buried deposits.  

No indigenous or historic-era archaeological resources were identified during the August 23, 2024, 

pedestrian survey; however, both bridges within the APE are over 50 years old. These bridges have been 

previously determined as Category 5 not eligible bridges as part of the Caltrans Historic Bridge 
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Inventory, as concurred upon by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), which remains valid. No 

other resources were identified during the pedestrian survey. 

Surface visibility throughout the APE varied by location. The Warner Street Bridge location consisted of 

dense vegetation; however, sections of Big Chico Creek were exposed, especially the sections where 

erosion damage has occurred, resulting in 0-60% visibility along the banks of the creek. The banks of Big 

Chico Creek at Rose Avenue Bridge were largely obscured along the southeast, southwest, and 

northwest by dense vegetation which largely obscured the erosion damage near the southeast abutment 

of the bridge resulting in 0-10% visibility. Possibly to provide clear access to the metal catwalk adjacent 

to the northeast abutment, visibility ranged between 0-30% visibility. The remainder of the APE 

consisted of paved surfaces. At the Manzanita and Vallombrosa erosion repair site, surface visibility 

throughout the APE varied. Sections of Big Chico Creek were exposed, especially the sections where 

erosion damage has occurred, resulting in 50-80 percent visibility along the banks of the creek. The 

upper channel top was densely vegetated with trees, shrubs, and low grass resulting in 10-50 percent 

visibility. The remainder of the APE consisted of paved or graveled surfaces. 

DISCUSSION: E.1. No Impact; E.2–E.3. Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on 

a comprehensive review of maps, previous archaeological surveys, and current investigations, the 

potential for the proposed Project to impact cultural resources that qualify as either historical resources 

under CEQA or historic properties under the NHPA is considered low. The only cultural resources 

identified within the APE are two previously evaluated bridges (12C0276 and 12C0325). 

The overall finding of this investigation is that no historical or archaeological resources recognized 

under CEQA were identified within the APE. Accordingly, the Project is not expected to affect any 

historical resources. While the potential for encountering intact cultural resources during ground-

disturbing activities is low, the possibility cannot be entirely ruled out. To address this, Mitigation 

Measures CR-1 and CR-2 will be implemented to ensure that any inadvertently discovered resources are 

appropriately managed, thereby reducing potential impacts to Less than Significant with Mitigation 

Incorporated. 

MITIGATION:  

CR-1:         If non-human bones, pottery fragments, or other potential cultural resources are unearthed 

during construction, the Contractor shall immediately cease work within 25 feet of the 

resources and notify City of Chico Public Works Engineering at (530) 879-6900. The 

supervising contractor shall be responsible for reporting any such findings to the Engineer. No 

work may occur within the 25-foot buffer until a qualified archaeologist has conducted onsite 

meetings with the Contractor and determined mitigation measures. 

CR-2:        If human remains are unearthed during construction, the Contractor shall immediately cease 

work within 100 feet of the remains and notify City of Chico Public Works Engineering at 

(530) 879-6900, pursuant to Health and Safety Code 7050.5. The supervising contractor shall 

be responsible for reporting any such findings to the Engineer. No work may occur within the 

100-foot buffer until the City has made the necessary findings as to the origins and 

dispositions of the remains pursuant to the Public Resources Code 5097.98. 

REFERENCES CITED: 

Cook, S.F. 1955. The Aboriginal Population of the San Joaquin Valley, California. CreateSpace Independent 

Publishing Platform, 2016. 



 

 

 
 

Big Chico Creek Erosion Repair Project Draft Initial Study/ 
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 

58 
July 2025 

 

Kroeber, A.L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin 78. 

 Washington, D.C. Reprinted in 1976 by Dover Publications, Inc., New York, New York. 

Maloney, A. B. 1943. Fur Brigade to the Bonaventura. California Historical Society. San Francisco. 

McGie, J. 1983. History of Butte County: Volume 1: 1840-1919. Butte County Board of Education. 

Meyer, J., and J. S. Rosenthal. 2008. A Geoarchaeological Overview and Assessment of Caltrans District 3, 

Cultural Resources Inventory of Caltrans District 3 Rural Conventional Highways. Prepared by Far 

Western Anthropological Research Group. 

Riddell, F.A. 1978.  Maidu and Konkow. Pages 370–386 in Robert F. Heizer (ed.), Handbook of North 

American Indians, California. Volume 8. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution. 

F. Energy 

Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

  X  

2. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

  X  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: Electric service within the City is provided by Pacific Gas and Electric, 

which provides electric service to approximately 15 million people throughout a 70,000 square mile 

service area in northern and central California. Electricity purchased from Pacific Gas and Electric by 

local customers in Butte County, including Chico, is generated and transmitted to the area by a statewide 

network of power plants and transmission lines. Various transmission and distribution lines traverse 

Butte County, serving to carry electrical power from power plants within and outside the county to 

electrical substations where power is converted to voltages suitable for distribution to end users (City of 

Chico 2010b). A comprehensive list of goals and policies related to Energy is provided in the 

Sustainability Element of the City’s General Plan (City of Chico 2010a). 

DISCUSSION: F.1–F.2. Less Than Significant. RSP will be placed along the areas of scour at all three 

erosion repair sites to prevent further damage and reinforce the banks and structures to better 

withstand future storm events. All construction equipment would be regulated per the CARB In-Use Off-

Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. CARB standards for construction equipment include measures to reduce 

emissions from vehicles by subjecting fleet owners to retrofit or accelerated replacement/repower 

requirements and imposing idling limitations on owners, operators, renters, or lessees of off-road diesel 

vehicles, thereby minimizing wasteful energy consumption during construction activities (Impact H.1 

and H.2). Project construction would also be required to comply with all applicable BCAQMD rules and 

regulations. 

The Project would adhere to all relevant standards and regulations related to energy conservation and 

fuel efficiency, ensuring that future activities are as energy efficient as possible. The operation of the 
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bridges would remain the same, with no increase or change in energy demand or consumption beyond 

existing levels. As a result, the Project would not lead to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy use, 

and the impacts on energy would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION: None required. 

REFERENCES CITED: 

City of Chico. 2010a. Chico 2030 General Plan, Sustainability Element. Available: 

https://chico.ca.us/documents/Departments/Community-Development/Planning-

Division/General-Plan--Other-Planning-Documents/Chico-2030-General-

Plan/2._sustainability_element.pdf. Accessed: November 26, 2024. 

———. 2010b. Chico 2030 General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report. Section 4.14 Energy 

and Climate Change. Available: https://chico.ca.us/documents/Departments/Community-

Development/Planning-Division/General-Plan--Other-Planning-Documents/Draft-EIR-Chico-2030-

General-Plan/4.14energyuseandclimatechange.pdf. Accessed November 26, 2024. 

G. Geology/Soils 

 

Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

  X  

a. 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. 

  X  

b. Strong seismic ground shaking?   X  

c. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

  X  

d. Landslides?   X  

2. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil? 

 X   

3. 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? 

  X  

4. 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? 

  X  

5. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 

   X 
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Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater, or is otherwise not 
consistent with the Chico Nitrate Action Plan 
or policies for sewer service control? 

6. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

  X  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: The Project areas are situated in the southwestern area of the City, 

featuring relatively flat topography with elevation ranges between 185 to 270 feet above sea level. The 

three Project sites are comprised of one soil type, Vina fine sandy loam, sandy substratum, 0 to 2 percent 

slopes, MLRA 17 (NRCS 2024). Excavation will occur at all three Project sites, primarily in the banks of 

Big Chico Creek due to mounded toe RSP installation, as well as around the existing piers and sewer line 

at Rose Avenue.  

DISCUSSION: G.1a–G.1d. Less Than Significant. The Project is not expected to directly or indirectly 

result in significant adverse effects, such as the risk of loss, injury, or death due to fault rupture, strong 

seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides. Butte County does not contain any 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. The only active fault in the area is the Cleveland Hills Fault, part 

of the Foothills Fault System, located about 17 miles southeast of the Chico City limits. This system is 

complex and discontinuous, with most faults being less than 15 miles in length, indicating that any 

earthquakes along these faults would likely be moderate, with magnitudes not exceeding moment 

magnitude (Mw) 6.5. Additionally, the fault system exhibits very low rates of activity (Sites Project 

Authority, 2017). The Cleveland Hills fault is within an Earthquake Fault Zone as mapped by the Alquist-

Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. A large earthquake on the Cleveland Hills Fault could potentially 

generate strong ground shaking at the Project areas, depending on the earthquake’s magnitude and 

proximity to the City. The August 1975 Oroville earthquake was associated with the Cleveland Hills 

Fault, which was felt in Chico, but there was no recorded damage. Thus, the potential for ground rupture 

or damage, injury, or death associated with seismic activity within the Chico area is considered very low. 

Most of the mapped faults in Butte County are not considered active, and most of them are very short 

and likely not capable of producing severely damaging earthquakes (City of Chico 2010).  

The Project design will incorporate all applicable development standards and comply with all required 

permits and certifications. Seismic requirements and grading activities will be addressed through 

adherence to the City of Chico Municipal Code/Grading Ordinance, the California Building Code (CBC), 

and other relevant construction standards. The City of Chico has adopted the CBC in Chapter 16R.02 of 

its Municipal Code, mandating that all new development and redevelopment projects meet CBC 

standards. These standards include design criteria for seismic loading and other geologic hazards, 

providing guidelines for geologically induced loading, structural member sizing, and calculation 

methods to support safe and effective design (City of Chico, 2010). Additionally, the CBC outlines 

engineering practices that require specialized design and construction techniques to minimize or 

eliminate potential impacts related to expansive soils. 

Landslides can be triggered by both natural processes and human activities that lead to slope instability. 

Butte County has a documented history of landslides, primarily occurring in areas with previous slide 
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activity. The highest landslide risk is concentrated in the county's mountainous central region, where 

well-developed soils rest on impermeable bedrock along steep slopes, which are vulnerable during 

periods of heavy rainfall. Most of the City of Chico has a low to negligible risk of landslides; however, the 

eastern foothill areas of the City are subject to a moderate to high landslide potential (City of Chico, 

2010). The Project areas are situated outside these high-risk zones, resulting in minimal to no landslide 

risk in the Project vicinity. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact concerning 

the risk of loss, injury, or death related to fault rupture, ground shaking, ground failure, or landslides. 

G.2. Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. According to the City of Chico General Plan 

Safety Element (2011), the Project areas are situated in regions with moderate to highly expansive soils. 

The Project aims to mitigate soil erosion and enhance bank stabilization along Big Chico Creek. By 

reinforcing the channel banks, it will effectively reduce soil erosion and prevent topsoil loss, resulting in 

a positive overall impact on the area. Therefore, the Project is not expected to cause substantial soil 

erosion, topsoil loss, or issues related to expansive or unstable soils. Additionally, erosion control 

BMPs—such as installing straw wattles and silt fences—will be implemented before any work begins 

within Big Chico Creek and its riparian corridor, in accordance with Measure BIO-23 from Section D. 

Biological Resources. See Section IV.D, Biological Resources, of this Initial Study for mitigation measure 

specifics. This measure would effectively minimize risks related to soil erosion and the loss of topsoil 

during construction, reducing impacts to Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

G.3-G.4. Less Than Significant. The Project areas are located on relatively flat terrain and are outside 

areas of high landslide potential and unstable geologic formations. As a result, the likelihood of on- or 

off-site landslides is considered minimal.  

The Project must comply with the City’s Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (CMC §18R) and 

incorporate site-specific measures outlined in the CBC grading standards. These standards address 

unstable soils and soil shrink-swell conditions by requiring appropriate construction methods to 

mitigate geologic risks. In addition, the City and the BCAQMD mandate the use of all applicable fugitive 

dust control measures, further limiting the potential for construction-related erosion. Before excavation 

begins, the City will ensure that the Project incorporates all necessary site-specific construction and 

design measures in accordance with CMC §18R. Consequently, potential impacts related to erosion, soil 

stability, and expansive soils would be less than significant. 

G.5. No Impact. No septic tanks, sewer, or alternative wastewater disposal systems are proposed as part 

of the Project. Therefore, the Project would result in no impact related to consistency with the Chico 

Nitrate Action Plan or policies for sewer service control. 

G.6. Less Than Significant. The Project is not anticipated to cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site, geological feature, 

or unique geological feature. The excavation depth at Rose Avenue Bridge will generally be 3-4 feet 

below the current creek bed, but could be up to approximately 12 feet within the northeast bank of Big 

Chico Creek. At Rose Avenue, bank reshaping for approximately 50 feet on both north and south sides of 

the creek will occur requiring approximately 2 feet of disturbance. A search of the University of 

California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP)collections database indicated that 25 sites with the 

fossilized remains of plants, invertebrates, and mammalian vertebrates have been discovered along Big 

Chico Creek (University of California, Berkeley, 2009). However, the planned excavation and reshaping 

activities are shallow in most areas (1-4 feet), with maximum depths of 10 and 12 feet at the Rose 

Avenue Bridge only. Given the localized nature and limited depth of these disturbances, the potential to 

encounter surface-level paleontological resources is considered low. If resources are inadvertently 
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discovered, implementation of mitigation measure CR-1 in Section E. Cultural Resources, would reduce 

impacts to a less-than-significant level. See Section IV.E, Cultural Resources, of this Initial Study for 

mitigation measure specifics. Therefore, Project impacts related to the significance of a unique 

paleontological resource or site, geological feature, or unique geological feature would be considered 

less than significant. 

MITIGATION: Mitigation BIO-23 in Section IV.D, Biological Resources; Mitigation CR-1 in Section 

IV.E, Cultural Resources 

REFERENCES CITED: 

City of Chico. 2010. Draft EIR Chico 2030 General Plan. Section 4.8 Geology and Soils. Available: 

https://chico.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-attachments/4.8geologyandsoils.pdf?1577755597. 

Accessed: December 5, 2024. 

———. 2011. Chico 2030 General Plan: Safety Element. City of Chico Community Development 

Department, Planning Division. Available: 

https://chico.ca.us/documents/Departments/Community-Development/Planning-

Division/General-Plan--Other-Planning-Documents/Chico-2030-General-

Plan/12._safety_element.pdf. Accessed: December 5, 2024. 

Natural Resource Conservation Service. 2024. Custom Soil Resources Report for Butte County, California 

Western Part. Available: https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/. Accessed December 5, 2024. 

Sites Project Authority. 2017. Sites Reservoir Project Draft EIR/EIS, Chapter 17: Faults and Seismicity. 

Available: https://sitesproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/17-
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H. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: This section describes the environmental setting related to GHG emissions 
and climate change. GHG emissions adversely affect the environment by contributing, on a cumulative 
basis, to global climate change. 

Climate change is caused by increasing levels of GHGs in the atmosphere – primarily the result of 
burning fossil fuels and deforestation. GHGs trap energy from the sun in Earth’s atmosphere in a process 
called the greenhouse effect, which creates conditions warm enough to sustain life on Earth. Increasing 
emissions of GHGs over time amplifies the greenhouse effect and leads to trapping of dangerous 
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amounts of heat in the atmosphere that result in global changes in climate patterns. Increases in heat 
trapped in the atmosphere can result in more intense storms, drought, heat and sea level rise globally.  

On a smaller scale, the main sources of GHG emissions in cities are buildings, transportation, waste and 
water. Local governments policies can influence high-emissions behaviors, mitigate climate change 
effects and prepare the community for a more resilient future through local land use planning, building 
standards, and public and private partnerships to develop behavior-changing policies (City of Chico, 
2021). In response to the need for climate action, the City has created a Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
(2012) and CAP Update (2021) which includes specific actions to reduce local GHG emissions and 
achieve the City’s target of carbon neutrality by 2045. 

Principal Greenhouse Gases 

GHGs consist of both natural and synthetic gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. These include carbon 

dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons, 

perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride (USEPA, 2025a). The state CEQA Guidelines (§15364.5) also 

identify these six gases as GHGs. Each GHG is discussed below: 

• Carbon dioxide (CO2) – Carbon dioxide enters the atmosphere through burning fossil fuels (coal, 

natural gas, and oil), solid waste, trees and other biological materials, and also as a result of 

certain chemical reactions (e.g., cement production). Carbon dioxide is removed from the 

atmosphere (or "sequestered") when it is absorbed by plants as part of the biological carbon 

cycle. 

• Methane (CH4) – Methane is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, 

and oil. Methane emissions also result from livestock and other agricultural practices, land use 

and by the decay of organic waste in solid waste landfills. 

• Nitrous oxide (N2O) – Nitrous oxide is emitted during agricultural, land use and industrial 

activities; combustion of fossil fuels and solid waste, as well as during treatment of wastewater. 

• Fluorinated gases – Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur 

hexafluoride (SF6) are synthetic, powerful greenhouse gases that are emitted from a variety of 

household, commercial, and industrial applications and processes. Fluorinated gases are 

typically emitted in smaller quantities than other greenhouse gases, but are still considered 

potent greenhouse gases. 

Different GHGs affect Earth’s warming in varying ways, depending on their ability to absorb energy, 

known as "radiative efficiency," and their duration in the atmosphere, or "lifetime". Since 1990, the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) used the Global Warming Potential (GWP) metric to 

compare the global warming impacts of different gases. GWP quantifies how much energy the emission 

of one ton of a specific gas will absorb over a given period, relative to the emission of one ton of carbon 

dioxide. A larger GWP indicates a greater warming effect compared to carbon dioxide over the same 

period. By providing a common unit of measure, GWP enable analysts to compare and combine 

emissions estimates of different gases to compile a national GHG inventory; and aid policymakers in 

evaluating emissions reduction strategies across sectors and gases (USEPA 2025b). Table H-1 lists the 

GWP of CO2, CH4, and N2O and their atmospheric lifetimes. 

Table H-1. Greenhouse Gases’ Global Warming Potential 

Greenhouse Gases Global Warming Potential (100 years) Lifetime (years) 

CO2 1 100 
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CH4 28 12 

N20 273 109 

Sources: Center for Climate and Energy Solutions 2020. 

CH4 = methane; CO2 = carbon dioxide; N2O = nitrous oxide; ppb =parts per billion; ppm = parts per million 

Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories 

At the global level, the IPCC develops comprehensive assessment reports that evaluate the latest 

scientific knowledge on climate change, including greenhouse gas emissions, their sources, and their 

impact on the global climate system. These reports synthesize data from multiple scientific studies and 

provide policymakers with guidance on mitigation and adaptation strategies. The IPCC also produces 

special reports, methodology guidelines, and technical papers to support international climate policy 

and decision-making (IPCC 2025). 

At the federal level, the EPA develops an annual report called the Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions and Sinks (Inventory), that tracks greenhouse gas emissions and sinks in the United States by 

source, economic sector and greenhouse gas data going back to 1990. The gases covered by the 

Inventory include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, sulfur 

hexafluoride, and nitrogen trifluoride. Key findings from the latest Inventory show that emissions 

increased in 2022 by one percent compared to the previous year, driven largely by an increase in CO2 

emissions from fossil fuel combustion. In 2022, CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion increased by 

1 percent relative to the previous year (USEPA, 2024). 

At the state level, the CARB is responsible for preparing, adopting, and updating California’s greenhouse 

gas inventory under Assembly Bill (AB) 1803 (2006). The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 

32), also tasks CARB with determining the statewide 1990 GHG emission level and approving a 

statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit, equal to the 1990 level, to be achieved by 2020. CARB has 

developed many resources to estimate, understand, evaluate, and track greenhouse gas emissions from 

industrial, mobile, natural, and other sources of emissions (CARB 2025). 

Locally, the City of Chico has conducted a GHG emissions inventory of community-wide GHG emissions 

for each year between 2005 and 2017. The 2017 inventory was used for the 2021 CAP Update as the 

most up-to-date picture of GHG emissions in Chico. Chico’s annual inventories include emissions from 

gasoline and diesel sales, electricity and natural gas usage in homes, offices, and other residential and 

commercial buildings, and waste sent to the landfill from all residential and commercial properties. 

Chico’s GHG emissions have decreased 27% overall since 2005, despite a population increase of 

approximately 27% (City of Chico, 2021). 

Table H-2 outlines the most recent global, national, statewide, and local GHG inventories to help 

contextualize the magnitude of potential Project-related emissions. 

Table H-2. Global, National, State, and Local Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventories 

Emissions Inventory CO2e (metric tons per year) 

2022 IPCC Global 57,400,000,000 

2022 USEPA National 5,489,000,000 

2022 CARB State 371,100,000 

2017 City of Chico 466,366 

Sources: IPCC 2021; USEPA 2022; CARB 2024; City of Chico 2021. 
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CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; IPCC = Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; USEPA = U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency; CARB = California Air Resources Board. 

The City of Chico’s CAP and its Update provide a roadmap for reducing GHG emissions in alignment with 

the state’s target of achieving a 40% reduction below 1990 levels by 2030, as set by Senate Bill (SB) 32. 

These documents will also contribute to advancing the state’s long-term objective of carbon neutrality 

by 2045, as outlined in Executive Order (EO) B-55-18 (City of Chico, 2021). The development and 

implementation of the CAP are guided by various goals, policies, and actions outlined in the City’s 

General Plan (Sustainability Element, Land Use Element, Circulation Element and Open Space and 

Environment Element), as well as relevant state and federal policies. The growth and development 

assumptions incorporated in the CAP align with the level of development projected in the General Plan 

EIR. Strategies in the General Plan that will help reduce greenhouse gas emissions include promoting 

compact, walkable, infill and mixed-use development; focusing redevelopment along transit corridors 

and at other central locations; promoting the efficient use of energy and resources; improving local air 

quality; directing waste diversion and reduction; and establishing energy and water conservation 

measures in building, landscaping, and municipal operations (City of Chico, 2020). 

Currently, the BCAQMD has not established thresholds of significance for toxic air contaminants and 

GHGs, leaving the lead agency to exercise its discretion in making those determinations. 

DISCUSSION: H.1–H.2. Less Than Significant. The Project is consistent with the goals, policies and 

regulations adopted and outlined in the City’s CAP and its associated Update, as well as relevant local, 

state and federal policies. There are no permanent changes that would occur as a result of the proposed 

Project that would have an impact on GHG emissions. Transportation is one of the main sources of GHG 

emissions in cities, and the Project will not require permanent changes in traffic patterns, nor would it 

create additional vehicle trips. Therefore, operational emissions will be negligible compared to existing 

conditions, and there will be no long-term operational GHG impact. 

Construction activities for the Project may lead to short-term emissions of CO2, CH4, and N2O due to the 

operation of heavy equipment and vehicles. However, given the small scale and short duration of the 

Project as well as the minimal use of heavy equipment, emissions will be significantly lower compared to 

larger road or building construction projects. The methodology used to calculate GHG emissions 

generated during construction is the same as described above for air quality (see Section IV.C, Air 

Quality). Based on RCEM modeling, these sources would emit a total of approximately 136.27 metric 

tons (45.15 metric tons from Rose Avenue, 45.56 metric tons from Warner Street, and 45.56 metric tons 

from Manzanita and Vallombrosa) of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) over the duration of Project 

construction (Appendix A). As previously stated, BCAQMD does not have an adopted GHG threshold. 

Emissions are nonetheless far below numeric construction thresholds adopted by other regional air 

quality districts (e.g., SMAQMD’s 1,100 MT CO2e/year threshold and Placer County Air Pollution Control 

District’s threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e/year).  

The erosion repair work in Big Chico Creek will result in a temporary increase in GHG emissions, 

primarily in the form of CO2 due to the use of heavy equipment such as excavators and loaders. These 

emissions will be short-term and intermittent, without long-term effects on GHG levels. The 

construction phase will last approximately 6 to 8 weeks, with limited equipment use, thereby 

minimizing emissions. Given the temporary and small-scale nature of the activities, the overall impact 

on GHG emissions is considered minor. 

Additionally, the construction activities, including the use of heavy-duty vehicles, will not exceed the 

levels already anticipated, analyzed, and mitigated in the Chico 2030 General Plan EIR. The Project is 
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also consistent with the development assumptions used in the Chico 2030 General Plan EIR and the 

City’s CAP. Since the Project does not involve new development but rather stabilization of the Big Chico 

Creek banks to prevent future erosion, it will not impact the City's ability to meet the GHG reduction 

targets outlined in the CAP. 

Based on the analysis above, development of this Project would result in neither a significant impact on 

the environment, nor conflict with the City’s or other agencies GHG plans, policies, or regulations. 

Implementation of BCAQMD-recommended best management practices, and compliance with City of 

Chico policies/requirements and BCAQMD rules would further reduce short-term construction GHG 

emissions. As a result, this impact is considered less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURE: None required. 

BCAQMD Best Management Practices for GHG: 

To minimize GHG emissions resulting from Project construction, the Project proponent shall implement 

BCAQMD-recommended best management practices derived from the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 

including, but not limited to: 

• Improve fuel efficiency from construction equipment: 

• Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the time of 

idling to no more than three minutes (a five-minute limit is required by the State Airborne 

Toxics Control Measure [Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485 of the California Code of 

Regulations]) and provide clear signage posting this requirement for workers at the entrances 

to the site; 

• Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to manufacturer’s 

specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be 

running in proper condition before it is operated; 

• Train equipment operators in proper use of equipment; 

• Use the proper size of equipment for the job; and 

• Use equipment with new technologies (repowered engines, electric drive trains). 

• Perform on-site material hauling with trucks equipped with on-road engines (if determined to 

be less emissive than the off-road engines). 

• Use alternative fuels for generators at construction sites such as propane or solar or use 

electrical power. 

• Use an Air Resources Board approved low carbon fuel for construction equipment. 

• Encourage and provide carpools, shuttle vans, transit passes and/or secure bicycle parking for 

construction worker commutes. 

• Reduce electricity use in the construction office by using compact fluorescent bulbs, powering 

off computers every day, and replacing heating and cooling units with more efficient ones. 

• Recycle or salvage non-hazardous construction and demolition debris (goal of at least 75% by 

weight). 

• Use locally sourced or recycled materials for construction materials (goal of at least 20% based 

on volume for roadway, parking lot, sidewalk, and curb materials). 

• Minimize the amount of concrete for paved surfaces or utilize a low carbon concrete option. 

• Produce concrete on-site if determined to be less emissive than transporting ready mix. 

• Use SmartWay certified trucks for deliveries and equipment transport (USEPA 2023). 

• Develop a plan to efficiently use water for adequate dust control. 



 

 

 
 

Big Chico Creek Erosion Repair Project Draft Initial Study/ 
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 

67 
July 2025 

 

REFERENCES CITED: 

Butte County. 2021. Butte County 2021 Climate Action Plan. December. Available: 
https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/2255/2021-Butte-County-Climate-Action-
Plan-CAP-PDF?bidId=. Accessed: December 5, 2024. 

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2024. Current California GHG Emission Inventory Data 2000–
2022. Available: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/ghg-inventory-data. Accessed December 5, 2024. 

———. 2025. California Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory Program. Available: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/ghg-inventory-program. Accessed: January 8, 2025. 

Center for Climate and Energy Solutions. 2019. Climate Essentials – Science and Impacts. Available: 

https://www.c2es.org/site/assets/uploads/2019/09/science-and-impacts.pdf. Accessed: 

December 5, 2024. 

Center for Climate and Energy Solutions. 2024. Main Greenhouse Gases. Available: 

https://www.c2es.org/content/main-greenhouse-gases/. Accessed December 5, 2024. 

City of Chico. 2010. Chico 2030 General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report. Section 4.14 

Energy and Climate Change. Available: https://chico.ca.us/documents/Departments/Community-

Development/Planning-Division/General-Plan--Other-Planning-Documents/Draft-EIR-Chico-2030-

General-Plan/4.14energyuseandclimatechange.pdf. Accessed December 5, 2024. 

———. 2020. Climate Action Plan: Final Draft. Available: 

https://chico.ca.us/documents/Government/Boards--Commissions/Climate-Action-

Commission/climateactionplan-finaldraft-web_001.pdf. Accessed January 7, 2024. 

———. 2021. Climate Action Plan Update: Final Draft. Available: 

https://chico.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-attachments/chico-cap-update_final-draft-

complete.pdf?1655413766. Accessed: December 5, 2024. 

———. 2021. Climate Action Plan Update Draft Initial Study Negative Declaration. Available: 

https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/271914-

1/attachment/Qap8V9xisWkdIix7vvZELWqXwXHdHDmEpBhPwoRW6d2jWIjm8imuwPOe6jaBBoN

1J5zZytJcGCRx97LD0. Accessed December 5, 2024. 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 2023. Emissions Gap Report 2023. Available: 

https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/43922/EGR2023.pdf?sequence=3&isAll

owed=y. Accessed: December 5, 2024. 

——— . 2025. About the IPCC. Available: https://www.ipcc.ch/about/. Accessed March 28, 2025. 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). 2021. Guide to Air Quality 

Assessment in Sacramento County, Chapter 6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Available: 

https://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/Ch6GHG2-26-2021.pdf. Accessed 

January 6, 2025. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 2022. Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 

Sinks: 1990–2020. Available: https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2022-04/us-ghg-

inventory-2022-main-text.pdf. Accessed: December 5, 2024. 

———. 2023. SmartWay. Available: https://www.epa.gov/smartway. Accessed: December 5, 2024. 

https://www.ipcc.ch/about/


 

 

 
 

Big Chico Creek Erosion Repair Project Draft Initial Study/ 
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 

68 
July 2025 

 

———. 2024. Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks. Available: 

https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/inventory-us-greenhouse-gas-emissions-and-sinks. Accessed: 

January 8, 2025. 

———. 2025a. Overview of Greenhouse Gases. Available: https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/overview-

greenhouse-gases#overview. Accessed: January 8, 2025. 

———. 2025b. Understanding global warming potentials. Available: 

https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/understanding-global-warming-potentials. Accessed: January 

8, 2025. 

I. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

   X 

5. For a project located within 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 result 
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

  X  

6. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

  X  

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

   X 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: A search of the State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker database 

did not identify any active sites within the Project vicinities of the proposed erosion control activities 

(SWRCB 2025). The nearest known open cleanup program site to any of the repair sites is the Hunt & 

Sons Petroleum Spill, located approximately 1,200 feet southwest of the bridge crossing along Warner 
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Street. Since no Project activities are proposed within the contaminated parcel, there is no potential for 

the Project to encounter contaminated soils associated with the Hunt & Sons Petroleum Spill cleanup 

program site and further evaluation or protection measures are not warranted. Furthermore, a review 

of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control’s EnviroStor mapping database did not identify 

any known sites or facilities being tracked for cleanup, permitting, enforcement, or investigation efforts 

within or adjacent to the Project areas.  

DISCUSSION: I.1 and I.2. Less Than Significant: While hazardous materials would be used during 

construction activities (e.g., equipment maintenance, fuel, solvents, roadway resurfacing and re-striping 

materials), all hazardous material use would be required to comply with all applicable local, state, and 

federal standards associated with the release, handling, and storage of hazardous materials. The 

Hazardous Materials Regulations, which implement the federal hazmat law, govern the transportation of 

hazardous materials by highway, rail, vessel, and air. These regulations address hazardous materials 

classification, packaging, hazard communication, emergency response information, and training. 

Hazardous materials transported through Butte County, including the Project areas, would be carried by 

truck on the state highway system or via the rail line. Registered hazardous waste haulers may use all 

county roadways to transport hazardous materials. To date, regulators have not placed restrictions on 

roadways available for the transportation of hazardous waste. Refer to Section 4.4 of the City’s Draft EIR 

General Plan 2030 for more information on transportation of hazardous materials in Butte County and 

additional detail regarding hazardous material regulations (City of Chico 2010). Because Project use, 

handling, routine transport use, or disposal of hazardous materials during construction would be in 

accordance with federal, state, and local laws, impacts related to the accidental release of hazardous 

materials would be less than significant. 

I.3. Less Than Significant. The Warner Street Bridge is located within the CSUC campus. No other 

schools are located within a quarter mile of any of the Project sites. Accidental release of hazardous 

materials at the Warner Street location during construction would be considered a significant impact, 

however, as discussed in Discussion 1.1 and 1.2, there is a low potential for Project construction or 

operation to cause a significant hazard through transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials.  These 

activities would be required to comply with the regulations, standards, requirements, and guidelines 

established by federal and state law and overseen by the regulatory agencies. Accordingly, the potential 

for hazardous materials releases near an existing or proposed school are low. Therefore, the potential 

for impacts on school facilities would be less than significant. 

I.4. No Impact. The State of California Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (also known as the 

Cortese List) is a planning document used by state and local agencies and by private developers to 

comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about the location of hazardous materials 

sites. California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection 

Agency to annually update the Cortese List. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is 

responsible for preparing a portion of the information that comprises the Cortese List. Other state and 

local government agencies are required to provide additional hazardous material release information 

that is part of the complete list. The Project areas are not included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List); therefore, there would be no 

impact. 

I.5. Less Than Significant Impact. The Chico Regional Airport is located approximately 4.74 miles 

north of the Warner Street Bridge, 4.88 miles north of the Rose Avenue Bridge, and 4 miles north of the 

Manzanita and Vallombrosa site. As such, the Project areas are outside the airport’s runway protection 

zones, safety zones, airspace protection zones, and other designated Airport Influence Areas (AIAs) as 
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defined by the Chico Regional Airport’s Land Use Compatibility Plan. The Ranchaero Airport, a private 

airstrip, is located about 0.65 miles southwest of the Rose Avenue Bridge, 1.41 miles southwest of the 

Warner Street Bridge, and 4.8 miles southwest of the Manzanita and Vallombrosa erosion repair site. 

The Rose Avenue Bridge location falls within the Ranchaero Airport's AIA and is located within 

Compatibility Zone D. All development and land use actions proposed within the Airport Compatibility 

Overlay Zone must adhere to the criteria outlined in the Butte County Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Plan (BCALUCP), except where specific criteria have been overruled by the Board of Supervisors, as per 

Public Resources Code Section 21676 (BCAG, 2017). Zone D, referred to as the "Other Airport Environs 

Zone," is characterized by lower noise impacts and reduced safety and airspace protection risks 

compared to the more restricted zones (A, B, or C). Being beyond the 55-CNEL (Community Noise 

Equivalent Level) contour, Zone D generally experiences lower noise levels. However, some overflight 

noise may still occur, which could affect sensitive land uses, such as residential areas, schools, or 

hospitals (Caltrans Aeronautics, 2011). Since the Project does not propose sensitive land uses (such as 

large residential developments, hospitals, or schools), there are no factors that could interfere with 

airport operations or create safety hazards for Project workers or nearby residents. The Project will 

comply with the BCALUCP, ensuring compatibility with airport operations in terms of safety, noise, and 

overflight impacts. Therefore, the Project is not expected to result in any safety hazards or excessive 

noise for individuals residing or working in the Project areas, and impacts related to airport hazards are 

anticipated to be less than significant. 

I.6. Less than Significant. The Project would not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan 

or emergency evacuation plan, including the Butte County Emergency Operations Plan (BCEOP) (Butte 

County 2022). As outlined in responses to Transportation Q.1–Q.4, access along the Warner Street Bridge 

and the pedestrian bridge west of it will remain open throughout construction. Access along 

Vallombrosa and Manzanita Avenue will also remain open throughout construction. However, the 

pedestrian bridge and bike trail east of the Warner Street Bridge will be temporarily closed during 

project implementation. The Rose Avenue Bridge is expected to experience intermittent closures during 

construction, but access to adjacent private properties will be maintained at all times. Temporary 

closures will be short in duration (6 to 8 weeks) and are not anticipated to impact emergency 

evacuation routes.  Emergency access will be preserved throughout construction, and any impacts on 

ground transportation will be temporary, occurring only during active construction periods. Therefore, 

impacts with regard to conflict with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan 

would be Less than Significant.  

I.7. No Impact. The Project areas are not located in an area of high sensitivity to wildland fire risks per 

the California Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer (CalFire 2024). No buildings or dwelling units are 

proposed as part of the Project, and the Project areas are not in a wildland area. The Project areas are all 

identified as areas outside of CalFire’s ‘Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone’ (i.e., it is a non-VHFHSZ) as 

identified by CalFire. The Project areas are all located in a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) pursuant to 

the Fire Hazard Severity Zone. All three erosion repair sites are surrounded by urban uses and the area 

is within the service area of the City of Chico Fire Department. The Project does not include any design 

elements that would expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 

wildland fire. Therefore, there would be no impact associated with wildland fires. 

MITIGATION: None required. 
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J. Hydrology/ Water Quality 

Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

1. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality? 

  X  

2. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the Project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

  X  

3. 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: 

  X  

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

  X  
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Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

X 

c. 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

X 

d. impede or redirect flood flows? X 

4. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to Project inundation?

X 

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

X 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: The City of Chico, in the Sacramento Valley, is in the north-central portion 

of the Sacramento River Hydrologic Region, which covers approximately 17.4 million acres (27,200 

square miles). The City is located approximately 10 miles east of the Sacramento River (City of Chico 

2010). The Project areas, located in western Chico, are relatively flat and include two primary 

hydrologic crossings at Big Chico Creek: the Rose Avenue Bridge and Warner Street Bridge (Appendix C 

– ARDR). Both crossings and the Manzanita and Vallombrosa erosion repair site fall within the FEMA 
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) Zone AE. Zone AE is classified as a Base Floodplain, meaning there is a 
1% annual chance of flooding, also known as the 100-year flood. In Zone AE, the Base Flood Elevation

(BFE) is generally provided for each property, indicating the anticipated height of floodwaters in the 
event of a 100-year flood. All of the locations at Big Chico Creek are also identified as regulatory 
floodways under FEMA guidelines. These areas are highly susceptible to flooding, as they are the 
primary flow channels for floodwaters during a 100-year flood event, representing the highest flood 
risk.

The Project will involve the installation of a temporary water diversion system within Big Chico Creek at 

all three repair sites. Once the diversion is established, RSP will be placed along both banks at Rose 

Avenue, along the northern bank at Warner Street, and along the west bank at Vallombrosa Avenue. 

Temporary aquatic impacts include approximately 0.01 acres of Big Chico Creek at Rose Avenue, 

approximately 0.01 acres of Big Chico Creek at Warner Street, and approximately 0.02 acres at the 

Manzanita and Vallombrosa site due to water diversion headwall installation. In addition, the Project 

will temporarily impact approximately 0.19 acres of Big Chico Creek at Warner Street due to the 

temporary water diversion, approximately 0.10 acres of Big Chico Creek at Rose Avenue, and 

approximately 0.19 acres at Manzanita and Vallombrosa.  

DISCUSSION: J.1. Less Than Significant. Water quality for all Sacramento Valley surface and ground 

waters is regulated under the jurisdiction of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 

Central Valley Region. Prior to work within Big Chico Creek, a 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) 

will be obtained from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB), which will 

contain measures to reduce impacts to water quality. In addition, per Phase II of the NPDES Program, 

the City has a Storm Water Management Program (SWMP); the Project would be constructed in full 
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compliance with applicable standards of the SWMP, which includes both construction activity and post-

construction storm water discharge BMPs. Therefore, the Project would not violate any waste discharge 

requirements. Compliance with the SWMP and existing regulations would minimize potential impacts 

relating to water quality and waste discharge requirements. Therefore, impacts related to surface or 

groundwater quality would be less than significant.  

J.2. Less Than Significant. Construction activities related to the installation of RSP along the banks of 

Big Chico Creek would potentially require temporary dewatering of excavated areas. However, this 

disturbance would be short-term, and no new long-term sources of groundwater extraction would be 

introduced. The Project would not significantly affect groundwater recharge or hinder sustainable 

groundwater management in the basin. Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant 

impact on groundwater supply or rechange. 

J.3a–J.3d. Less Than Significant. The Project would involve installation of RSP along the banks of Big 

Chico Creek, which will add 1,200 sq ft of new impervious surface at Rose Avenue, 2,600 sq ft of 

impervious surface at Warner Street, and 4,800 sq ft of impervious surface at Manzanita and 

Vallombrosa. However, this is not anticipated to substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

sites, as RSP will be installed specifically in areas that have already experienced significant scour and 

erosion. These areas are typically characterized by excessive water flow, which causes soil loss and 

destabilizes the bank. The primary objective of the RSP is to stabilize these banks and prevent further 

erosion, rather than to change or redirect the natural flow of the creek. By placing RSP only in areas that 

are already prone to erosion, the Project is essentially reinforcing the existing conditions rather than 

altering the natural hydrology. The rocks used for RSP will be carefully placed to follow the contours of 

the existing creek bank, allowing water to flow as it naturally would, but in a more controlled manner to 

prevent further erosion. The material itself, though generally impervious, will not significantly disrupt 

the flow of water because it is designed to prevent soil movement without obstructing the creek's 

natural drainage. 

Furthermore, the Project would not alter the existing drainage patterns at the site, result in substantial 

erosion or siltation on- or off-site, or create excessive runoff because prior to construction the Project 

would have to demonstrate compliance with City and State post-construction storm water management 

requirements including the General Construction Permit requirements of the NPDES and the 

requirements listed in the 401 WQC. With the application of the existing regulations outlined above, the 

Project would not substantially degrade water quality drainage systems or provide substantial 

additional sources of polluted runoff. Under existing City and State requirements for the Project to 

implement BMPs and incorporate low impact development design standards, stormwater impacts from 

anticipated future construction and operation of the Project would be less than significant. 

J.4. Less Than Significant. Although all the Project areas are located within FEMA-designated SFHAs, no 

significant risk of pollutant release due to inundation is anticipated. The Project areas do not contain any 

known pollutants or hazardous materials that would be susceptible to release in the event of flooding. 

SFHAs, particularly those identified as Zone AE (base floodplain), indicate areas with a 1% annual 

chance of flooding, but these zones do not inherently contain hazardous or pollutant-generating 

materials unless specifically noted. The Project areas, as currently understood, do not store materials 

such as chemicals, fuels, or industrial waste that could pose a risk in the event of a flood or tsunami. 

Additionally, standard BMPs during Project implementation, including containment and safety 

measures, would ensure that any materials brought to the site are stored and handled in a manner that 

minimizes the risk of contamination during extreme weather events, including flooding. Given that the 

Project does not involve the storage of hazardous substances in flood-prone zones, the risk of pollutant 
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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 

4. 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? 

      X  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: The Project areas are identified as an area outside of CalFire’s ‘Very High 

Fire Hazard Severity Zone’ (i.e., it is a non-VHFHSZ) (CalFire 2024). The Project areas are not located in 

or near any state responsibility areas but are located within a LRA (CalFire 2024). 

DISCUSSION: T.1. No Impact. Access will remain along both bridges and Manzanita and Vallombrosa 

Avenue throughout the duration of construction, and emergency evacuation routes will remain intact. 

The Project is not anticipated to impair any adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan, including the Butte County Emergency Operations Plan and the Community Wildfire Protection 

Plan. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

T.2. No Impact. The Project, which involves stabilizing the banks of Big Chico Creek, would not 

exacerbate wildfire risks or expose Project occupants to pollutant concentrations from wildfires. The 

Project areas are located in riparian areas, which naturally reduce fire spread due to moisture-retaining 

vegetation and soil. While slope and prevailing winds can influence wildfire behavior in upland areas, 

these factors are mitigated by the dense vegetation and the Project's locations near the creek. 

Additionally, the Project does not involve the development of permanent structures or an increase in 

population density, meaning there are no long-term occupants who would be exposed to wildfire-

related pollutants. Workers would be present only temporarily and could evacuate, if necessary, further 

reducing any associated risk. The Project areas are in a LRA pursuant to the Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

and is served by the City of Chico Fire Department as shown in the State Responsibility Area map. The 

construction of the proposed Project would take place in accordance with the policies and procedures 

laid out in the City of Chico General Plan Draft EIR. Refer to Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR Chico 2030 

General Plan for a complete list of general plan policies related to preventing wildfire risks and hazards.  

Therefore, there will be no impact from the Project on wildfire hazards or related pollutant exposure. 

T.3. No Impact. The Project does not require installation or maintenance of infrastructure that could 

exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. The Project 

involves the installation of RSP on the banks of Big Chico Creek, which is unlikely to directly exacerbate 

fire risk, as the materials are typically composed of non-combustible materials such as geotextiles, rocks, 

concrete and soil. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

T.4. Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed erosion repair Project at Big Chico Creek involves 

installation of RSP, riparian tree and shrub removal as well as installation and removal of a temporary 

water diversion system. While vegetation removal in the riparian zone and the installation of the 

temporary water diversion may cause minor and short-term changes to slope stability or runoff 

dynamics, these effects are not expected to result in long-term impacts on flooding, landslides, post-fire 

slope instability, or drainage patterns. The installation of RSP will stabilize the creek banks and mitigate 

future erosion reducing long-term risks of instability and sedimentation. However, it will also slightly 

increase impervious surface area—by approximately 2,600 square feet at the Warner Street Bridge, 

1,200 square feet at the Rose Avenue Bridge, and 4,800 feet at the Manzanita and Vallombrosa erosion 
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