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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1. General Information About this Document 
The proposed project is a well site feasibility assessment to develop a new municipal water supply for 
the Hamilton Branch Community Services District in the town of Hamilton Branch, California.  This 
Checklist was prepared to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed project to determine the correct 
level of compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The Hamilton Branch 
Community Services District is the lead agency under the CEQA.  This document describes the Proposed 
Project, how the existing environment could be affected by the project, the potential impacts of each of 
the alternatives, and any proposed avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures.   
 
The Proposed Project is Categorically Exempt from further compliance requirements because the CEQA 
Guidelines grant exemption to “…resource evaluation activities which do not result in a serious or major 
disturbance to an environmental resource. These may be strictly for information gathering purposes, or 
as part of a study leading to an action which a public agency has not yet approved, adopted, or funded.” 
(see CEQA Guidelines Section 15306. Information Collection).  It is also because the implementation 
of the Project will not have a significant physical effect on the environment and mitigation measures are 
not required.  Note that the well drilling will only temporarily affect a few hundred square feet of ground 
and will not require the disturbance of natural habitats or removal of trees.  The resulting project will not 
be visible to the public.  Existing ordinances, building codes, and permit conditions will ensure that the 
well installation will be made correctly, safely, and without significant impacts.   

1.2. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
No environmental factors would be potentially affected by this project, and none involving at least one 
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated” as 
substantiated by the checklist on the following pages. 

1.3. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
 
Hamilton Branch Community Services District requires a supplemental water source to supply customer 
needs.  Engineers have determined that the ideal location is  at Hamilton Branch, north of Lake Almanor 
near the intersection of Plumas County Road A13 and Foxwood Drive.  The property is a 97.9-acre parcel 
(APN 103-140-044) (the Property).  The proposed test well is adjacent to the District’s fenced compound 
that houses water tank A-13.   The proposed project consists of the following elements: 
• contractor mobilization to project site and equipment staging 
• installation of estimated 12-inch conductor casing 
• drilling of 6-inch diameter bore hole to a depth of about 500 feet 
• perform geophysical surveys in bore hole 
• construct an on-site retention basin (made of plastic tarp and sand bags) 
• install submersible test pump and test pump well to assess aquifer yield and groundwater quality 
• discharge water to on-site retention basin 
• upon completion, abandon borehole in accordance with State and Local regulatory requirements; and 

contractor demobilization and site restoration. 
 
In total, the project area is less than a tenth of an acre. 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The Project Area is located within the cis-montane Sierra Nevada mountains geographic subregion, 
which is contained within the Sierra Nevada Mountains geographic subdivision of the larger California 
Floristic Province (Baldwin et al. 2012).  The Project Area is in Climate Zone 2b “Warmer-Summer 
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Intermountain Climate”, characterized by milder summers and longer and colder winters than in the 
Central Valley (Sunset, 2025).  The Project Area is flat and is at an elevation is 4,750 feet above mean 
sea level.  The Project Area is about 80 feet south of the road corridor of Plumas County Road A13 and 
about 3,000 feet north of Lake Almanor.  There are powerlines parallel to Road A13 and this road 
generates noise in the Project Area.  The Project Area contains one habitat type: mixed conifer forest.  
The forest is not old growth; the tree diameter ranges from 12 to 24 inches.  Thick leaf litter (pine duff) 
and downed branches are present.  There is evidence of a wildfire in the distant past, as evidenced by 
fire scar.  

3. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
This section identifies any environmental impacts of this project by answering questions from Appendix 
G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Environmental Checklist Form.  All analyses take in to account the entire 
action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well 
as direct, and construction as well as operational, impacts.  Impacts are categorized as follows: 

• Potentially Significant Impact is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is 
significant, or where the established threshold has been exceeded. If there are one or more 
“Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) may be required. 

• Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated applies where the incorporation of mitigation 
measures would reduce an effect from Potentially Significant Impact to a Less Than Significant 
Impact. Mitigation measures are prescribed to reduce the effect to a less than significant level. 

• Less Than Significant applies when the project will affect or is affected by the environment, but 
based on sources cited in the report, the impact will not have an adverse effect. For the purpose 
of this report, beneficial impacts are also identified as less than significant. The benefit is identified 
in the discussion of impacts, which follows each checklist category. 

• A No Impact answer is adequately supported if referenced information sources show that the 
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved.  A No Impact answer is explained 
where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards. 
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4. AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) In nonurbanized 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

4.1. Discussion 
 
The Project Area is situated in a forested area adjacent to a county road.  There are suburban residential 
lots to the west and the lake to the south. 
 
a-d)  There is no designated scenic vista in the vicinity of the Project Area. The Project Area is not in the 
watershed of a wild and scenic river.  The Proposed Project would not interfere with any scenic vista.  
The drilling is below ground and will not result in the erection of new structures.  Thus, the entire project 
is essentially invisible and any scenic views will not be obstructed.  The proposed Project does not 
propose any new development, construction or physical change to the environment that would directly or 
indirectly result in any impacts to aesthetic resources or conflict with zoning.  The proposed project will 
not add any new lighting or otherwise compromise any views.  Implementation of the Proposed Project 
will introduce heavy equipment and trucks into the viewshed, but this new element is very short-term and 
is buffered by forest.  Implementation of the Proposed Project will have no impact upon scenic vistas or 
resources, nor will it degrade the existing visual character of the region or introduce new light sources.   

4.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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5. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest 
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined 
by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

5.1. Discussion 
The Project Area is on a property that is not identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance on the maps prepared, pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency.  The parcel is not enrolled in a Williamson Act contract.   
Therefore,  the proposed project will not result in any significant conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses.  The Project Area is in zoned forest land or timberland and does contain timber 
resources.  However, implementation of the Proposed Project does not require tree removal and it will 
not convert forest land to other uses.  The Project Area is not designated as “farmland” (i.e., Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance).  Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project will not convert farmland to other uses.    

5.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
 
  

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/county_info.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/county_info.aspx
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/county_info.aspx
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6. AIR QUALITY 
 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

6.1. Discussion 
The proposed project is located within the Northeast Plateau Air Basin.  The Feather River Air Quality 
Management District is the primary agency responsible for assuring that the National and California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS and CAAQS, respectively) are attained and maintained in the 
Northeast Plateau Air Basin.  Air quality is considered excellent in the Lake Almanor region, except for 
periods of wildfire which cause elevated particulate matter levels. 
 
Project emissions are typically calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod)®, 
Version 2016.3.2 (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, 2017).  However, the Proposed 
Project is exempt from this level of CEQA analysis and furthermore, the proposed drilling activities are 
very minor.  The drilling activities will take only one or two days, and only one or two trucks will be 
involved.  No significant emissions will occur from this very brief activity.   Therefore, implementation of 
the project will have a less than significant impact upon implementation of the applicable air quality plans. 
Implementation of the project will have a less than significant cumulative impact upon any criteria air 
pollutant.  The project is exploratory and does not emit toxic substances or odors and no sensitive 
receptors exist in the vicinity.  Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact upon sensitive 
receptors. 

6.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required 
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7. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

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 state or federally 
protected wetlands (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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

7.1. Discussion 
A biological resources assessment was prepared for this project (Graening and Associates LLC 
2025)(see Appendix).  A biological field survey was conducted in June 2025 by consulting biologist Geo 
Graening, PhD.  The Project Area contains one habitat type: mixed conifer forest.  The forest is not old 
growth; the tree diameter ranges from 12 to 24 inches.  Thick leaf litter (pine duff) and downed branches 
are present.  There is evidence of a wildfire in the distant past, as evidenced by fire scar. 
 
During the 2025 field survey, no listed species or special-status species were observed within the Project 
Area.  The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was queried and no listed species or special-
status species are recorded directly within the Project Area.  The CNDDB reported the following special-
status species occurrences the Project Area: 
 

Lassen paintbrush (Castilleja lassenensis) 
accuracy = 5 miles; population status = Possibly Extirpated; “BIG MEADOWS.  EXACT LOCATION 
UNKNOWN. MAPPED AS BEST GUESS BY CNDDB AROUND LAKE ALMANOR, FORMERLY BIG 
MEADOWS, BASED ON A 1882 CLEVELAND COLLECTION…ONLY SOURCE OF INFORMATION 
FOR THIS SITE IS AN 1882 CLEVELAND COLLECTION FROM ‘BIG MEADOWS’." 
                      
white-stemmed pondweed (Potamogeton praelongus) 
accuracy = 5 miles; population status = Presumed Extant.  Description of occurrence = “BIG MEADOWS.  
EXACT LOCATION UNKNOWN. MAPPED AS BEST GUESS BY CNDDB AROUND LAKE ALMANOR, 
FORMERLY BIG MEADOWS, BASED ON AN 1879 AUSTIN COLLECTION.  ONLY SOURCE OF 
INFORMATION FOR THIS SITE IS AN 1879 AUSTIN COLLECTION FROM ‘BIG MEADOWS’." 
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western bumble bee (Bombus occidentalis)  
accuracy = 5 miles; population status = Presumed Extant; Description of occurrence = “LAKE 
ALMANOR…EXACT LOCATION UNKNOWN.  MAPPED BY CNDDB IN THE GENERAL VICINITY OF 
LAKE ALMANOR, SOUTHEAST OF CHESTER.  COLLECTIONS WERE MADE IN THIS VICINITY ON 8 
JUL 1949 AND 7 JUL 1952.” 
  
alder buckthorn (Rhamnus alnifolia)  
accuracy = 1 mile; population status = Possibly Extirpated; Description of occurrence = “AT BIG SPRING, 
BIG MEADOWS. EXACT LOCATION UNK.  MAPPED AS BEST GUESS AT BIG SPRINGS NEAR 
ANTELOPE LAKE. THERE ARE SEVERAL "BIG SPRINGS" IN PLUMAS CO; HOWEVER, CORBIN 
THINKS THAT IT WAS LIKELY COLLECTED HERE & HAS SINCE BEEN EXTIRPATED BY THE 
CREATION OF LAKE ALMANOR. ONLY SOURCE OF INFORMATION FOR THIS SITE IS AN 1879 
AUSTIN COLLECTION. SITE PRESUMABLY EXTIRPATED. PROBABLY EXTIRPATED BY CREATION 
OF LAKE ALMANOR.” 

The Project Area does not contain suitable habitat for any listed species or special-status species.  No 
trees need to be removed.  Thus, implementation of the Proposed Project will have no impact upon listed 
species or special-status species. 
 
The Project Area is not located within critical habitat boundary of any listed species and the Project Area 
does not contain any sensitive habitat.  Therefore, project implementation will have a less than significant 
impact upon critical habitat or sensitive habitat. 
 
The USFWS National Wetland Inventory reported no water features in the Project Area.  The nearest 
NWI mapped feature is an unnamed ephemeral stream 700 feet to the west.  The biological field survey 
confirmed that there are no channels or wetlands in the Project Area.   Stormwater infiltrates into the 
ground, which has very permeable and thick soils. Project implementation will have a less than significant 
impact to water resources. 
 
No designated wildlife corridors exist within or directly adjacent to the Project Area.  However, in the 
vicinity there are wildlife corridors.  Roads and fencelines create barriers to animal movement.  Fishery 
resources exist in Lake Almanor.  Implementation of the proposed project will not create any new barriers 
to wildlife movement.  Thus, implementation of the proposed project will have a less than significant 
impact upon wildlife movement, corridors, and native wildlife nursery sites. 
 
Project implementation does not require the removal of trees.  The project area is not within the coverage 
area of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan.  No impacts to 
habitat plans will occur from project implementation. 

7.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is necessary. 
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8. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

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 
historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

8.1. Discussion 
A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search was conducted by the 
Northeast Information Center on the campus of California State University, Chico to determine whether 
prehistoric or historic cultural resources have been previously recorded within the Project Area, the extent 
to which the Project Area has been previously surveyed, and the number and type of cultural resources 
within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project limits. The results of the CHRIS search were returned on July 25, 
2025 (see Appendix). The archival search of the archaeological and historical records, national and state 
databases, and historic maps included the following sources: National Register of Historic Places; 
California Register of Historical Resources; Historic Property Data File for Inyo County; Archaeological 
Determinations of Eligibility; Built Environment Resources Directory; California Inventory of Historical 
Resources; California Historical Landmarks; California Points of Historical Interest; and Historical GLO 
land plat maps. 
 
The CHRIS records search indicates that no archaeological resources or built environment resources 
have been previously recorded within the Project Area.  There are seven archaeological resources in a 
1-mile buffer around the Project Area.  According to CHRIS records, the Project Area has been partially 
surveyed for cultural resources.  During the pedestrian survey, no cultural resources were noted.  
Additionally, no indication of subgrade cultural materials was noted in areas of exposed ground surface 
and no paleontological resources or unique geologic units were noted.  The Northeast Information Center 
concluded: “Based upon the above information and local topography, the project area is considered to 
have low sensitivity for cultural resources.” 
 
Although the potential for discovery of buried cultural materials within the Project Area is very low, it is 
possible that previously unknown archaeological or historical resources could be discovered during 
excavation work associated with construction of the project. Inadvertent discovery or damage to 
archaeological or historical resources would be a significant impact.  Similarly, if human remains are 
inadvertently discovered, this would be a significant impact.  However, existing regulations and standard 
operating procedures protect these resources. In the event that buried cultural deposits (e.g., prehistoric 
stone tools, historic glass bottles, foundations) are encountered during project implementation, all 
ground-disturbing activity within 100 feet of the resources shall be halted and a qualified professional 
archaeologist shall be notified immediately and retained to assess the significance of the find.  
Construction activities could continue in other areas.  If the find is determined to be significant by the 
qualified archaeologist (i.e., because it is determined to constitute either a historical resource or a unique 
archaeological resource), the archaeologist shall develop appropriate procedures to protect the integrity 
of the resource and ensure that no additional resources are affected.  Procedures could include 
preservation in place, archival research, subsurface testing, or contiguous block unit excavation and data 
recovery. 
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In accordance with regulations pertaining to the discovery of human remains (California Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5, and the Public Resources Code 5097.98), if human remains are 
encountered during project construction, all work within the vicinity of the find shall cease immediately, a 
50-foot-wide buffer surrounding the discovery shall be established, and the County Coroner shall be 
contacted immediately to examine and evaluate the find.  If the Coroner determines that the remains are 
not recent and are of Native American descent, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission, which will determine and notify a Most Likely Descendent (MLD).  The MLD shall complete 
the inspection of the site within 48 hours of notification and may recommend scientific removal and 
nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native American burials. 
 
Because of the lack of known cultural resources in the Project Area, and the existing regulations and 
standard operating procedures that protect inadvertent discovery of cultural resources, project 
implementation will have a less than significant impact. 

8.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is necessary. 
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9. ENERGY 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

 

9.1. Discussion 
The Proposed Project will only last a couple of days.  The only electricity required is for the water pump 
to perform a test on the new well (water drawdown), and this will be provided by use of a portable 
generator powered by gasoline or by use of an electric extension cord from the HBCSD compound 
nearby.  The amount of energy required to run these small pumps is not excessive.  Implementation of 
the proposed project will not cause a significant increase in existing energy consumption because there 
is no change in electricity usage; the project is not a service expansion.   No agency plans for renewable 
energy resources or energy efficiency plans would be impacted as a result of implementation of the 
Proposed Project.  The proposed project will have a less than significant impact upon energy resources.   

9.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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10. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

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 waste water? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

10.1. Discussion 
The Project Area is in the following physiographic province: Sierra Nevada section of the Pacific Border 
Province (Fenneman and Johnson 1946).  The surficial geology of the Project Area is “Qv: Quaternary 
volcanic flow rocks, unit 1 (Cascade Volcanic Field)” (Jennings et al. 1977). 
 
The Project Area is not in a zone of landslide risk or other geologic instability (California Department of 
Conservation 2025).  The Project Area is not on a known earthquake fault as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning.  Thus, the Project Area carries low risk of seismic activity 
and the proposed project is unlikely to suffer structural damage from seismic-related forces.  Furthermore, 
the Proposed Project does not involve inhabitable structures.  Implementation of the proposed project 
will require conformance to applicable seismic building standards (e.g. California Building Code and 
International Building Code seismic building standards).  Therefore, the proposed project would have a 
less than significant impact regarding seismic forces and failures because of existing seismic building 
code requirements.   
 
Implementation of the proposed project could cause erosion or release of sediment into receiving 
waterbodies during well pump testing.  However, the proposed project will discharge in to a temporary 
discharge basin, which will allow sediment to separate from water and for the water to be released slowly 
to the ground surface where it can evaporate or percolate. No mitigation is necessary. 
 
According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s soil database “SSURGO/STATSGO”, there 
is one mapped soil unit within the Project Area: “111: Baileycreek-Weste complex, 5 to 15 percent slopes 
(487338)”.  This soil is not listed as expansive.  
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The Project does not involve a residence or human occupation of the site.  The project does not include 
the use of, or construction of, new septic tanks and associated disposal facilities.  Therefore, the Project 
would have no impact upon alternative human waste disposal. 
 
The Project Area is not recorded as a site that contains fossils, according to the University of California 
Museum of Paleontology database. Although the potential for discovery of paleontological resources 
within the Project Area is considered to be extremely low, it is possible that previously unknown 
paleontological resources could be discovered during grading and excavation work associated with 
implementation of the project. However, standard operating procedures are established by law to protect 
paleontological resources.  In  the  event  that  a  paleontological  resource  is  inadvertently  discovered  
during  Project-related  work, regardless of the depth of work or location, work must be halted within 30 
feet of the find and a qualified paleontologist  notified immediately so that an assessment of its potential 
significance can be undertaken. If the find is determined to be significant, it should be salvaged following 
current standards (SVP 2010) and curated at a certified repository such as the University of California 
Museum of Paleontology. 

10.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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11. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

11.1. Discussion 
 
During implementation of the proposed project, surface water quality has a minor potential to be degraded 
from the accidental release of sediment.  However, a temporary basin will be created and water from the 
pump test will be put in to the basin and allowed to settle. This will ensure that sediment is not released.  
The project will not require the use of hazardous materials and there will be no human occupation of the 
Project Area itself.  The following State hazardous materials databases were also queried in August 2025: 
DTSC’s EnviroStor and California State Water Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker.  The Project Area 
is not on any list of hazardous materials sites and there are no cases nearby.  The Project Area is not 
within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport.  There is no 
conflict with any airport land use plan.  The project will not impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, because the Proposed Project 
will not involve public roads.  The Project Area is located in a forested area with dense natural vegetation 
that could ignite, although some fire breaks exist in the form of roads.  Existing laws, such as requirements 
for maintenance of defensible space around structures and fire safety requirements, would address 
potential wildfire risks. 

11.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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12. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 

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? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

12.1. Discussion 
There are no channels or wetlands in the Project Area.   Stormwater infiltrates into the ground, which has 
very permeable and thick soils. Project implementation will have a less than significant impact to water 
resources.  During implementation of the proposed project, surface water quality has a minor potential to 
be degraded from the accidental release of sediment.  However, a temporary basin will be created and 
water from the pump test will be put in to the basin and allowed to settle. This will ensure that sediment 
is not released.  The Proposed Project will probe and test the aquifer below for its suitability as a municipal 
water supply.  The test will also determine what the appropriate withdrawal rate is such that it will serve 
as a long-term water supply and not deplete the aquifer.  The Proposed Project does not increase water 
consumption.  The Proposed Project is the identification and development of an auxiliary water supply to 
an existing water supply system, and does not involve expansion or increased water use.  There will be 
no impacts to groundwater resources.  Implementation of the proposed project will not alter drainage 
patterns or hydrology because the Project Area is in upland areas and does not contain any water 
resources (channels or wetlands).  The proposed project will have a less than significant impact upon 
drainage patterns and other hydrologic issues.  The Proposed Project will not be impacted by seiche or 
tsunami because the project is not adjacent to any body of water that has the potential of seiche or 
tsunami, such as the Pacific Ocean.  The Project Area is not near the ocean or on a steeply sloped hill.  
Implementation of the proposed project will have no impact on the environment from inundation from 
seiche or tsunami.  According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Map Program (FEMA 2025), the Project 
Area is not in a flood zone.  Thus, there will be no impact from flood hazards. 

12.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is necessary. 
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13. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
b) 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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

13.1. Discussion 
The Proposed Project will not physically divide an established community because the project does not 
involve the construction of barriers, such as new roads, and because no one will be displaced from their 
homes.  The Proposed Project is simply the improvement of an existing, water distribution system that is 
compliant with all applicable land use policies and regulations.  Therefore, the project will have no impact 
upon land use and planning.   

13.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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14. MINERAL RESOURCES 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

14.1. Discussion 
The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act Mineral Lands Classification data portal is a geographic 
information system provided by the Department of Conservation through data maintained by the 
California Geological Survey.  The Mineral Lands Classification database does not designate the Project 
Area.  The Project Area is generally near aggregate resource extraction areas, but it will not impact any 
mineral resource zone and will have no impact upon mineral resources.    

14.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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15. NOISE 

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 groundborne vibration or 
groundborne 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 reside or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

15.1. Discussion 
The existing noise environment consists of a rural setting with suburban residences, road corridors, and 
recreational activities on Lake Almanor.  Noise sources consist primarily of vehicular traffic along public 
roads and state highways.  The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project Area are the residences to the 
west. Implementation of the proposed project will generate temporary noise from the operation of the drill 
rig and from vehicles that deliver materials or worker commutes.  The anticipated duration of construction 
is only a few days.  The County noise ordinance limits the hours of construction to times when people 
are typically awake or at work.  Ground vibrations from heavy machinery will be generated, but could only 
be felt within a few hundred feet of the project area.  No blasting is necessary.  Therefore, construction 
of the proposed project will have a less than significant noise or vibration impact. 

15.2. MITIGATION 
No mitigation is necessary.  
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16. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

16.1. Discussion 
The Proposed Project improves an existing water supply system, but it does not significantly induce 
population growth or expand utility services.  No families or businesses will be displaced by the 
development of this Proposed Project.   

16.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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17. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

    

i)  Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
ii) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
iii) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
iv) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
v) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

17.1. Discussion 
 
In the Project Area, public services are provided primarily by the County.  The Proposed Project would 
not induce growth or otherwise substantially increase demand for public services.  The project is simply 
the testing and development of an auxiliary water supply an existing water supply system.  Therefore, 
there would be no adverse impact to public services. 

17.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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18. RECREATION 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

18.1. Discussion 
a-b) There are no public parks or recreational facilities within a mile of the Project Area.  The parks closest 
to the Project Area are on Lake Almanor.  The Proposed Project would not involve parks or recreational 
facilities, and does not induce growth because no utility expansion is proposed.  The Proposed Project 
would not have any potential to cause or accelerate physical deterioration of recreational facilities, or 
include or require construction, expansion, or increased use of such facilities.  The Proposed Project 
would have no impact upon recreation resources. 

18.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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19. TRANSPORTATION 
 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
 

19.1. Discussion 
Regional transportation patterns consist of through-traffic on Plumas County A13 which runs east – west 
and surface streets that serve the residential areas and golf course.  These roads currently operate at 
acceptable Levels of Service.   Construction of the proposed project is not anticipated to generate 
substantial numbers of vehicle trips on public roads.  The daily trip estimate is 2 to 8 roundtrips per day 
with pickup trucks and equipment operators for up to several days, and 1 roundtrip for tractor-trailers 
carrying materials or heavy equipment.  This low number of total trips resulting from construction will not 
lower the Level of Service on any roadway.  Construction of the Proposed Project does not require road 
closures  There will be a less than significant impact to circulation systems and emergency access. 

19.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is necessary. 
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20. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
and reasonably foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, 
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise 
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Negatively impact the provision of solid waste services or 
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
f) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

20.1. Discussion 
The HBCSD supplies their residents with drinking water. Wastewater collection and other services are 
provided by the County. Implementation of the Proposed Project will not require any significant relocation 
or construction of new utility facilities. The Proposed Project would not significantly expand the water 
supply system such that it induces growth because the proposed project is addressing only current 
deficiencies in the system.  The Proposed Project itself will not generate wastewater or solid waste.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a less than significant impact upon utilities and service systems. 

20.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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21. WILDFIRE 
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 
uncontrolled spread of a 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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

21.1. Discussion 
a-d)  The Public Resources Code includes fire safety regulations that apply to fire hazard areas during 
the time of year designated as having hazardous fire conditions. During the fire hazard season, these 
regulations restrict the use of equipment that may produce a spark or fire, require the use of spark 
arrestors on engines, and specify fire-suppression equipment that must be provided on-site for various 
types of work in fire-prone areas.  Public Resources Code section 4291 provides that a person who 
maintains a building or structure on land that is covered with flammable material shall at all times maintain 
defensible space. The Project Area is located in an area of dense natural vegetation that could ignite.  
Some fire breaks exist in the form of roads.  The Project Area is located within a wildfire risk area 
(California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, 2025).  Existing laws, such as requirements for 
maintenance of defensible space around structures and fire safety requirements (such as spark arrestors 
on vehicles), would reduce potential wildfire risks.   The project will not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.  No new buildings are proposed that house 
humans.  Adherence with existing regulations and best management practices, such as requirements for 
maintenance of defensible space, the use of spark arrestors, and implementation of a construction fire 
safety plan, would mitigate fire risks.  The combination of these existing regulations and protective 
measures would reduce fire risk to a less-than-significant level. 

21.2. Mitigation 
No mitigation is required. 
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22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce 
the number, or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
 

22.1. Discussion 
a) Environmental Quality. The Project would not degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, or threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community.  The Project would not impact 
rare or endangered wildlife species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory.  The rationale for making this determination has been presented in the preceding 
chapters. 
 
back) Cumulative Impacts and Adverse Effects on Human Beings. The Project would not result in 
adverse impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable and would not involve 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. All of these potential effects 
would be less than significant with implementation of existing regulations or avoidance and minimization 
measures identified in this document and would not contribute in considerable levels to cumulative 
impacts. 
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building

2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

Phone: (916) 414-6600 Fax: (916) 414-6713

In Reply Refer To: 
Project Code: 2025-0116826 
Project Name: WELL SITE FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
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(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/endangered-species-consultation- 
handbook.pdf

Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to 
protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity resulting in take of migratory 
birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more information regarding these 
Acts, see https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit/what-we-do.

It is the responsibility of the project proponent to comply with these Acts by identifying potential 
impacts to migratory birds and eagles within applicable NEPA documents (when there is a 
federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan (when there is no federal nexus). Proponents 
should implement conservation measures to avoid or minimize the production of project-related 
stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and their resources to the project-related stressors. 
For more information on avian stressors and recommended conservation measures, see https:// 
www.fws.gov/library/collections/threats-birds.

In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies 
to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities 
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encourage conservation measures 
that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the protection of both 
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of 
Executive Order 13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/partner/council-conservation- 
migratory-birds.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Code in the header of 
this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project that you submit 
to our office.





https://www.google.com/maps/@40.28863535,-121.11938588065573,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@40.28863535,-121.11938588065573,14z


https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
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▪

MAMMALS
NAME STATUS

Gray Wolf Canis lupus
Population: U.S.A.: All of AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IA, IN, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, 
MD, ME, MI, MO, MS, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OK, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, VA, 
VT, WI, and WV; and portions of AZ, NM, OR, UT, and WA. Mexico.
There is final critical habitat for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4488

Endangered

North American Wolverine Gulo gulo luscus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
This species only needs to be considered under the following conditions:

Species may be present based on transient occurrence as it moves through or too suitable 
habitat. Effects should be considered to species and projects should consult with the 
Service, however, depending on the project, consultation may not be necessary.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5123

Threatened

BIRDS
NAME STATUS

California Condor Gymnogyps californianus
Population: Pacific Northwest NEP
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8193

Experimental 
Population, 
Non- 
Essential

California Spotted Owl Strix occidentalis occidentalis
Population: Sierra Nevada
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7266

Proposed 
Threatened

REPTILES
NAME STATUS

Northwestern Pond Turtle Actinemys marmorata
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1111

Proposed 
Threatened

INSECTS
NAME STATUS

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical 
habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Proposed 
Threatened

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4488
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5123
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8193
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7266
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1111
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION
Agency: Private Entity
Name: G.O. Graening
Address: 343 Carpenter Hill Road
City: Folsom
State: CA
Zip: 95630
Email ggraening@gmail.com
Phone: 9164525442
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July 25, 2025 

Dr. Geo Graening 
Graening & Associates, LLC 
343 Carpenter Hill Road 
Folsom, CA 95630 
 
 
 
           IC File # NE25-291 

Non-Confidential Record 
Search - Standard 

 
 
 
 
RE:   Well Site Feasibility Assessment, Hamilton Branch CSD 

T28N, R8E, Section 18 MDBM 
USGS Westwood West 7.5’ (1980) & Chester 15’ (1966) quadrangle maps  

 >1 acre (Plumas County) 
 
Dr. Geo Graening:  
 
In response to your request, a records search for the project cited above was conducted by 
examining the official maps and records for cultural resources and surveys in Plumas County. 
Cultural resources in our inventory include archaeological objects, sites, landscapes, districts, and 
all manner of buildings and structures associated with past human activities. Please note that access 
to archaeological resource records is restricted to qualified individuals. 
 
Results: 
 
Archaeological Resources:  According to our records, no resources of this type have been 
recorded within the project boundaries. In addition, seven resources have been recorded within the 
one-mile vicinity.  
 
Built Environment Resources:  According to our records, no resources of this type have been 
recorded within or adjacent to the project boundaries. The Built Environment Resources Directory 
(BERD), which includes listings of the California Register of Historical Resources, California 
State Historical Landmarks, California State Points of Historical Interest, and the National Register 
of Historic Places, does not list any properties within or adjacent to the proposed project area. The 
BERD is available online at: https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=30338 
 
Previous Investigations:  According to our records, the project area has been partially surveyed 
for cultural resources. The reports are listed below. 

California Historical Resources 
Information System 

 

BUTTE 
GLENN 
LASSEN 
MODOC 
PLUMAS 
SHASTA 

SIERRA 
SISKIYOU 
SUTTER 

TEHAMA 
TRINITY 

Northeast Information Center 
1074 East Avenue, Suite F 

Chico, California 95926 
Phone (530) 898-6256 

neinfocntr@csuchico.edu 

https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=30338
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D Keith Crummer 
 2006 An Archaeological Survey Report for the Walker Ranch Phase 3 Timber  
 Harvesting Plan, Plumas County, California. 
 NEIC-008559 
D. Keith Crummer 
 2000 Confidential Archaeological Addendum for the Proposed  Walker Ranch  
 Timber Harvest and Conversion Project, Plumas County, California. 
 NEIC-009943B 
Larry Henry 
 1992 Archeological and Historical Resources Survey and Impact Assessment:  
 Peninsula Emergency Notice #1. 
 NEIC-002066 
Larry Henry 
 1994 Archaeological and Historical Resources Survey and Impact Assessment  
 for the Walker Ranch Timber Harvesting Plan, Plumas County, California. 
 NEIC-009943A 
Peter M. Jensen (Jensen & Associates) 
 1992 Archaeological Inventory Survey, Walker Ranch Development Project  
 Area, c. 1,251 ac, on the Upper Peninsula, Lake Almanor, Plumas County,  
 California. 
 NEIC-009943 

 
Historical Maps and Literature Search:  The official records and maps for archaeological sites 
and surveys in Plumas County were reviewed. Also reviewed: National Register of Historic Places 
- Listed properties and Determined Eligible Properties (2022); California Register of 
Historical Resources (2022); California Points of Historical Interest (2022); California 
Inventory of Historic Resources (1976); California Historical Landmarks (2022); 
Archaeological Resource Directory (2022); and Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, 
California (1978).  
 
The USGS Westwood West 7.5’ (1980) & Chester 15’ (1966) quadrangle maps depict 
archaeological sensitive areas within the project’s region such as trees. A primary roadway, 
additional roadways, trails, and waterways are located in the project vicinity. 
 
The project is located in a region utilized by Maidu populations at the time of Euro-American 
contact. Indigenous populations used the local region for seasonal and/or permanent settlement, as 
well as for the gathering of plants, roots, seeds, domestic materials, and hunting seasonal game. 
Historically, Euro-Americans utilized the region for mining and transportation opportunities. 
  
Sensitivity Assessment and Recommendations: 
 
Based upon the above information and local topography, the project area is considered to have low 
sensitivity for cultural resources. Portions of the project along existing sites, roads, and trails are 
sensitive for archaeological resources. Other areas of sensitivity are flats near creeks, springs, 
seeps, or rock outcrops that may be located in the project area. 
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Therefore, because the project area has not been previously surveyed for archaeological resources, 
we recommend that a professional consultant be contacted prior to ground disturbance. The project 
archaeologist can offer recommendations for avoidance and protection of any existing or newly 
identified resources. If the proposed project contains buildings or structures that meet the minimum 
age requirement (45 years in age or older) it is recommended that the resources be assessed by a 
qualified specialist familiar with architecture and history of the county. Review of the available 
historic building/structure data has included only those sources listed above and should not be 
considered comprehensive. A list of qualified consultants is available online at www.chrisinfo.org.  
 
During any phase of parcel development, if any archaeological resources are encountered, all work 
should cease in the area of the find pending an examination of the site and materials by the project 
archaeologist. This request to cease work in the area of a potential archaeological find is intended 
for accidental discoveries made during construction activities and is not intended as a substitute 
for the recommended cultural resources survey. It is recommended that any identified cultural 
resources be recorded on DPR 523 historic resource recordation forms, available online from the 
California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP):  https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=28351  
 
If human remains are discovered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires you 
to protect the discovery and notify the county coroner, who will determine if the find is Native 
American. If the remains are recognized as Native American, the coroner shall then notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). California Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98 authorizes the NAHC to appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) who will make 
recommendations for the treatment of the discovery.   
 
The California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) contracts with the California Historical 
Resources Information System’s (CHRIS) regional Information Centers (ICs) to maintain 
information in the CHRIS inventory and make it available to local, state, and federal agencies, 
cultural resource professionals, Native American tribes, researchers, and the public. 
Recommendations made by IC coordinators or their staff regarding the interpretation and 
application of this information are advisory only. Such recommendations do not necessarily 
represent the evaluation or opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer in carrying out the 
OHP’s regulatory authority under federal and state law. 
 
Not all known cultural resources have been recorded and submitted to the OHP, so this record 
search should not be considered an exhaustive list of all cultural resources present in your project 
area. DPR forms and reports that are used for recording and evaluating sites and individual 
resources are submitted to the Northeast Information Center by private and public agencies. Please 
note that the Northeast Information Center is not responsible for misinformation of coordinates 
presented on the submitted DPR forms. If a discrepancy is found, please contact the lead agency 
for more information. 
 
Due to processing delays and other factors, not all of the cultural resource reports and resource 
records that have been submitted to the OHP are available via this records search. Additional 
information may be available through the federal, state, and local agencies that produced or paid 
for cultural resource management work in the search area. Finally, Native American tribes have 

http://www.chrisinfo.org/
https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=28351
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cultural resource information not in the CHRIS Inventory, and the NAHC should be contacted at 
(916) 373-3710 for information regarding Native American representatives in the vicinity of the 
project. 
 
Thank you for your dedication to preserving California's irreplaceable cultural heritage. Please feel 
free to contact us if you have any questions or need any further information or assistance.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ashlyn Weaver, M.A., RPA 
Coordinator & GIS Specialist  
Northeast Information Center 
(530) 898-6256 
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