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Chapter 1

Introduction

Tuolumne Utilities District (TUD) has prepared this initial study/mitigated negative declaration
(IS/MND) to provide the public, responsible agencies, and trustee agencies with information about
the potential environmental effects of the proposed Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration
Project (Proposed Project or Project). This document was prepared pursuant to the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended) (Public Resources Code [PRC]
Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations [CCR]
Section 15000 et seq.).

1.1 Introduction and Purpose
Phoenix Lake is an 88‐acre water storage reservoir located near Sonora, California (Figure 1‐1). TUD
uses the lake as a primary drinking water source for the communities of Sonora, Jamestown, Scenic
View, and Mono Village. The lake also serves as a fill source for California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) helicopter operations, is a scenic and ecologically important aquatic
habitat, and is used for non‐motorized, non‐contact recreation by the communities surrounding the
lake.
In the time since its construction, the lake’s water storage capacity has decreased substantially due
to sedimentation. While the storage capacity of the lake is 850 acre‐feet (ac‐ft), the current capacity
is only 600 ac‐ft. Reduced lake capacity affects the water quality at Phoenix Lake, which is marginal
at times and is declining due to nutrient inputs, sedimentation, and proliferation of exotic invasive
aquatic vegetation. TUD has received funding through Integrated Regional Water Management
(IRWM) grants from the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) to remove sediment from
the lake in support of the Proposed Project. The primary goals of the Proposed Project are to:


Restore drinking water storage capacity;



Improve water quality; and



Enhance wetland functions and values.

Implementation of the Proposed Project would increase the water supply reliability and improve
water quality for TUD’s largest water system, serving more than 10,000 people, as well as commercial
and agricultural users.

1.2 Project Location
The Proposed Project is located approximately 3 miles east of the City of Sonora in Tuolumne County,
California (Figure 1‐1 and Figure 1‐2). Phoenix Lake is situated at 2,380 feet (ft) above mean sea level
(MSL). The Proposed Project would occur on private and public property. Property ownership is
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detailed in Appendix A. Representative photographs of existing conditions in the project area are
provided in Appendix B.

1.3 Intent and Scope of this Document
This IS/MND has been prepared in accordance with CEQA, under which the Phoenix Lake
Preservation and Restoration Project constitutes a “project.” TUD, as the lead agency under CEQA,
will consider the potential environmental impacts of Proposed Project activities when it considers
whether to approve the Proposed Project. This IS/MND is an informational document to be used in
the local planning and decision‐making process. The IS/MND does not recommend approval or denial
of the Proposed Project.
The IS/MND describes the Proposed Project and its environmental setting, including the Proposed
Project area’s existing conditions and applicable regulatory requirements. This IS/MND also
evaluates potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project on the following resources:










Aesthetics
Agricultural and Forestry Resources
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resource
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality











Land Use and Planning
Mineral Resources
Noise
Population and Housing
Public Services
Recreation
Transportation and Traffic
Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities and Service Systems

The Proposed Project incorporates measures to ensure there would be no significant adverse impacts
on the environment.

1.4 Public Involvement Process
Public disclosure and dialogue are priorities under CEQA. Accordingly, CEQA requires a period during
the IS/MND process when interested stakeholders, interested public agencies, and members of the
general public can provide comments on the impacts of the Proposed Project. In accordance with
Sections 15073 and 15105(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, TUD is now circulating this document for
a 30‐day public and agency review. All comments received prior to 5:00 p.m. on the date identified
for closure of the public comment period in the Notice of Intent will be considered.
Input, questions, or comments on this Proposed Project can be sent to:
Chad Parsons, P.E.
Tuolumne Utilities District
18885 Nugget Boulevard
Sonora, CA 95370
(209) 532‐5536 ext. 519
cparsons@tudwater.com
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1.5 Organization of this Document
This IS/MND document contains the following elements:
Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter provides a brief introduction to the Proposed Project, describes
the purpose and objectives of the Proposed Project, summarizes the scope and contents of the
IS/MND, provides contact information for commenting on the document, and describes impact
terminology used in this document.
Chapter 2, Project Description. This chapter summarizes the Proposed Project, including descriptions
of the design elements, implementation, best management practices, and related permits and
approvals.
Chapter 3, Environmental Checklist. This chapter presents the environmental checklist used to
evaluate the Proposed Project’s potential environmental effects. The checklist is based on the
information provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. This chapter includes a brief
environmental setting description for each resource topic and describes the Proposed Project’s
anticipated environmental impacts.
Chapter 4, Environmental Factors Potentially Affected. This chapter lists the environmental factors
potentially affected by the Proposed Project based on the environmental impact evaluation in
Chapter 3.
Chapter 5, Determination. This chapter contains a determination on the Proposed Project based on
conclusions and recommendations of the environmental evaluation.
Chapter 6, Report Preparers, provides a list of persons involved in preparing this IS/MND.
Chapter 7, References, provides a bibliography of printed references, web sites, and personal
communications used in preparing this IS/MND.
Appendices. The following appendix materials are provided to support the environmental
evaluation:
Appendix A
Appendix B
Appendix C
Appendix D
Appendix E
Appendix F
Appendix G
Appendix H

Proposed Project Parcels and Zoning
Representative Photographs of Existing Conditions at Phoenix Lake
Air Quality and GHG Emissions Model Results
Biological Resources Information
Cultural Resources Information
Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analyses of Sullivan Creek Transition
Noise Calculations
Tribal Consultation
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1.6 Impact Terminology
This IS/MND uses the following terminology to describe environmental effects of the Proposed
Project:


A finding of no impact is made when the analysis concludes that the Proposed Project would
not affect the particular environmental resource or issue.



An impact is considered less‐than‐significant if the analysis concludes that there would be no
substantial adverse change in the environment and that no mitigation is needed.



An impact is considered significant if it would result in a substantial adverse change in the
physical conditions of the environment. Significant impacts are identified by using specific
significance criteria as a basis of evaluation. Mitigation measures are identified to reduce
these potential effects on the environment.



This IS/MND identifies particular mitigation measures that are intended to lessen Proposed
Project impacts. The State CEQA Guidelines 14 CCR Section 15370) define mitigation as:


avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;



minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation;



rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;



reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action; and



compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.
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Project Description

2.1 Background
The original dam impounding Phoenix Lake was constructed by the Phoenix Water Company
between 1861 and 1862 (Foothill and Francis 2012). The dam and all of its associated real estate,
ditches, flumes, personal property, and related reservoirs were subsequently conveyed in 1872 to
Maclean and Clark, who then conveyed the same property to the Tuolumne Hydraulic Mining
Company later that same year. The Tuolumne Hydraulic Mining Company then sold the same
property to the Tuolumne County Water Company in 1875 (Foothill and Francis 2012). The Phoenix
Lake Dam was owned by the Tuolumne County Water Company until 1927, when it was purchased
by the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). In 1983, Tuolumne County (County) purchased a
water system from PG&E that included Phoenix Lake water rights and facilities, as well as portions
of the lake. TUD was formed in 1992 to combine the Tuolumne Water System and Tuolumne Regional
Water District into one agency; the water system, including Phoenix Lake, was transferred from the
County to TUD.
In the 1980s, two dredging projects took place on the lake. Dredging in 1982 used a land‐based
approach, whereas the 1986 project relied on hydraulic dredging. Material from the 1982 dredging
event was used to reinforce the dam (Mother Lode District Gas & Water Department 1982) and
possibly placed in other locations adjacent to the lake. Dredged material from the 1986 was placed
on the north side of the lake on property owned by the Summers family. The total volume of sediment
removed from the lake during these projects is not known, but is estimated to be as much as 300,000
cubic yards (CY). No dredging has occurred since the 1980s.
In the late 1990s, two groups of lake‐side residents began to investigate local concerns about the
proliferation of aquatic and emergent vegetation in the lake (sometimes referred to as “the reed
problem”). By the early 2000s, the groups joined forces and began to study the lake as a whole, and
they eventually expanded their focus to include the lake’s watershed. At that point, the group became
known as the Phoenix Basin Watershed Group (PBWG). Coinciding with this effort, the County
obtained a grant to study the watersheds in Tuolumne County. With the County in a position to invest
more resources into the watershed study, the PBWG decided to return to its original focus on Phoenix
Lake (Bushart, pers. comm., 2017).
By 2004, the PBWG had made presentations to TUD’s Board of Directors and the issues surrounding
Phoenix Lake were taken up by the TUD Water Committee. The Water Committee suggested that the
PBWG create a more formal task force to work cooperatively with TUD in the study of Phoenix Lake’s
problems. The TUD Board approved this, and the Phoenix Lake Task Force (Task Force) was
organized to study the preservation and enhancement of Phoenix Lake. Members of the Task Force,
which was chaired by LeRoy Bushart, included local property owners, the County, and TUD, along
with other agencies and environmental organizations. The Task Force produced several technical
documents that identified the need for, and laid the foundation for, the Proposed Project (Bushart,
pers. comm., 2017).
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The County’s Foothill Watershed Assessment (ESA 2007) also highlighted problems in the Phoenix
Lake watershed. The assessment included a sediment budget for the Sullivan Creek watershed, which
encompasses approximately two‐thirds of the Phoenix Lake watershed. This study concluded that
the erosion rates in the Sullivan Creek watershed were nearly 10 times greater than undisturbed
conditions, and sediment delivery to the stream network was more than 20 times the natural
condition (ESA 2007).
Following completion of the Phoenix Lake Task Force Final Report (Phoenix Lake Task Force 2010),
TUD assumed the lead role in project planning and development. In 2010, TUD received a grant from
the Sierra Nevada Conservancy (SNC) to perform a comprehensive study of Phoenix Lake and its
watershed, with emphasis on the environmental factors that influence water quality, storage
capacity, and wildlife habitat. The Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Plan (PLPRP),
completed in 2012, identified stressors on Phoenix Lake and developed strategies to restore and
preserve the lake’s functions and values.
Following on the recommendations from the PLPRP, TUD sought and obtained grant funding from
DWR to plan, design, permit, and construct portions of the Proposed Project. The Task Force has
continued to be involved in the Proposed Project by supporting TUD planning efforts as requested.

2.2 Overview of Lake Hydrology and Operations
Phoenix Lake has a watershed area of 15,339 acres or 24.0 square miles. The primary drainages that
flow to Phoenix Lake include Sullivan, Power, and Chicken Creeks (Figure 1‐1). These streams enter
Phoenix Lake from the north and eastern watershed areas above the lake. Two smaller, unnamed
tributaries drain to the watersheds that enter Phoenix Lake from the south. Inflow to Phoenix Lake
is dominated by natural runoff from the major drainages and an out‐of‐basin diversion from the
South Fork Stanislaus River, which feeds the lake year‐round.
Water is transferred from Lyons Reservoir on the South Fork Stanislaus River via the Main Tuolumne
Canal to a penstock that connects to PG&E’s Phoenix Powerhouse in the Power Creek watershed.
Between 4 and 30 cubic feet per second (cfs) are regularly passed through the powerhouse and
discharged to Power Creek, amounting to 9,000 – 14,000 ac‐ft annually. TUD is able to divert a
portion of the water released to Power Creek to its water supply treatment and distribution system
through a system of canals and pipes that bypass Phoenix Lake (Figure 1‐2). The water remaining in
Power Creek enters Phoenix Lake. TUD has an intake tower in Phoenix Lake that transfers water to
the three treatment plants that supply the communities of Sonora, Jamestown, Scenic View, and Mono
Village and surrounding areas.
Water surface elevation in Phoenix Lake is managed through manual operation of a flashboard weir
and outlet gates located at the dam spillway. The dam and spillway are located along the western
margin of the lake (Figure 1‐2). Use of the flashboards controls the main fluctuations in lake levels.
The flashboard weir operations follow a seasonal protocol set by the California Division of Safety of
Dams (DSOD). TUD cannot install the flashboards prior to April 1, and they must be removed by
November 1. Installing the flashboards in the spring raises the elevation of the spillway weir by
approximately 6 ft. This raises the lake water surface elevation to approximately 2,385 ft,1 which is

1

All elevations are referenced to North American Vertical Datum 1988 (NAVD88).
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the ordinary summer lake level (OSLL). In October of each year the flashboards are removed, which
lowers water surface elevation to the ordinary winter lake level (OWLL) of approximately 2,379 ft.
Flows leaving Phoenix Lake descend into a steep bedrock ravine, dropping approximately 60 ft
before continuing downstream in Sullivan Creek. Sullivan Creek flows through eastern Sonora and
eventually enters the northern portion of Don Pedro Reservoir east of Chinese Camp, California.

2.3 Purpose and Need
The purpose of the Proposed Project is to improve lake water quality and water supply reliability
while also enhancing the wetlands and natural resources of the lake.

Water Quality
Because Phoenix Lake is TUD’s primary drinking water reservoir, preserving storage capacity and
maintaining good water quality is critically important to the District’s mission and the needs of the
communities it serves. Sedimentation into the lake has impaired lake water quality and the ability
for TUD to use the lake reliably as a water source.
Recognizing the physical processes that deliver water and sediment to the lake is key in
understanding current water quality conditions. As mentioned above, most of the surface water
entering Phoenix Lake comes from Sullivan, Power, and Chicken Creeks. These three drainages are
also the main sediment sources (ESA 2007, Horizon et al. 2012) to the lake and have deposited large
quantities of sediment in the lake system. Flows from these tributaries enter the lake through narrow
channels bounded by shallow, freshwater marsh. Sediment is transported through the narrow
channels to deltaic depositional zones in the center of the lake near TUD’s water intake tower.
The current configuration of the channels and marshes and the history of many years of on‐going
deposition has resulted in very large sediment deposits in the northern and central portion of the
lake. This sediment deposition has impacted TUD’s ability to convey water through their intake tower
in the northeastern portion of the lake. Sediment has been collecting around the intake tower for
decades, causing the bottom ports to be inoperable.
This history of sedimentation has resulted in high turbidity and organic loads delivered to TUD’s
intake during winter storm events. These high turbidity and organic loads make it difficult and more
costly to treat the raw water from the lake. Furthermore, the configuration of the channels and
marshes does not promote good circulation of inflows in the dry season, causing stagnation and high
temperatures, which are unconducive to drinking water supply treatment.
Water quality conditions in Phoenix Lake have become so degraded at times that TUD often needs to
rely on the Power Creek bypass (Figure 1‐2) to avoid adverse taste and odor issues in the treated
drinking water. Drawing higher quality water from the Power Creek bypass has helped address
drinking water quality issues, however this is not a good long‐term solution. The practice of
bypassing Power Creek flows around the lake reduces lake circulation, increases stagnation, and can
promote low oxygen conditions and corresponding sediment nutrient releases (e.g., phosphates,
ammonia, sulfide, iron, and manganese) into the lake, all of which degrade water quality.

Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

July 2017
2‐3

Tuolumne Utilities District

Chapter 2. Project Description

The Proposed Project was specifically conceived and designed to address these water quality and
water supply reliability issues. The Proposed Project first includes removal of collected sediment to
restore lake capacity. Importantly, the sediment extraction would be done in such a way to
reconfigure the channels and marshes in the lake to manage sediment deposition and improve water
circulation. A sediment basin would be constructed in the north end of the lake to capture coarse
sediment as it enters the lake. The three main tributaries to the lake would be routed into this basin.
Surface water exiting the basin would then flow through a series of basins buffered by existing
emergent wetlands. The increased residence time in these basins would increase deposition of fine
sediments that, under existing conditions, are transported into open water portions of the lake and
downstream in Sullivan Creek.
It is anticipated that the reconfigured channels and marsh system would allow TUD to route more of
the Power Creek inflow through the lake rather than using the bypass system. Relying less on the
bypass should reduce stagnation and promote improved water treatment and distribution.
Under the Proposed Project, accumulated sediments would be removed from open water portions of
the lake to restore storage capacity and improve water quality. Making the lake deeper would reduce
the amount of invasive aquatic vegetation and mitigate high water temperatures in the summer
months (Horizon et al. 2010). Sediment removal around TUD’s intake tower would allow the bottom
ports of the intake tower to be reopened after decades of being buried in sediment. Utilizing the
bottom port for raw water intake would promote destratification mixing and maintain good oxygen
content throughout the lake’s water column.

Wetland and Natural Resource Enhancement
The current configuration of channels and marshes in the lake creates suboptimal ecological
conditions. Because the channels are narrow and incised below the marsh plain (as a result of
seasonal water fluctuations), the marshes lack biological and topographic complexity; they are
essentially flat monocultures of emergent monocots (i.e., tules) (Appendix B, Photo 3). Rather than
settling fines in marsh areas and maximizing the wetlands’ ability to filter inflows, the existing
channel and marsh configuration promotes transport of fine sediment to the open water portions of
the lake and downstream in Sullivan Creek. Shallow, stagnant water in the dry season results in
proliferation of invasive aquatic vegetation (e.g., Eurasian watermilfoil [Myriophyllum spicatum]) and
high water temperatures (Horizon et al. 2010).
The Proposed Project would improve wetland habitat by creating a complex mosaic of open water
and vegetated marsh in areas that currently lack physical and biological complexity. The wetland
slopes would have gradual transitions, as opposed to the vertical banks of the existing conditions
(Appendix B, Photos 4 and 10). This would allow for a greater diversity of vegetation and would
provide spawning beds for fish, resting and foraging habitat for waterbirds, and basking areas for
western pond turtles (Actinemys marmorata). Large woody debris or rafts would be incorporated
into the wetland complex to provide additional basking habitat for western pond turtles.

2.4 Project Area
The total area of the Proposed Project is approximately 165 acres. This includes Phoenix Lake and
Dam (approximately 105 acres), portions of the Cedar Ridge Apple Ranch (CRAR) (approximately 36
acres), property owned by the Summers family (Summers property) (approximately 22 acres), and
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portions of Chicken Creek (2 acres). Lands within Phoenix Lake are owned by TUD and other
property owners (Appendix A).

2.5 Project Overview
The main components of the Proposed Project include sediment removal and wetland enhancement,
sediment reuse and disposal, and tributary improvements. Most of the sediment removed from the
lake would be placed at the CRAR and on the Summers property immediately north of the lake.
Sediment would also be placed in strategic locations within the lake to improve water circulation and
manage sedimentation. The Proposed Project would also involve sedimentation and flood protection
improvements along lower Chicken Creek and construction of a crossing over Power Creek. The
details of the Project elements are described in the following section.

2.6 Project Elements
Sediment Removal and Wetland Enhancement
For the purposes of communicating information about the lake and implementing the Proposed
Project, Phoenix Lake has been divided into eight management areas, which are depicted in Figure
2‐1. Sediment removal would take place in all management areas. The objectives and project
activities proposed to occur in these different management areas were designed as an integrated and
coordinated system. The maximum sediment removal depths and estimated volumes of excavation
and placement for each of the management areas are summarized in Table 2‐1. Note that these
sediment removal volumes represent an approximate distribution of the maximum foreseeable
quantity removed from the entire lake. Actual sediment removal volumes and depths for each
management area may vary based on factors such as substrate conditions, constructability
limitations, and budgetary constraints. Thus, the maximum excavation volume for each area may
vary from the amounts shown in Table 2‐1, but the overall maximum amount of sediment removal
would not exceed 591,800 CY.
It is anticipated that sediment removal and placement would be accomplished by lowering the lake
water level to allow conventional land‐based construction equipment (e.g., excavators, scrapers) to
excavate most of the sediment. The details of the activities within each management area are
described below. Details of the construction methods are provided in Section 2.7.
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Summary of Potential Sediment Removal and In‐lake Fill Placement

Work Area
(acres)

Maximum
Removal Depth
Below Existing
Grade

Maximum
Excavation
Volume1

Estimated Fill
Volume1

(feet)

Estimated Net
Excavation/Fill
Volume*

(Cubic Yards)

Area 1
North Pool

4.79

15

59,250

1,250

Area 2a
Wetland
Complex

9.30

12

71,550

4,700

Area 2b
Wetland
Complex

4.14

10

40,800

0

40,800

Area 3
West Pool

6.62

10

56,500

1,400

55,100

Area 4
Central Pool

5.26

9.5

50,850

2,900

47,950

Area 5
East Pool

15.67

7

61,150

0

61,150

Area 6
Boot Area

2.73

6.5

9,000

0

9,000

Area 7
South Pool

14.56

29

231,500

3,000

228,500

Area 8
Sediment Bar

3.24

8

11,200

4,500

6,700

Totals

66.31

‐

591,800

17,750

574,050

58,000
66,850

Notes:
1. Sediment removal volumes and depths represent an approximate distribution of the maximum foreseeable
quantity removed from the entire lake. Actual sediment removal volumes and depths for each management area
may vary based on factors such as substrate conditions, constructability limitations, and budgetary constraints.
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Area 1 – North Pool
A basin would be constructed at the north end of the lake to capture coarse sediment as it enters the
lake (Figure 2‐1). The three main tributaries to the lake (Sullivan, Power, and Chicken Creeks) would
be routed into the basin. As shown in Figure 2‐2, the transition of Sullivan and Power Creeks to the
North Pool sediment basin would be stabilized with rock and biotechnical measures (e.g., vegetated
soil lifts, vegetated rock slope protection) to reduce the potential for erosion at the transition or
upstream in the creek channels. A permanent access road would be constructed from the north side
of the lake into the basin to allow TUD to periodically remove deposited sediment (Figure 2‐1). The
road would be exposed at OWLL, but submerged at OSLL.

Area 2 – Wetland Complex
As described in Section 2.3, sediment removal in Area 2 is intended to enhance wetland functions
and improve water quality within the lake. Large woody debris would be incorporated into the banks
of the basin to provide basking habitat for western pond turtle. Sediment would be placed in select
locations to ensure that lake inflow is retained in the wetland complex during storms rather than
short‐circuiting the system.

Area 3 – West Pool
Sediment removal in Area 3 is intended to restore storage capacity. This area would be used for water
management during construction and would serve as a refuge for fish and aquatic organisms when
the lake level is lowered for construction.

Area 4 – Central Pool
Area 4 is currently a large depositional zone formed by the main tributaries. Sediment removal in
Area 4 would restore storage capacity and provide continuity for water circulation between the West
and East Pools.

Area 5 – East Pool
The East Pool is a broad, shallow portion of the lake. While the hydraulic mixing and circulation of
the lake have not been simulated (i.e., modeled), analysis of the depositional patterns and landforms
in the lake suggests that the eastern portion of the lake functions as a more backwater area, distant
to the lake’s primary entering streams during wet season storm events. Sediment would be removed
from this area to restore lake capacity. Deepening this area is expected to moderate summer water
temperatures and reduce the density of invasive, non‐native Eurasian watermilfoil.

Area 6 – Boot Area
Similar to the East Pool, the “Boot” area in the southeast portion of the lake (named because it is
shaped like a boot) is also historically depositional as a quiet backwater area. Proposed sediment
removal plan for the Boot Area includes dredging deep channels and maintaining wetland islands.
Retaining wetland islands in the area would preserve and enhance bird nesting habitat. The island
habitat would be separated from uplands by channels, which would reduce potential predation on
bird nests from predators such as domestic cats (Felis catus) and racoons (Procyon lotor). The
channels would also provide a fuel break between wetland and upland areas.
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Area 7 – South Pool
This portion of the lake includes TUD’s water intake structure and the area around the dam
spillway structure. Long‐reach excavators or clamshell dredging may be used to remove sediment
from this area. This area would be used for water management and as a deepwater refuge for fish
and aquatic organisms when the lake level is lowered for construction.

Area 8 – Sediment Bar
Area 8 is a large depositional zone (or delta) formed by sediment delivered from the main tributaries.
The existing sand bar is exposed at the OWLL but inundated during the summer. This area would be
fortified and recontoured with sediment excavated from other areas of the lake to form a stable
sediment bar. The purpose of the sediment bar would be to promote circulation through the entire
lake by directing inflow to the East Pool (Area 5), rather than directly westward toward the dam and
TUD’s water intake structure in the South Pool (Area 7). The increased water circulation would help
manage fine sediment in the lake because the increased circulation length would result in increased
deposition of finer materials, which would preserve water quality and capacity in Area 7. Increased
water circulation would also improve drinking water taste and odor issues experienced during the
dry season due to stagnant conditions.

Sediment Reuse and Disposal
During project planning and the development of the PLPRP, numerous sites in the vicinity of Phoenix
Lake and Sonora were considered as potential areas for sediment reuse and disposal. Sites evaluated
but not selected for sediment disposal included the Jamestown Mine, property owned by TUD located
off of Algerine Road, property owned by Sierra Pacific Holdings in the vicinity of Standard Road and
Mono Way, Westside property owned by the Tuolumne Band of MiWuk Indians, and property owned
by the State of California adjacent to State Route 108, among others. Several factors led to these sites
being dismissed from further consideration, most notably trucking costs, traffic and transportation
issues, and air quality concerns. Reuse and disposal locations immediately adjacent to the lake
provided many environmental and cost benefits, and these areas were ultimately selected for the
Proposed Project. The details of the reuse and disposal plan are described below.

Cedar Ridge Apple Ranch
Most of the sediment removed from Phoenix Lake would be placed in orchards owned by the CRAR.
Sediment excavated from the lake would be placed in haul trucks that would travel to the orchards
via temporary haul roads built in the lake and through the Summers property. Prior to placing the
sediment, existing apple trees would be removed from the orchards. Figure 2‐3 shows a conceptual
grading plan for sediment placed at this site. Sediment would be placed and compacted at slopes
approximating 10 horizontal to 1 vertical (10h:1v). Fill slopes may be steeper in some locations but
would not exceed 3h:1v. The maximum fill heights would be approximately 25‐30 ft above the
existing ground surface, but most fill areas would be between 10 and 15 ft above the existing ground
surface. Up to 500,000 CY of sediment would be placed at the CRAR. The actual volume of sediment
placed and the maximum heights would depend on the final amount of sediment that is removed
from the lake. The orchards would be replanted with apple trees after the sediment is placed to the
finish grades.
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Summers Property
The Summers property, immediately north of the lake, was used as a sediment disposal site for
previous dredging events in the 1980s. This property would be used for construction access and
staging for the Proposed Project, as well as for sediment disposal. Figure 2‐3 shows a conceptual
grading plan for sediment placed at this site. Sediment would be placed and compacted at slopes
ranging from 4h:1v to 24h:1v. The maximum fill heights would reach 15 ft above the existing ground
surface. Up to 60,000 CY of sediment would be placed on the Summers property. The Summers family
intends to build homes on this property in the future, but home construction is not part of the
Proposed Project.

In‐Lake Reuse
As mentioned previously in this section, some sediment would be relocated within the lake to
improve water circulation and construct temporary and permanent access roads. Sediment
placement in these areas would level and stabilize the ground surface so that the landforms are stable
enough to withstand stormflows and direct promote water circulation in the lake. Sediment placed
in these areas would be graded to elevations that support open water, vegetated wetlands or islands
(approximately 2,381‐2,385 ft); no uplands would be created in the lake.

Power Creek Crossing
Power Creek bisects the CRAR. Sediment removed from the lake would likely be placed in orchards
on both sides of the creek (Figure 2‐3); a crossing would be constructed to allow haul trucks carrying
sediment to cross the creek. The approximate location of the proposed crossing is shown in Figure
2‐3 and Appendix B, Photo 7. The crossing would likely be one or two culverts, each approximately
14 feet wide. After construction, a single permanent crossing would remain in place to provide the
landowner access between the orchards.

Chicken Creek Sediment Basin and Flood Management
The lower portion of Chicken Creek has experienced substantial aggradation due to the high
sediment load delivered from the watershed (Appendix B, Photo 9). The creek channel near its
confluence with Phoenix Lake has aggraded approximately 5‐6 feet, as evidenced by the burial of a
TUD raw water pipeline that crosses the channel and burial of willows on mid‐channel bars. The
channel frequently floods overbank and has flooded a TUD sewer lift station adjacent to the creek
(Appendix B, Photo 8).
As part of the Proposed Project, TUD proposes to construct a basin within Chicken Creek to help
manage sedimentation in the creek and Phoenix Lake. Figure 2‐3 shows the proposed location of the
basin. The basin would cover approximately 100 linear feet of channel and range from 35 to 100 ft in
width. It would initially be excavated to a maximum depth of approximately 8 ft below grade. Rock
weirs would be installed at the upstream and downstream ends of the basin to establish grade control
and prevent headcutting (or channel incision). TUD would also remove sediment from 500 linear feet
of the Chicken Creek channel downstream of the basin. The in‐channel sediment removal would help
reduce flooding of TUD’s lift station by restoring channel capacity and sediment transport continuity,
which is currently disrupted by a pipeline crossing. Maintenance of the sediment basin is discussed
in Section 2.8.
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2.7 Project Implementation
As mentioned previously, the vast majority of sediment removal would be accomplished by lowering
the lake water level to allow conventional land‐based construction equipment (e.g., excavators,
scrapers) to excavate sediment in dry conditions. A clamshell dredge or long‐reach excavator may be
used to perform “wet excavation” in some of the deepest portions of the lake (e.g., around the water
supply intake tower) that cannot be dewatered. Throughout the duration of construction, the
contractor would be required to maintain a pool within the lake (hereafter referred to as the
“Operations Pool”) with sufficient area and volume to: (1) meet TUD’s raw water supply needs, (2)
provide a refuge for fish and other aquatic organisms that utilize the lake, and (3) serve as a CAL FIRE
fill source. It is anticipated that the Operations Pool would be approximately 75‐100 ac‐ft and cover
5‐10 acres. The maximum turbidity allowed, to avoid adversely affecting TUD’s water treatment
processes, would be 75 nephelometric turbidity units (NTUs) as measured at the outlet tower.

Construction Schedule and Sequence
It is expected that the Proposed Project would be constructed in two phases over a period of 2 years.
Construction is planned to begin in 2018 and be completed in late 2019. Construction activities would
occur Monday through Friday between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., and would be limited to daylight
hours. After‐hours work and work on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays may be permitted at the
discretion of the County and TUD. No nighttime work is anticipated.

Phasing Plan
A conceptual construction phasing plan has been developed based on TUD’s operational
requirements, the engineer’s professional judgment, environmental considerations, and discussions
with qualified contractors. An estimated construction schedule is provided in Table 2‐2. The timing
and actual sequence of work and methods would be determined by the construction contractor, but
would be required to comply with TUD’s operational requirements and environmental protection
measures determined through CEQA and permitting.
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Estimated Construction Schedule for the Proposed Project
Approximate Construction
Schedule

Project Component

Phase 1/Year 1
Mobilization

Winter/Spring

Installation of Best Management Practices (BMPs)1

Winter/Spring

Clearing and grubbing of sediment disposal areas

Spring2

Lowering lake elevation (TUD responsible for this activity)

April‐May

Sullivan and Power Creek diversions

April‐May

Construction of main lake access road and Power Creek crossing

May‐June

Clearing and grubbing of wetland areas

June‐July2

Localized dewatering of excavation areas and construct temporary haul
roads (ongoing throughout Phase 1)

June‐November

Sediment excavation (likely in Areas 1, 2, and 3) and Chicken Creek work

July‐November

Remove diversion/dewatering

November

Winterization/BMP maintenance

November‐April

Phase 2/Year 2
Lowering lake elevation (TUD responsible for this activity)

April‐May

Sullivan and Power Creek diversions

April‐May

Clearing and grubbing of wetland areas (if necessary)

June‐July

Localized dewatering of excavation areas and construct temporary haul
roads (ongoing throughout Phase 1)

June‐November

Sediment excavation (areas not completed in Phase 1)

July‐November

Remove diversion/dewatering

November

Project completion

November

1

See Table 2‐4 for a list of BMPs applicable to the Proposed Project.

Clearing and grubbing of orchards and wetland vegetation could occur in the fall/winter prior to the first construction
season.
2

For Phase 1, it is anticipated that the contractor would mobilize to the site in late winter or early
spring. Mobilization would occur on the northwest side of the lake through the CRAR via Summers
Lane (Figure 2‐3), along with daily construction traffic, or through Apple Valley Estates via Apple Hill
Drive. Equipment would be staged on the Summers property. The contractor would commence with
installing BMPs and clearing and grubbing all or a portion of the apple orchards that would be used
as sediment disposal areas (Figure 2‐3). It is possible that some clearing and grubbing of orchards
and wetland vegetation could occur in the fall/winter prior to the first construction season. This
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would be a preemptive measure to minimize the potential for construction delays due to nesting
birds.
In the spring (April‐May), TUD would begin to draw down the lake to assist the contractor with
preparing the lake for excavation. The lake would likely be lowered to approximately 10‐15 feet
below the normal winter level (approximately 2,364‐2,369 ft). BMPs would be installed within the
lake to prevent excessive sediment from being discharged to downstream receiving waters. TUD and
the contractor would maintain the required minimum downstream flow of 2 cfs, for Mountain
Springs Golf Course and environmental flows, by opening the fish flow release gate, using a siphon,
extending a pipe from the bypass ditch, or pumping from the Operations Pool. It is expected that the
Operations Pool would be maintained in Area 7 near TUD’s intake tower during Phase 1 (2018). It is
anticipated that the contractor would divert flow entering the lake from Power Creek and Sullivan
Creek into the Operations Pool. Note that flows in Sullivan Creek are low in the dry season (typically
less than 5 cfs), but flows in Power Creek range from approximately 8 to 30 cfs, depending on PG&E’s
power generating activity.
Once the lake level is lowered and the stream diversions are in place, the contractor would then begin
construction within the lake. This could start as early as May or June. The initial work would be to
establish the main lake access road, temporary haul roads, and localized dewatering. By late June or
early July, conditions should be suitable for removing sediment from various portions of the lake. The
methods and sequence of excavation would be at the discretion of the contractor. Sediment may be
moved with scrapers, excavators loading haul trucks, or both. It is expected that sediment removal
in Phase 1 would occur over a 16‐ to 20‐week period. Phase 1 would be completed by late October or
early November (weather dependent) and the contractor would prepare the project area for
winterization (e.g., removing diversions, seeding or covering exposed soil stockpiles). TUD would
also require the contractor to complete the Chicken Creek sediment basin and flood management
activities during Phase 1.
The sequence and methods of work for Phase 2 would be similar to those for Phase 1. It is expected
that the contractor would resume work in the spring and the dewatering sequence would be similar,
except that the Operations Pool could be maintained in Area 3, Area 7, or a combination thereof. It is
expected that sediment removal in Phase 2 would again occur over a 16‐ to 20‐week period and be
completed by late October or early November (weather dependent).

Dewatering, Stream Diversions, and Aquatic Life Relocation
As mentioned above, portions of the lake would be dewatered at various times and locations during
construction. Dewatering would be accomplished by lowering the lake level using the fish flow
release gate and/or using pumps or siphons within the lake. As the lake is drawn down, it is expected
that most aquatic life (e.g., fish, turtles, invertebrates) would move under their own volition into the
Operations Pool, which would provide refuge during construction. However, some areas may become
isolated from the Operations Pool, which could result in stranding of aquatic life in areas with poor
water quality (e.g., high temperature, low dissolved oxygen). TUD would actively relocate aquatic life
from isolated pools to the Operations Pool as necessary to minimize potential adverse effects (e.g.,
injury, mortality) on fish. The relocation would be conducted by drawing down isolated pools with
pumps and then using seines and nets to collect fish for transfer to the Operations Pool. Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources,” describes proposed mitigation measures to protect special‐status reptile
species during drawdown and construction.
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The contractor would likely divert flow entering the lake from Power Creek and Sullivan Creek into
the Operations Pool. When construction is completed, the flow diversion structures would be
removed. Impounded water would be released gradually to minimize erosion. The area disturbed by
flow bypass mechanisms would be restored and recontoured at the completion of the project.

Best Management Practices
Proposed Project construction would include implementation of a range of BMPs to avoid and
minimize adverse effects on people and the environment. These BMPs have been developed to
address anticipated effects on particular types of resources from various construction activities.
BMPs would be implemented before, during, and after construction as specified. The BMPs for the
Proposed Project are identified at the end of this chapter in Table 2‐4.

Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan
No known sources of asbestos are present in the project area; however, areas of naturally occurring
asbestos (NOA) do exist elsewhere in Tuolumne County, including at the Hatler Mine in Jamestown
(USGS and CGS 2011). TUD will include in construction specifications the requirement that any fill
imported to the site must be asbestos free.
TUD and its contractor would fully comply with the requirements of Tuolumne County Air Pollution
Control District Rule 409, which requires air quality modeling under Rule 408 for any facility with
the potential to emit more than 0.02 ton per year of asbestos. TUD and its contractor would also
comply with the California Air Resources Board’s 2002‐07‐29 Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control
Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations by preparing and
implementing an asbestos dust mitigation plan, described in BMP‐12. The plan must be submitted to
and approved by the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District before the start of any
construction or grading activity. TUD or its contractor would implement provisions identified in the
asbestos dust mitigation plan before and throughout the duration of the Proposed Project’s
construction and grading activities.

Fire Response Plan
Much of Tuolumne County has a high wildland fire potential with its long, dry summers, steep, hilly
terrain, and fire‐adapted vegetation. The fire hazard map in the Tuolumne County Multi‐Jurisdiction
Hazard Mitigation Plan (Tuolumne County 2004) shows the area around Phoenix Lake as an area of
high fire hazard. CAL FIRE’s mapping of fire hazard severity zones shows the entire Phoenix Lake
watershed having a “Very High” level of wildfire hazard (CAL FIRE 2007).
To address the elevated wildfire risk in the project area, TUD will require contractors to develop and
implement a fire response plan during all periods of active construction. The fire response plan,
described in BMP‐13, will be developed in compliance with the Emergency Operations Plan for
Tuolumne County, Part II, Annex G – Wildland Fire Plan (Tuolumne County 2012), and the Highway
108 Strategic Fire Plan (Tuolumne Fire Safe Council 2005). The draft plan will be provided to the
Tuolumne County Fire Department for review and input.
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Construction Equipment
Equipment anticipated to be used includes:


excavators (e.g., Caterpillar 336F)



portable generators and pumps



scrapers



medium backhoe



bulldozers (e.g., Caterpillar D8)



forklift



sheepsfoot compactor



handheld powered cutters



off‐road haul trucks

Construction Staging Areas and Access
Staging areas would be designated on the Summers property and the CRAR (Figure 2‐3). The main
staging area would be the barren area that was used as a sediment disposal site for previous dredging
events in the 1980s (Appendix B, Photo 6). Construction trailers/offices may be located in a second
staging area on the northwest side of the Summers pond. The southwest portion of the South
Sediment Placement Area may also be used for vehicle and equipment staging (Figure 2‐3).

2.8 Operations and Maintenance
TUD’s operation of Phoenix Lake would not change after completion of construction. Maintenance
would include periodic (every 3‐5 years) removal of accumulated sediment from the North Pool
(Area 1) and the Chicken Creek sediment basin. The basin in Area 1 would be accessed via the
permanent maintenance road (Figure 2‐1). This basin may be dewatered during maintenance by
blocking the entrance with temporary fill and using pumps to draw down the water level. The
Chicken Creek basin would be maintained in the dry season when the creek is dry. TUD would use an
excavator and haul truck to remove the sediment. The disposal site for sediments excavated during
routine maintenance is not known at this time.

2.9 Required Permits and Approvals
The permits and regulatory compliance requirements for the Proposed Project are listed in
Table 2‐3 according to regulatory agency. In addition to the requirements summarized below, the
Proposed Project must conform to the policies and standards established in the current Tuolumne
County General Plan (1996), which is relevant to all resource topics analyzed under CEQA.
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Permit and Regulatory Requirements Applicable to the Proposed Project

Regulatory
Agency

Law/
Regulation

Purpose

U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers
(USACE) –
Sacramento
District

Clean Water Act
(CWA) Section
404

Regulates placement of dredged
and fill materials into waters of the
United States.

Individual Permit

Central Valley
Regional Water
Quality Control
Board

CWA Section
401 with Waste
Discharge
Requirements

Water quality certification for
placement of materials into waters
of the United States.

401 Water Quality
Certification

CWA Section
402

National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES)
program regulates stormwater and
construction discharges.

A Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
would be prepared and
implemented in accordance
with the State Water Board’s
Construction General Permit
Order 2009‐0009‐DWQ, as
amended

Porter‐Cologne
Water Quality
Control Act

Regulates discharges of materials
to land and protection of beneficial
uses of waters of the State.

Waste Discharge
Requirements

California
Department of
Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) –
Central Region

Fish and Game
Code (F&G
Code) Section
1600

Applies to activities that will
substantially modify a river, steam
or lake; includes reasonable
conditions necessary to protect
those resources.

Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement (1602
permit)

U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service
(USFWS)

Endangered
Species Act
(ESA)

USACE must consult with USFWS if
threatened or endangered species
may be affected by the Proposed
Project.

Informal Consultation

State Historic
Preservation
Officer (SHPO)

National Historic
Preservation Act
(NHPA) Section
106

USACE must consult with SHPO if
historic properties or prehistoric
archaeological sites may be
affected by the Proposed Project.

SHPO Consultation

Tuolumne
County

County Code

Grading would require a County
Grading Permit.

County Grading Permit

Tuolumne
County Air

District’s rules
and regulations

To minimize particulate matter
emissions.

Authority to Construct
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Law/
Regulation

California Air
Resources
Board’s 2002‐
07‐29 Asbestos
Airborne Toxic
Control
Measure for
Construction,
Grading,
Quarrying, and
Surface Mining
Operations and
Tuolumne
County Rule 409

Purpose

Requires preparation and
implementation of an asbestos
dust mitigation plan before the
start of any construction or grading
activity.
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Proposed Project Best Management Practices
Title

BMP Description

These BMPs will be implemented by TUD and its Contractors, as appropriate, for all activities associated with the Proposed Project. The majority of
these BMPs are implemented prior to and during construction.
BMP‐1

Construction
Work
Windows

A.

Ground‐disturbing activities will occur during the dry season, between April 1 and October 15, except for
activities within existing agricultural areas (i.e., orchards). The construction work window may be extended
provided that there is no measurable precipitation forecasted in the National Weather Service 72‐hour forecast.

B.

Work activities will occur during daylight hours and will be limited to 7 a.m.–7 p.m., except for the use of
stationary equipment (e.g., pumps, generators) that require continuous operation for dewatering or diversions.

BMP‐2

Area of
Disturbance

To minimize impacts on natural resources, soil disturbance will be kept to the minimum footprint necessary to
complete project construction.

BMP‐3

Erosion and
Sediment
Control
Measures

A.

All soils disturbed or exposed during construction activities will be seeded and stabilized using erosion control
fabric or hydromulch. The lake bed and areas below the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) are exempt from
this BMP.

B.

Erosion control fabrics will consist of natural fibers that will biodegrade over time and are wildlife friendly. No
plastic or other non‐porous material will be used as part of a permanent erosion control approach. Plastic
sheeting may be used to temporarily protect a slope from runoff.

C.

Erosion control measures will be installed according to manufacturer’s specifications.

D.

Appropriate erosion control measures include, but are not limited to, the following:


Silt Fences



Straw Bale Barriers



Erosion Control Blankets and Mats


Soil Stabilization (e.g., tackified straw with seed, jute blankets, broadcast and hydroseeding)
All temporary construction‐related erosion control methods (e.g., silt fences) shall be removed at the
completion of each construction period, or as directed by a certified erosion control specialist.
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Title

On‐site
Hazardous
Materials
Management

BMP Description
A.

An inventory of all hazardous materials used (and/or expected to be used) at the worksite and the end products
that are produced (and/or expected to be produced) after their use will be maintained by the worksite manager.

B.

As appropriate, containers will be properly labeled with a “Hazardous Waste” label and hazardous waste will be
properly recycled or disposed of off‐site.

C.

Contact of chemicals with precipitation will be minimized by storing chemicals in watertight containers or in a
storage shed (completely enclosed), with appropriate secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage.

D.

Petroleum products, chemicals, cement, fuels, lubricants, and non‐storm drainage water or water contaminated
with the aforementioned materials will not contact soil and will not be allowed to enter surface waters.

E.

All toxic materials, including waste disposal containers, will be covered when they are not in use, and located as
far away as possible from a direct connection to the storm drainage system or surface water.

BMP‐5

Existing
Hazardous
Materials

If hazardous materials are encountered at the Project site, TUD will remove and dispose of them according to
the Spill Prevention and Response Plan (see BMP‐6).

BMP‐6

Spill
Prevention and
Response Plan

To minimize the potential adverse effects due to the release of chemicals, fuels, lubricants, and non‐storm
drainage water into channels, TUD will require that a Spill Prevention and Response Plan be developed by the
Contractor, approved by TUD, and implemented by the Contractor and all field personnel. The plan will contain
guidelines for cleanup and disposal of spilled and leaked materials at the project site. The plan will include, but
not be limited to, the following measures:
A. All field personnel will be appropriately trained in spill prevention, hazardous material control, and cleanup of
accidental spills.
B. Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills will be available on site, and spills and leaks will be cleaned up
immediately and disposed of according to guidelines stated in the Spill Prevention and Response Plan.
C. Field personnel will ensure that hazardous materials are properly handled and natural resources are protected
by all reasonable means.
D. Spill prevention kits will always be on hand when hazardous materials are in use (e.g., at crew trucks and other
logical locations). All field personnel will be advised of these locations.
E. TUD staff or subcontractor(s) will routinely inspect the work site to verify that spill prevention and response
measures are properly implemented and maintained.
Spill Response Measures:
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BMP‐7

BMP‐8
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Title

Vehicle and
Equipment
Maintenance

Dust
Management
Controls and

BMP Description
A.

For small spills on impervious surfaces, absorbent materials will be used to remove the spill, rather than hosing
it down with water.

B.

For small spills on pervious surfaces such as soil, the spill will be excavated and properly disposed of rather than
being buried.

C.

Absorbent materials will be collected and disposed of properly and promptly.

A.

Equipment will be thoroughly cleaned of soil and vegetation before being delivered to the site to minimize the
potential for spreading pathogens or exotic/invasive species. Equipment will be inspected by TUD and may be
rejected if TUD determines that it is has not been adequately cleaned.

B.

Incoming equipment will be checked for leaking oil and fluids. Leaking equipment will not be allowed on the
project site.

C.

All vehicles and equipment will be kept clean. Excessive build‐up of oil and grease will not be permitted.

D.

All equipment used for in‐channel work will be inspected for leaks each day prior to initiation of work. Action
will be taken to prevent or repair leaks prior to use.

E.

No equipment servicing will take place in the lakebed, channel, or immediate floodplain, unless equipment
stationed in these locations cannot be relocated.

F.

If it is necessary for servicing of equipment to take place at the job site, a protected area will be designated for
equipment servicing to reduce threats to water quality from vehicle fluid spills. Designated areas will not directly
connect to the ground or surface water. The service area will be clearly designated with berms, sandbags, or
other barriers. Secondary containment, such as a drain pan, to catch spills or leaks will be used when removing
or changing fluids. Fluids will be stored in appropriate containers with covers, and will be recycled or disposed of
at an appropriate off‐site location.

G.

If emergency repairs are required in the field, only those repairs necessary to move equipment to a more secure
location will be conducted in the lakebed, channel, or floodplain.

H.

Vehicle and equipment washing can occur on site only as needed to prevent the spread of sediment, pathogens,
or exotic/invasive species. No runoff from vehicle or equipment washing will be allowed to enter water bodies
without being subjected to adequate filtration (e.g., vegetated buffers, hay wattles or bales, and silt screens).
Other proper trackout systems can be used to prevent the spread of sediment from the site, as described in
BMP‐8.c.

To reduce fugitive dust and protect ambient air quality during construction, TUD will implement the following
BMPs for Fugitive Dust Control and air quality protection:
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Title

Air Quality
Protection

BMP Description
A.

All visibly dry disturbed soil and road surfaces shall be watered to minimize fugitive dust emissions.

B.

All unpaved areas shall have a posted speed limit of 10 mph.

C.

Stabilized construction entrances will be required for work site entrance/exit points on paved roadways. Earth
or other material tracked onto neighboring paved roads shall be removed promptly.

D.

Approved chemical soil stabilizers (i.e., chemicals that will not adversely affect water quality) may be applied to
exposed earth surfaces in inactive construction areas and exposed stock piles (i.e. sand, gravel, dirt).

E.

Dust generating activities shall be limited during periods of high winds.

F.

A daily log shall be kept of fugitive dust control activities.

BMP‐9

Public Safety
Measures

TUD will implement public safety measures during construction as follows:
A. Signs will be posted at job sites warning the public of construction work and to exercise caution.
B. If needed, traffic control will be provided to allow for trucks to pull into and out of access points to the work
site.
C. At least one lane of any roadway affected by construction activity or construction traffic will remain open at all
times during construction. If necessary, the Contractor will use traffic control measures to ensure that
emergency response vehicles will have through access at all times.

BMP‐10

Work Site
Housekeeping

TUD employees and Contractors will maintain the work site in neat and orderly conditions on a daily basis, and will
leave the site in a neat, clean, and orderly condition when work is complete at the end of each construction
season. As needed, paved access roads and trails will be swept and cleared of any residual vegetation or dirt
resulting from the construction activity. All trash will be properly disposed of.

BMP‐11

Temporary Fill
and Stockpiled
Materials

Temporary fill materials and stockpiled material will be placed and protected in a manner such that they are not
subject to erosion.

BMP‐12

Asbestos Dust
Mitigation Plan

In accordance with CARB’s ACTM, the Contractor will prepare and implement an asbestos dust mitigation plan
that specifies dust mitigation practices sufficient to ensure that no equipment or operation emits dust that is
visible crossing the project site limits. The plan must include provisions addressing the following topics:
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Title

Fire Response
Plan

BMP Description
A.

Track‐out prevention and control measures, including removal of visible track‐out from paved public roads and
installation of track‐out prevention measures;

B.

Coverage or adequate wetting of active storage piles;

C.

Erosion control for disturbed surfaces and storage piles that will remain inactive for more than 7 days;

D.

Traffic control measures and speed limits for travel on unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas;

E.

Control for earthmoving activities, including wetting the ground to depth of anticipated cuts, suspending grading
operations when wind speeds are high enough to result in dust emissions crossing property lines, and
application of water prior to land clearing;

F.

Control for off‐site transport, including preventing spillage from trucks through holes or other openings in cargo
compartments and adequate wetting and coverage of loads;

G.

Post‐construction stabilization of disturbed areas through establishment of vegetative cover, placement of at
least 3 inches of non‐asbestos containing material, or paving; and

H.

Air monitoring for asbestos, if required by the TCAPCD.

TUD’s Contractor will develop and implement a fire response plan during all periods of active construction. The
fire response plan will be developed in compliance with the Emergency Operations Plan for Tuolumne County,
Part II, Annex G – Wildland Fire Plan (Tuolumne County 2012), and the Highway 108 Strategic Fire Plan
(Tuolumne Fire Safe Council 2005). The draft plan will be provided to the Tuolumne County Fire Department for
review and input. The plan will indicate, at a minimum, the following:
A. The number of water trucks and the minimum quantity of water that will be present on site at all times;
B. The locations of fire breaks and defensible space measures identified and/or established by the Contractor;
C. The locations of centralized meeting points in case of a fire emergency; and
D. A list of emergency contact persons in case of fire, including the fire emergency number, local fire department,
and nearest CAL FIRE contact.
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Chapter 3

Environmental Checklist

1.

Proposed Project Title

Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Project

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address

Tuolumne Utilities District
18885 Nugget Boulevard, CA 95370

3.

Contact Person, Phone Number
and Email

Chad Parsons, P.E.
Tuolumne Utilities District
(209) 532‐5536, ext. 519
cparsons@tudwater.com

4.

Proposed Project Location and
APN

Phoenix Lake, approximately 3 miles east of Sonora in
Tuolumne County
Section, Township, Range: S21 T2N R15E, S27 T2N R15E,
and S28 T2N R15E
USGS Quadrangle: Standard and Columbia SE
APNs: Multiple (Appendix A)

5.

Property Owner

Tuolumne Utilities District and various private parties
(Appendix A)

6.

General Plan Designation

Parks and Recreation (R/P), Estate Residential (ER),
Homestead Residential (HR), Low Density Residential
(LDR), Agriculture (AG), Open Space (OS)

7.

Zoning

Residential Estate – 2 acres (RE‐2), Residential Estate – 1
acre (RE‐1), Open Space (O), Open Space 1 (O‐1),
Exclusive Agricultural, 37‐acre minimum (AE‐37),
Agricultural Preserve (AP), Mobilehome Exclusion (MX)

8.

Description of Proposed Project

See Chapter 2, Project Description

9.

Surrounding Land Uses and
Setting

Rural residential, recreation, golf course, agriculture; see
Chapter 2, Project Description, for more information

10. Other Public Agencies Whose
Approval or Input May Be
Needed
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Chapter 3. Environmental Checklist

This chapter of the IS/MND assesses the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts based on the
environmental checklist provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The environmental
resources and potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project are described in the
individual sections below. Each section (3.1 through 3.19) provides a brief overview of existing
environmental conditions for the particular resource topic to help the reader understand the
conditions that could be affected by the Proposed Project. In addition, each section includes a
discussion of the rationale used to determine the significance level of environmental impacts for each
checklist question. Resources reviewed for relevant information are cited as applicable.
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3.1 Aesthetics
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
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. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Setting
Visual Character
Phoenix Lake is a shallow lake with a substantial area covered by tule (bulrush) marsh; sand flats are
exposed when water level is low. The lake is surrounded by low‐density residential development,
woodlands and forest, orchards, and some wetlands and streams. Several roadways wind through
areas around the lake; the largest of these, Phoenix Lake Road, extends 6.3 miles northeast from its
intersection with North Hess Avenue at State Route (SR) 108 to intersect with Big Hill Road. SR 108
travels southwest‐northeast through the area and is approximately 1.3 miles from the lake at its
closest point. Topography in the project area is gently sloped to rolling hills, with steeper terrain in
the upper watershed of the lake.

Scenic Highways
The portion of SR 108 from SR 49 near the City of Sonora east to the Mono County line is a locally
designated scenic route, part of the Sonora Pass Highway, and eligible for designation as a State
Scenic Highway (Tuolumne County 2015). This route leads northeast from the Central Valley into the
historic gold mining communities of Jamestown and Sonora and passes directly east of Phoenix Lake.
The project area is not visible from SR 108.
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has designated three scenic vistas in
Tuolumne County, all of which are located on SR 120.
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Viewer Groups
The project area is surrounded by several residential communities, including Phoenix Lake Park
(south), Scenic View (southwest), Apple Valley Manors (west), Apple Valley Estates and Apple Valley
Ranches (northwest), Cedar Ridge (north), and Phoenix Lake Estates, Ridgewood, and Crystal Falls
(east). Viewer groups include residents of these communities; residents in housing outside these
designated communities; motorists and bicyclists traveling on Phoenix Lake Road; and occasional
visitors to the lake, including viewers from public rights‐of‐way and tours of the Indigeny Reserve,
which is located on the CRAR. Many residents have direct views of the lake; for these viewers, viewer
sensitivity can be moderately high because they are more likely to value the natural environment,
appreciate the visual experience, and be sensitive to changes in views or incompatible elements.
Groups that view the project area from a distance or for short durations (i.e., motorists and bicyclists)
experience more moderate viewer sensitivity because they are generally not highly focused on
details of the lake.

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Adversely Affect a Scenic Vista — No Impact

The project area does not contain any specifically designated scenic vistas. Consequently, there
would be no impact.

b.

Damage Scenic Resources along a Scenic Corridor — No Impact

Although the project area is near a locally designated scenic corridor, topography precludes any
views of the lake from SR 108. There would be no impact.

c.

Result in Changes to Existing Visual Character or Quality — Less‐than‐Significant
Impact

Short‐term Effects
Construction activities for the Proposed Project would likely take place in two phases occurring over
a 2‐year period, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description. Project‐related construction would
result in visual disruption related to dewatering, vegetation removal, earthwork, hauling, and staging
(including equipment parking). Vegetation and sediment removal would take place sequentially in
various areas of the lake, following selective dewatering and diversions of lake water to the
Operations Pool.
During construction periods, residents with existing views of the lake would see portions of the lake
dewatered. Equipment would be visible in the lake and marsh areas constructing temporary roads
and berms, removing vegetation and sediment, loading it into trucks, and carrying sediment and
vegetation to disposal sites at the CRAR and Summers property. Construction would also take place
around the proposed sediment basin in lower Chicken Creek (Figure 2‐3). Immediately following
construction, the lake level would be restored to the OWLL. Some limited areas of disturbance would
likely remain visible, such as the permanent road for sediment basin maintenance and the Chicken
Creek sediment basin. Vegetation in areas that remain as marsh could be matted or bare, but would
quickly recover to a point where they are no longer conspicuous within about 1‐3 years following
construction.
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During construction activities at the CRAR and Summers property, removal of apple trees, deposition
of sediment from the lake, and grading of the properties would result in the creation of unvegetated,
elevated slopes with a disturbed appearance. At the CRAR, sediment reuse areas could be elevated
up to 25‐30 ft above existing grade but would more commonly be elevated by 10‐15 ft. At the
Summers property, fill pads would be elevated a maximum of 15 ft above existing grade; equipment
staging would also take place in this area. Sediment placed in this location would be visible to local
residents that use Burlupi Road as a walking path and possibly some residences located on Phillip
Lane in Apple Valley Ranches. These viewer groups, along with some residences in Phoenix Lake Park
and Lakeside Drive, would have views of the sediment reuse areas on the Summers property. At the
end of each construction season, exposed areas would be seeded and stabilized using erosion control
fabric or hydromulch in accordance with BMP‐3 in Table 2‐4, and apple trees would be replanted at
the orchard following construction.
Because of the comparatively short duration and limited extent of disturbance at any given time,
short‐term disturbance during and immediately following construction would have a less‐than‐
significant impact.

Long‐term Effects
Over the long term (after approximately 3‐5 years), the lake and wetland areas would regain a natural
appearance, with less vegetation occupying the surface of the lake, less sediment deposition, and
better water circulation throughout the lake. Lasting visual changes as a result of the Proposed
Project would include more open water, better water quality (less turbid and invasive aquatic
vegetation), and more complex wetland habitat (e.g., channels and open water pools surrounded by
vegetation). The appearance of these features would be maintained over time by natural processes
(as a result of improved lake circulation) and through maintenance of the sediment basin. These
changes would likely be considered visually appealing by most viewer groups. Thus, the long‐term
effects on visual character at the lake and wetland area are expected to be beneficial.
At the CRAR, the long‐term appearance of the orchard would be similar to existing conditions, with
apple trees replanted in the areas currently occupied by orchards. The orchards would be graded at
slopes similar to the surrounding terrain and would not block lake views of nearby residents. On the
Summers property, residences may be constructed on the fill pads, but that development is not a part
of this project and would be subject to the County’s building approval process.
At the Chicken Creek sediment basin, vegetation would remain around the margins of the basin and
the basin itself would be similar to a large pool in the creek channel. Rock weirs at the upstream and
downstream ends of the basin would be at‐grade and would visually blend into the creek bed.
Maintenance of the sediment basin would occur in the late summer or fall and would result in short‐
term visual disturbance to adjacent residents.
Overall, long‐term effects on visual character are expected to be beneficial for viewers of the project
area. The impact would be less‐than‐significant.
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New Sources of Light or Glare — No Impact

The Proposed Project does not include any facilities that would require new or modified sources of
lighting. As described in BMP‐1 (Table 2‐4), project‐related construction would be conducted during
daylight hours (limited to 7 a.m.–7 p.m.); thus, no nighttime lighting would be needed. Consequently,
there would be no impact with regard to light and glare.
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3.2 Agricultural Resources
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources
Board. Would the Proposed Project:
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
(FMMP) of the California Resources Agency, to
nonagricultural 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 that, because of their location or
nature, could result in a conversion of Farmland
to a non‐agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non‐forest use?
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Setting
The California Department of Conservation (DOC) map Important Farmland in California, 2006,
contains no information about farmland in Tuolumne County (DOC 2009). Because DOC does not
maintain data on the acreage of farmland in Tuolumne County, it is not possible to quantify
countywide trends in the conversion of important farmland. The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) also maintains a national soils database on the Web
Soils Survey, which catalogues indices of soil quality such as prime farmland and Capability Class; in
Tuolumne County, however, this database covers only Stanislaus National Forest and Yosemite
National Park and does not extend to the western foothills region. A comprehensive soil survey for
Tuolumne County is in process but is not currently available.
Generally, Williamson Act contracts have an initial term of 10 years, with renewal occurring
automatically each year thereafter. The contracts run with the land and are binding on all succeeding
landowners. Land must be in an agricultural preserve to enter into a Williamson Act contract.
Agricultural preserves under Williamson Act contract contain at least 100 contiguous acres of
agricultural land unless specific findings are made. According to the Tuolumne County Regulations
for Implementing the California Land Conservation Act, the minimum acreages for land uses under
each contract are as follows:


160 acres for dry land grazing;



80 acres for dry land grazing used in combination with at least 16 acres of irrigated pasture,
and for recreational or open space use combined with agricultural use excluding dry land
grazing; and



40 acres for non‐prime agricultural uses excluding dry land grazing, for a combination of
prime and nonprime agricultural uses, and for recreational or open space use.

In 2014, more than 120,000 acres of non‐prime agricultural land in Tuolumne County were enrolled
in Williamson Act contracts (DOC 2015). In the project area, approximately 11.3 acres north of Area 1
are zoned with an Agricultural Preserve overlay, indicating that the land is under Williamson Act
contract.

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Convert Important Farmland — No Impact

Because DOC has not designated Important Farmland in Tuolumne County (DOC 2009), the Proposed
Project would have no impact on Important Farmland.

b.

Conflict with Existing Zoning or Williamson Act — No Impact

The Proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use. Some parcels east
of the lake are designated Agriculture and zoned AE‐37 with an Agricultural Preserve overlay, but
the Proposed Project activities would not affect the use of these parcels. The CRAR is zoned HR
Homestead Residential and is not under a Williamson Act contract. The Proposed Project would have
no impact on existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act properties.
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Conflict with Forest Land or Timberland Zoning — No Impact

No land in the Proposed Project area is zoned for timberland or forest land uses. Therefore, the
project would not conflict with such uses, and no impact would occur.

d.

Convert Forest Land — No Impact

No commercial forest land is present in the Proposed Project area, and the Proposed Project would
not affect any forest land. Therefore, the project would not convert forest land, and no impact would
occur.

e.

Result in Other Changes That Could Convert Farmland or Forest — Less‐than‐
Significant Impact

Most of the sediment removed from the lake would be placed at the CRAR in fields currently planted
as orchards. The existing, aging trees would be removed and, following placement, disposal, and
grading of sediment from the Proposed Project, new trees would be planted. There would be some
loss of agricultural productivity during the period when the existing old trees are removed and the
new trees are planted. However, the replacement of aged/mature trees in an orchard with younger
trees is a standard orchard management process to ensure the long‐term sustainability of the
orchard. No conversion of farmland would result from the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed
Project’s impact on farmland would be less‐than‐significant.
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3.3 Air Quality
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

When available, the significance criteria established
by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make
the following determinations. Would the Proposed
Project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or Proposed Projected
air quality violation?
c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the Proposed
Project region is non‐attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Setting
The Clean Air Act is implemented by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and sets
ambient air limits, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), for seven criteria pollutants:
particulate matter of aerodynamic radius of 10 micrometers or less (PM10), particulate matter of
aerodynamic radius of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide
(NO2), ground‐level ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. Of these criteria pollutants, particulate
matter and ground‐level ozone pose the greatest threat to human health. The California Air
Resources Board (CARB) sets California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for criteria
pollutants that are more stringent than NAAQS, and includes the following additional contaminants:
visibility reducing particles, hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, and vinyl chloride. CARB also designates each
air basin as attainment, nonattainment, or unclassified for each CAAQS. The USEPA makes similar
approved designations for NAAQS based on recommendations from CARB. The Proposed Project is
located within the Mountain Counties Air Basin (MCAB), which is comprised of seven air districts and
nine counties (two of which are only partially within this air basin). The Tuolumne County Air
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Pollution Control District (TCAPCD) manages air quality within the Tuolumne County portion of the
MCAB for attainment and permitting purposes.
The MCAB is in nonattainment of the CAAQS for ozone due to transport from the Sacramento Valley,
the San Joaquin Valley, and the San Francisco Bay Area (Tuolumne County 2015). The Tuolumne
County portion of the MCAB is a nonattainment area for the state ozone standards, and is unclassified
or in attainment for the federal standards for ozone. For all other criteria pollutants, the MCAB within
Tuolumne County is unclassified or in attainment for the federal and state air quality standards
(Tuolumne County 2015, CARB 2016a, USEPA 2016).
The TCAPCD is responsible for implementing emissions standards and other requirements of federal
and state laws regarding most types of stationary emission sources. CARB has determined that the
ozone levels in Tuolumne County are caused by “overwhelming transport” of emissions into the air
district (Tuolumne County 2015). Therefore, the TCAPCD is not required to prepare an attainment
plan for ozone, and no other criteria air pollutant levels are high enough to require an attainment
plan.
Although there are no required attainment plans, or other local plans specifically addressing air
quality, Tuolumne County must conform to existing state and federal air quality standards. Air quality
data from the closest monitoring station located on Barretta Street in the City of Sonora, is
summarized in Table AQ‐1. As shown in Table AQ‐1, the state and federal 8‐hour ozone standards
were exceeded multiple times between 2013 and 2015. One exceedance of the 1‐hour ozone standard
occurred in the last three years (CARB 2017a).
Table AQ‐1. Ambient Air Quality Data, 2013‐2015
Pollutant

2013

2014

2015

0

0

1

Number of days of state exceedances (>0.070 ppm)

2

20

11

Number of days of federal exceedances (>0.075 ppm)

1

2

4

Ozone, ppm, 1‐hour
Number of days of state exceedances (>0.09 ppm)
Ozone, ppm, 8‐hour

Source: California Air Resources Board Select 8 Summary (CARB 2017a)

USEPA and CARB regulate various stationary sources, area sources, and mobile sources. USEPA has
regulations involving performance standards for specific sources that may release toxic air
contaminants (TACs), known as hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) at the federal level. In addition,
USEPA has regulations involving emission criteria for off‐road sources such as emergency
generators, construction equipment, and vehicles. CARB is responsible for setting emission standards
for vehicles sold in California and for other emission sources, such as consumer products and certain
off‐road equipment. CARB also establishes passenger vehicle fuel specifications. Airborne Toxic
Control Measures (ATCMs), including the following relevant measures, are implemented to address
sources of TACs:
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ATCM for Diesel Particulate Matter from Portable Engines Rated at 50 Horsepower and
Greater



ATCM to Limit Diesel‐Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling



ATCM to Reduce Particulate Emissions from Diesel‐Fueled Engines – Standards for
Nonvehicular Diesel Fuel



Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations

The Tuolumne County General Plan Update Draft EIR defines sensitive receptors as “that segment of
the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children under 14, the elderly over 65,
persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise, and people with cardiovascular and chronic
respiratory diseases” (Tuolumne County 2015). Thus, sensitive receptors tend to be located in
residences, schools, and health care facilities. Sensitive receptors in the project area are the
residences that surround Phoenix Lake. The nearest school, daycare, assisted living facility, religious
institution, and hospital are all more than 1 mile from the project area.

Methodology
Construction‐related emissions were estimated using the Road Construction Emissions Model
(RoadMod) (Version 8.1.0, developed by Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District).
RoadMod estimates emissions from project‐related construction activities, including soil hauling, on‐
road worker commute vehicle trips, water truck use, grubbing and vegetation removal, grading and
excavation, and use of various types of off‐road construction equipment.
RoadMod utilizes CARB’s EMFAC2014, CARB’s official model for estimating emissions from on‐road
cars and trucks, and the OFFROAD2007 and OFFROAD2011 models, which calculate emissions from
off‐road construction equipment. RoadMod estimates the peak daily emissions and the total project
emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG, an ozone precursor), CO, oxides of nitrogen (NOX), PM10,
and PM2.5 throughout construction. Average daily emissions were calculated using the total project
construction emissions and the total project duration of 7 months each year for two years.
Model inputs include construction equipment use, haul distance, and commuter distance values as
generally described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and shown in detail in Appendix C, Air Quality
and GHG Emissions Model Results. Complete model inputs and results are shown in Appendix C.
Project‐related emission estimates were then compared to the TCAPCD’s recommended CEQA
thresholds (TCAPCD 2017), which are provided below.
The TCAPCD (TCAPCD 2017) has adopted numerical thresholds for significance with regard to air
quality. Under TCAPCD regulations, a project would have a significant impact on air quality if it would
result in project‐generated emissions in excess of the following:


ROG – 1,000 pounds per day (lbs/day) or 100 tons per year



NOX – 1,000 lbs/day or 100 tons per year
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CO – 1,000 lbs/day or 100 tons per year
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Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of the Applicable Air Quality Plan —
No Impact

A Proposed Project is deemed inconsistent with air quality plans if it would result in population
and/or employment growth that exceeds growth estimates included in the applicable air quality plan,
which, in turn, would generate emissions not accounted for in the applicable air quality plan
emissions budget. Therefore, projects need to be evaluated to determine whether they would
generate population and employment growth and, if so, whether that growth would exceed the
growth rates included in the relevant air plans. The Proposed Project would not involve the
construction of any residential, commercial, or industrial structures that would generate population
and/or long‐term employment growth (see related discussion in Section 3.13, Population and
Housing).
The Proposed Project would not conflict with or impair implementation of applicable air quality
plans established by the TCAPCD or local general plans. Because Tuolumne County is in attainment
for all criteria pollutants except ozone, and the ozone impairment is caused by sources outside of the
county (Tuolumne County 2015), there are no applicable TCAPCD‐prepared air quality plans. The
Tuolumne County General Plan includes an Air Quality Element with the goal of facilitating “growth
while protecting the public health and welfare” (Tuolumne County 1996). Specific air quality–
protecting objectives related to this goal include reducing traffic congestion, strategically siting
industrial developments and sensitive receptors, minimizing air pollutant emissions from fireplaces
and appliances, and effective management of open burning.
Because the Proposed Project would not generate growth or conflict with the applicable County
general plan policies, there would be no impact related to inconsistency with air quality planning.

b.

Violate any Air Quality Standard or Contribute Substantially to an Existing or
Proposed Projected Air Quality Violation — Less‐than‐significant

During construction of the Proposed Project, the combustion of fossil fuels for operation of
construction equipment, sediment/material hauling, and worker trips would result in construction‐
related emissions of criteria air pollutants. In addition, construction activities would generate
fugitive dust from grading and excavation activities. The Proposed Project’s criteria air pollutant
emissions during construction are shown in Table AQ‐2. Operational criteria air pollutant emissions
would be generated by periodic maintenance‐related vehicle trips to the site and use of construction
equipment (excavator, pump, haul truck) to remove accumulated sediments. Maintenance‐related
emissions were not quantified and would not be likely to exceed the applicable thresholds since the
level of activity would be substantially less than the Project’s construction activities, which would
not exceed significance thresholds.
The TCAPCD has established mass emission thresholds. As shown in Table AQ‐2, the estimated
construction‐related emissions associated with the Proposed Project would be less than these mass
emissions significance thresholds. Construction emissions, in particular fugitive dust emissions,
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would also be controlled by implementation of BMP‐8, Dust Management Controls and Air Quality
Protection, and less than the quantities shown in Table AQ‐2. Because all emissions would be less
than the applicable thresholds, the Proposed Project’s impacts would be less‐than‐significant.
Table AQ‐2. Air Quality Modeling Results
Pollutant – 2018

Pollutant – 2019

ROG

NOX

CO

PM10

PM2.5

ROG

NOX

CO

PM10

PM2.5

Estimated
Project
Maximum
Daily
Emissions
(lbs/day)1

17

171

128

248

58

11

109

84

142

31

Daily
Emissions
Threshold
(lbs/day)2

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

‐‐

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

‐‐

Exceed
Threshold?

N

N

N

N

‐‐

N

N

N

N

‐‐

Project Total
Emissions
(tons/year)3

0.71

7.3

5.2

7.4

1.8

0.65

6.5

5.0

7.3

1.7

Total
Construction
Emissions
Threshold
(tons/year)2

100

100

100

100

‐‐

100

100

100

100

‐‐

N

N

N

N

‐‐

N

N

N

N

‐‐

Exceed
Threshold?

1 These maximum daily emissions are based on a 7‐month construction period each year for two years and estimated from
the total emissions for a 5‐day work period as calculated/described in footnote 3 below. Fugitive dust emissions (PM10 and
PM2.5) do not account for any watering that would be performed per the project’s BMP‐8, Dust Management Controls and
Air Quality Protection. Therefore, actual fugitive dust emissions would be less than that shown.

The daily emissions threshold is based on the TCAPCD’s Adopted Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance (TCAPCD
2017).

2

The project’s total emissions (tons/year) are for assumed potential 5‐day/week construction activities over a 7‐month
construction period each year for two years.
3

c.

Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Any Criteria Pollutant for
Which the Proposed Project Region Is a Nonattainment Area — Less‐than‐
significant

As described in “Setting” above, the project site is in a region that is designated in nonattainment for
the state ozone standard due to transport from other areas and is in attainment or unclassified for all
other federal and state criteria pollutant air quality standards. The Proposed Project would
temporarily emit construction‐related ozone precursors and other criteria pollutants. However,
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these emissions would not be substantial or considered cumulatively considerable because the
emissions would not violate the applicable air quality standards. Maintenance‐related emissions
would not be substantial due to their minimal frequency and duration and the potential emission
sources (limited worker vehicles and minor construction equipment use). Therefore, the Proposed
Project would have a less‐than‐significant cumulative impact.

d.

Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations — Less‐
than‐significant

Construction‐related activities could result in the generation of toxic air contaminants (TACs),
specifically diesel particulate matter (DPM), from off‐road equipment exhaust emissions and
potentially from naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) from the disturbance of soils and rock. Due to
the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases would be
temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically operated
within an influential distance of sensitive receptors. According to the Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), the assessment of cancer risk and chronic non‐cancer health impacts
is typically based on a 70‐year exposure period, and there is considerable uncertainty in trying to
evaluate the cancer risk from projects that will only last a small fraction of a lifetime (OEHHA 2015).
The Proposed Project’s construction activities would also result in local emissions of fugitive dust.
However, implementation of BMP‐2, Area of Disturbance, and BMP‐8, Dust Management Controls and
Air Quality Protection, as part of the Proposed Project would minimize fugitive dust emissions such
that they would not be substantial.
The project site is located in a region with occurrences of NOA (Tuolumne County 2017; USGS and
CGS 2011). No known sources of asbestos are present in the project area; however, USGS mapping
shows occurrences of NOA in portions of Tuolumne County near the project area, including at the
Hatler Mine in Jamestown (USGS and CGS 2011). Thus, the Proposed Project’s grading and excavation
activities could potentially disturb NOA and result in a potentially significant impact on sensitive
receptors. As described in Section 2.7, Project Implementation, TUD and its contractors would fully
comply with the requirements of TCAPCD’s Rule 409 and CARB’s 2002‐07‐29 Asbestos ATCM for
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations by preparing and implementing an
asbestos dust mitigation plan, as described in BMP‐12. The plan must be submitted to and approved
by the TCAPCD before the start of any construction or grading activity. In addition, the TUD or its
contractor would implement provisions identified in the asbestos dust mitigation plan before and
throughout the duration of the Proposed Project’s construction and grading activities. The asbestos
dust mitigation plan would specify dust mitigation practices that are sufficient to ensure that no
equipment or operation emits dust that is visible crossing the project site limits, as well as addressing
the following topics:


Track‐out prevention and control measures, including removal of visible track‐out from
paved public roads and installation of track‐out prevention measures;



Covering or adequate wetting of active storage piles;



Erosion control for disturbed surfaces and storage piles that will remain inactive for
more than 7 days;
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Traffic control measures for travel on unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas;



Control for earthmoving activities, including wetting the ground to depth of anticipated
cuts, suspending grading operations when wind speeds are high enough to result in dust
emissions crossing property lines, and application of water prior to land clearing;



Control for off‐site transport, including preventing spillage from trucks through holes or
other openings in cargo compartments and adequate wetting and coverage of loads;



Post‐construction stabilization of disturbed areas through establishment of vegetative
cover, placement of at least 3 inches of non‐asbestos containing material, or paving; and



Air monitoring for asbestos, if required by the TCAPCD.

Implementation of these requirements would ensure that the potential impact would be less‐than‐
significant by enacting protective measures to minimize the potential for NOA to affect sensitive
receptors or construction workers. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s effect on nearby sensitive
receptors due to construction‐related air pollutant emissions would be less‐than‐significant.
For operation and maintenance activities, limited construction equipment would be used (excavator,
haul truck, pump) that could emit DPM. Due to the limited and infrequent use of this construction
equipment (every 3‐5 years), the Proposed Project’s operational activities would not be anticipated
to expose sensitive receptors to substantial DPM concentrations. During sediment removal activities,
TUD or its contractor would continue to comply with the requirements of TCAPCD’s Rule 409 and
CARB’s 2002‐07‐29 Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining
Operations and implement the asbestos dust minimization measures defined in the required plan.
Therefore, there would be a less‐than‐significant impact on sensitive receptors from the proposed
maintenance activities.

e.

Create Objectionable Odors — Less‐than‐significant

Diesel exhaust from construction activities may generate temporary odors while construction of the
Proposed Project is underway. Once construction activities have been completed, these odors would
cease. Maintenance activities would also generate temporary odors, but the odors would be short‐
lived and would occur intermittently throughout the project area.
Excavated and recently exposed vegetation, soil, or sediment may contain decaying organic material
that may create an objectionable odor. The intensity of the odor perceived by a receptor depends on
the distance of the receptor from excavation and stockpiling areas and the amount and quality of the
exposed soil or sediment material. The nearest sensitive receptor would be approximately 250 feet
west from the main disposal and stockpile locations. Multiple residences around the edge of the lake
would be within 60‐100 feet of exposed sediment and excavation activity. Following the conclusion
of excavation activities, exposed sediment and soil in the orchard area would be revegetated and
exposed sediment in the lake area would be submerged and/or vegetated. Impacts related to
potential generation of objectionable odors are thus expected to be temporary and less‐than‐
significant.
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3.4 Biological Resources
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
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 CDFW or USFWS?
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 CDFW or USFWS?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the CWA (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 (HCP); Natural Community
Conservation Plan; or other approved local,
regional, or state HCP?

Setting
Phoenix Lake is located in the Northern Sierra Foothills ecoregion (Griffith et al. 2016), which is a
relatively narrow ecotone between the Great Valley to the west and the Sierra Nevada to the east.
Within this ecoregion, hardwood woodlands (primarily oaks) intermix with coniferous forest.
Elevation, aspect, slope, soil, moisture, and geologic conditions influence species composition.
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Figure 3‐1 provides a map of the vegetation community types in the project area based on the CDFW’s
California Wildlife Habitat Relationship (CWHR) system. Brief descriptions of these habitats follow.
As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, Appendix B provides representative photographs of
habitats in the project area.

Aquatic and Wetland Habitats
Lacustrine
Lacustrine habitat is present in portions of Phoenix Lake as well as the pond on the Summers
property (Summers Pond). At OWLL, much of the lacustrine habitat in Phoenix Lake is classified as
littoral (i.e., shallow, less than 6.6 feet in depth). Limnetic (deep water) habitat is present near TUD’s
intake tower in the South Pool (Area 7) and in the West Pool (Area 3) (Figure 2‐1). Maximum lake
depth in the winter, measured at the TUD intake tower, is approximately 25 ft. In the spring,
installation of flashboards at the spillway raises the water level in the lake by 6 feet, causing littoral
areas to transition to limnetic habitat.
Eurasian watermilfoil, a non‐native aquatic plant, has invaded much of the lake (Horizon et al. 2012),
particularly in areas 8 feet deep or less at OWLL. The lake supports populations of warm water fishes
such as bass (Micropterus sp.), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), and crappie (Pomoxis sp.) (Horizon et
al. 2012; Sweitzer, pers. comm., 2016). Native amphibians such as Pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris
regilla) may breed in and along the margins of the lake (Horizon et al. 2012). The non‐native
American bullfrog (Lithobates catesbeianus) has been heard at scattered points along the Phoenix
Lake and Summers Pond shorelines and observed in Chicken Creek. Western pond turtle, a California
species of special concern, has been observed in the lake (Horizon 2015) and along Sullivan Creek.
Lacustrine habitat in the Project area is used by many waterbirds such as American Coot (Fulica
americana), Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), Canada Goose (Branta canadensis), Common Merganser
(Mergus merganser), American Wigeon (Anas americana), Ruddy Duck (Oxyura jamaicensis), Graylag
Goose (Anser anser), among others. The lake also provides habitat for wading birds, shorebirds, and
raptors. Bald Eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) are frequently observed foraging in the lake during
the winter, although nesting has not been observed in the local area.

Bulrush Marsh
Bulrush marsh surrounds open water portions of Phoenix Lake and is characterized by a
monoculture of hardstem bulrush (Schoenoplectus acutus), with broadleaf cattail (Typha latifolia)
present as a minor component in some areas. Extremely dense growth of hardstem bulrush has
resulted in dense mats of this species and substantial accumulation of plant litter (Appendix B, Photos
4 and 10). These wetlands provide nesting habitat for Red‐Winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus)
and possibly other songbirds and rails. Many birds, including large numbers of swallows, forage for
insects over the marsh areas.

Smartweed Wetland
Smartweed wetland habitat is found in what appears to be shallow topographical depressions within
the bulrush marsh (Figure 3‐1). It is dominated by water smartweed (Persicaria amphibia). Rushes
(Juncus spp.) are also present as a minor component. When the lake level is low, these areas are
shallow and may be used by wading birds. In the spring and summer when the water is deeper, fish,
turtles, and resident waterfowl may move into these areas.
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Sand Flats
Unvegetated sand flats, formed by the sediment delivered from the main tributaries, are exposed
within the lake at OWLL. These sand flats provide roosting, loafing, and potential nesting habitat for
some waterfowl.

Riverine
Riverine habitat in the Project Area is located in Power and Chicken Creeks. Power Creek in the
Project Area is a straightened channel with steep banks and a sand bed. The channel is bounded by a
very narrow stand of white alder (Alnus rhombifolia) and willow (Salix sp.) with Himalayan
blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) in the understory (Appendix B, Photo 7). Power Creek likely supports
a resident fish population but flow is too swift for amphibian breeding.
The Chicken Creek channel has also been straightened. Riverine habitat in the creek has been
substantially degraded by high sediment loads and invasive vegetation (Appendix B, Photo 9).
Chicken Creek goes dry in the spring and does not appear to support sustained populations of fish or
amphibian breeding.

Sedge/Rush Meadow
A sedge (Carex spp.) dominated community is present within the central portion of the CRAR (Figure
3‐1). Much of this meadow has been disturbed by on‐going farming activities. A rush‐dominated
meadow is found west of Summers Pond. In the wet season, when the meadows support shallow
ponding, they may be used by chorus frogs, waterfowl, and wading birds. In the dry season, they
provide foraging habitat for songbirds and California mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus californicus).

Mixed Riparian Forest
Mixed riparian forest habitat is located in the vicinity of Summers Pond, and is dominated by red
willow (Salix laevigata) and white alder, with Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia) also commonly present,
particularly along Chicken Creek. This community also forms a very narrow band along Power Creek,
with white alder dominant with scattered ponderosa pines. The understory is typically patchily
dominated by snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus), smooth‐leaf dogwood (Cornus glabrata),
Himalayan blackberry, and California blackberry (Rubus ursinus). Herbaceous vegetation includes
mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana) and annual grasses. Numerous songbirds nest and forage in the
willow habitat.

Willow Scrub
Willow scrub is found in the lower reaches of Sullivan and Chicken Creeks. In Sullivan Creek, this
habitat is dominated by sandbar willow (Salix exigua) with an understory characterized by
Himalayan blackberry and California blackberry. In Chicken Creek, arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis)
has encroached on the channel; Himalayan blackberry dominates the understory and channel banks.
This habitat is also used by songbirds for nesting and foraging.
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Terrestrial Habitats
Orchard
Orchards in the project area are planted with apple trees (Malus pumila). The understory consists of
annual and perennial grasses such as bulbous blue grass (Poa bulbosa) as well as rushes and sedges
in wetter portions of the orchard. Himalayan blackberry is also common in the un‐mowed portions
of the orchard. These areas provide foraging habitat for some passerine bird species, and may also
provide foraging habitat for small mammals and mule deer.

Ponderosa Pine Forest
Ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) forest occurs primarily on gentle slopes adjacent to the lake. Gray
pines (Pinus sabiniana) are subdominant in the canopy. Oaks (Quercus spp.) are scattered throughout
this community. Snowberry is common in the understory, but herbaceous vegetation is sparse. In
areas near private residences, the understory is frequently cleared as part of wildfire fuels reduction
efforts. The pine forest intergrades with oak woodlands. Blue oak (Quercus douglasii), valley oak
(Quercus lobata) and interior live oak (Quercus wislizeni) can all be found, although interior live oak
is less common. Pine forests around Phoenix Lake are used by a wide range of birds including raptors
such as Bald Eagle. They provide important foraging areas for small mammals and mule deer.

Oak/Ponderosa Pine/Grey Pine Woodland
This habitat is similar to the ponderosa pine forest habitat, with the distinction that oaks and gray
pines are co‐dominant with ponderosa pine.

Valley Oak Woodland
Valley oak woodland habitat is found in the northwestern portion of the project area. Valley oak is
dominant in this habitat, with an understory largely consisting of snowberry and some buckbrush
(Ceanothus cuneatus). Some annual grasses are also present in the understory, including soft brome
(Bromus hordeaceus).

Ruderal
A portion of the project area east of Summers Pond has been graded in anticipation of possible future
housing development. This area supports a ruderal vegetation community (i.e., species that are
typically found in disturbed and degraded areas and is generally limited to herbaceous species).
Community composition includes non‐native grasses such as soft brome, bulbous blue grass, medusa
head (Elymus caput‐medusae) and tall wheat grass (Elymus ponticus). Other species present within
this community type include star thistles (Centaurea spp.) and broad leaf filaree (Erodium botrys).
This habitat type provides limited cover and food resources for wildlife habitat.

Annual Grassland
Annual grassland is found in some portions of the project area, such as the dam face. Annual grasses
such as soft brome and bulbous blue grass dominate this community, with annual lupine (Lupinus
bicolor) and sheep sorrel (Rumex acetosella) also present. Many wildlife species use annual
grasslands for foraging; some species such as western pond turtle and western fence lizard
(Sceloporus occidentalis) nest in this habitat.
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Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Have a Substantial Adverse Effect, Either Directly or Through Habitat
Modifications, on Any Species Identified as a Candidate, Sensitive, or Special‐
status Species — Less‐than‐significant with Mitigation

For the purposes of this assessment, special‐status species are those that are listed as rare, species
of concern, candidate, threatened or endangered by USFWS or CDFW.2 Special‐status plant and
animal species with the potential to occur in the project area were identified through a review of the
following resources:


USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation System (IPaC) Report (USFWS 2017)
(Appendix D)



California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) query within a 12‐quadrangle area
surrounding and including the Columbia SE and Standard U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
quadrangles (CDFW 2017 (Appendix D)



California Native Plant Society Rare Plant Inventory Database query within a 12‐quadrangle
area surrounding and including the Columbia SE and Standard USGS quadrangles for
California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) species (CNPS 2017)

Appendix D provides a list of special‐status species known to occur in the project vicinity. Figure 3‐2
shows CNDDB occurrences of special‐status species within 5 miles of the Proposed Project. The
potential for special‐status species to occur in areas affected by project activities was evaluated
according to the following criteria:


None: the area contains a complete lack of suitable habitat, the local range for the species is
restricted, and/or the species is extirpated in this region.



Not expected: suitable habitat or key habitat elements might be present but might be of poor
quality or isolated from the nearest extant occurrences, and/or the species is not known to
occur in the area.



Possible: presence of suitable habitat or key habitat elements that potentially support the
species.



Present: the species was either observed directly or its presence was confirmed by field
investigations or in previous studies in the area.

A discussion of the Proposed Project’s potential effects on special‐status species and the resultant
level of impacts are provided below.

2

Includes California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) List 1, 2, 3 and 4 species.
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Plants
Several special‐status plants have been documented in the vicinity of the Proposed Project (Figure
3‐2). None of these species or other special‐status plant species were observed by qualified and
experienced botanists who conducted wetland delineation fieldwork during the 2016 bloom period.
Although several plant species have the potential to occur in habitats such as ponderosa pine forest
or oak/ponderosa pine/grey pine woodland, these habitats would not be affected by the Proposed
Project; thus, plants potentially growing in these habitats would not be affected. Marginally suitable
habitat for the yellow‐lipped monkey flower (Diplacus pulchellus [=Mimulus pulchellus]) exists in the
sedge meadow located in the CRAR. This habitat was surveyed by a qualified botanist in 2017 during
the bloom period for this species; this species was not observed. As this species was not observed for
two seasons in the marginally suitable habitat present within the Proposed Project, it is not
anticipated to occur within the project area. As a result, there would be no impact to special‐status
plants.
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Reptiles and Amphibians
California red‐legged frog (CRLF) (Rana draytonii) is a highly aquatic ranid frog. Historically, CRLF
ranged throughout the Sierra Nevada foothills. A CRLF occurrence is listed in the CNDDB
approximately 2.6 miles northwest of the project area (Figure 3‐2). This record is from 1950 and is
considered possibly extirpated (CDFW 2017). Recently, Barry and Fellers (2013) conducted surveys
at historical localities for the presence of CRLF in the Sierra Nevada. They found that the species
persists at some sites, but none of these sites were located in Tuolumne County (Barry and Fellers
2013). There have been no recorded sightings of CRLF in Tuolumne County since 1975 (CDFW 2017).
In February and June 2016, wildlife biologist Michael Marangio conducted reconnaissance‐level
surveys for CRLF in project area. The surveys followed the “Site Assessment” guidance provided in
USFWS’s Revised Guidance on Site Assessments and Field Surveys for the California Red‐legged Frog
(USFWS 2005). Additional surveys by biologists Kevin Fisher and Robin Hunter were conducted in
May 2017. No CRLF were observed during the surveys. While portions of Phoenix Lake and Summer
Pond do support physical habitat conditions suitable for CRLF, the presence of bullfrogs and fish,
which are widely considered to have substantial deleterious effects on CRLF, make it unlikely that
CRLF would breed in these locations. Considering the species’ status in the project vicinity and
conditions of the aquatic habitats in the project area, the Proposed Project is not likely to affect CRLF.
Foothill yellow‐legged frog (FYLF) (Rana boylii) is one of the few obligate stream‐breeding ranid
frogs in the United States. FYLF breeding season may commence from mid‐March through May,
depending on water conditions, and usually lasts approximately 2 weeks (Morey 2000). Stream
habitat in the project area was evaluated for its potential value to FYLF during the CRLF
reconnaissance surveys and other field surveys conducted by biologists from Horizon in 2015
through 2017. These surveys found that stream channels in the project area are not typical of
breeding habitat for this species. In the case of Chicken Creek, streamflow is insufficient to support
FYLF breeding in most years; the channel is dry or has minimal flow during large portions of the
breeding season. In Power Creek, streamflow is too rapid to allow the retention of eggs or tadpoles.
Sullivan Creek upstream and downstream of the project area provides potentially suitable conditions
for FYLF breeding, but the portion of the creek in the project area lacks substrate commonly
associated with FYLF habitat (i.e., cobble and boulders) and flow conditions are unsuitable for
breeding (i.e., the channel is backwater flooded and stagnant during breeding and/or tadpole
development stages). Because habitat value is minimal and no known observations of this species
are known nearby (Figure 3‐2), FYLF are considered unlikely to be affected by the Proposed Project.
Western pond turtles (WPT) utilize the aquatic habitats in the project area for foraging, basking, and
mating. Female WPT tend to seek out open areas with sparse, low vegetation (annual grasses and
herbs), low slope angle, and dry hard soil for nest sites (USFS 2009). Nest sites are typically within
300 feet of the water’s edge, but some have been found around 1,500 feet away (Bury et al. 2012).
Upland areas that would be affected by project activities (i.e., CRAR and Summers property) provide
marginally suitable nesting habitat for WPT.
During construction, WPT in Phoenix Lake could be adversely affected by dewatering, physical
habitat modifications, and equipment moving within the lake. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO‐1, impacts on special‐status reptiles and amphibians, including WPT, would be less‐
than‐significant.
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Mitigation Measure BIO‐1: Implement Measures for Protection of Special‐status
Amphibian and Reptile Species
A.

Prior to the start of construction activities, a qualified biologist familiar with the
sensitive biological resources that are known or have the potential to occur in the
area shall conduct a training session for all construction personnel. The training shall
provide educational information on the special‐status species, including special‐
status amphibians and reptile species, that are known or have potential to occur in
the area, how to identify the species, as well as other sensitive biological resources
(e.g., sensitive natural communities, federal and state jurisdictional waters). The
training shall also review the required mitigation measures to avoid impacts on the
sensitive resources and penalties for noncompliance with biological mitigation
requirements. Training will include a description of the target species, their habitats
and behavior, and proper procedures for staff to follow if any individuals are detected
within the project area. The training shall be completed by all construction personnel
before any work occurs at the project sites, including construction equipment and
vehicle mobilization. TUD shall ensure that new personnel brought onto the
construction site receive training before they start working. TUD shall document staff
training activities.

B.

Preconstruction surveys for WPT shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 48 hours
before the start of construction activities where suitable habitat exists. WPT found
within the construction area shall be allowed to leave on their own volition or shall
be relocated by the qualified biologist out of harm’s way to suitable habitat that is at
least 300 feet from the active work area. If turtles are moved, the qualified biologist
conducting the relocation must possess a valid permit from CDFW authorizing the
handling of turtles.

C.

All temporary fill, cofferdams, pumps, pipes and sheet plastic shall be removed from
the lake and streams upon project completion.

D.

In the unlikely event that CRLF or FYLF are observed, work will cease and USFWS
and CDFW will be contacted immediately for further direction.

In the long term, the Proposed Project is expected to have beneficial effects on WPT because the
Proposed Project would improve habitat for this species by grading wetlands with more gentle slopes
and installing basking structures in the lake. The design and locations for these structures will be
refined in coordination with CDFW.

Birds
Bulrush marsh and blackberry thickets in the project area provide potentially suitable breeding
habitat for Tricolored Blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), and the species was at one time detected in the
Summers Pond (CDFW 2017). Tricolored Blackbirds have been seen at Phoenix Lake on occasion
(eBird 2017), but nesting has not been observed (Umland, pers. comm., 2015). A protocol‐level
Tricolored Blackbird survey was conducted in the project area and surrounding environs during the
2015 breeding season. The surveys were conducted in accordance with the timing and protocol
established for 2015 Tricolored Blackbird Sample Survey, which is a statewide coordinated effort to

Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

July 2017
3‐30

Tuolumne Utilities District

Chapter 3. Environmental Checklist

survey a sample of the known Tricolored Blackbird breeding colonies. The species was not detected
at the lake during the 2015 breeding season. The species was also not observed during visits to the
lake in the 2016 and 2017 breeding seasons. Based on this information, it can be concluded that
Phoenix Lake does not currently serve as a Tricolored Blackbird nesting colony site.
Yellow Warbler (Setophaga petechia) and Yellow‐breasted Chat (Icteria virens) are passerine birds
with similar habitat requirements. They are both present in California during the summer. They nest
in riparian thickets (often willows), which are present in the project area. Although there are no
CNDDB occurrences of these species in the vicinity of the project area, recent sightings of Yellow
Warbler have been reported at the lake (eBird 2017). If these species were to occur in the project
area, construction activities during the breeding season, such as vegetation removal and noise, could
result in adverse impacts on these species. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO‐2 would
reduce any potential impacts on these species to a less‐than‐significant level.
Mitigation Measure BIO‐2: Minimize Impacts on Nesting Birds with Site Assessments,
Surveys, and Avoidance Measures.
A.

If vegetation clearing or ground disturbing activities commence between February
15 and August 31, a qualified biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey within
2 weeks prior to the start of work. If a lapse in project‐related work of 2 weeks or
longer occurs, another focused survey shall be conducted before project work can be
reinitiated. Surveys will cover a 300‐foot radius for nesting raptors and special‐status
passerines and 100‐foot radius for other nesting birds around the planned
construction area(s), which may be a subset of the project area.

B.

If nesting birds are found, a no‐work buffer shall be established around the nest.
Appropriate buffer widths will be established by a qualified biologist familiar with
the life history and reproductive strategies of the nesting species. The buffer widths
will be based on species’ sensitivity to disturbance (as documented in peer‐reviewed
literature), planned construction activities, and baseline level of human activity. The
buffers will be clearly marked in the field with flagging or fencing. No work shall not
commence within the buffer until the young have fledged or the nest is deemed
inactive.

Mammals
The project area is within the range of several special‐status bat species including, but not limited to,
Townsend’s big‐eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis
californicus), spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), and western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii). These
species are known to roost in mines, caves, rocky outcrops, bridges, trees, and/or buildings. The
Proposed Project would not affect mines, caves, rocky outcrops, bridges, and buildings, but may affect
some trees that could function as bat roosts. Breeding of western red bat, an obligate tree roosting
species, is strongly associated with riparian habitat in the Central Valley, particularly mature stands
of cottonwood/sycamore (Pierson et al., 2006). This habitat type is not present in the project area.
One or two large valley oaks in the footprint of the proposed Chicken Creek sediment basin have
hollows/exfoliating bark that provide potentially suitable roost sites. These trees are located in an
area with a relatively high level of human activity (adjacent to a residential area and along a well‐
used walking trail). The proximity to human activity makes it unlikely that these trees would be used
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by special‐status bats, however, absence has not been confirmed. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO‐3 would reduce any potential impacts to a less‐than‐significant level.
Mitigation Measure BIO‐3: Protection of Bat Colonies

b.



For trees that may support colonial roosts (i.e., trees with cavities, crevices, or exfoliating
bark), tree removal shall occur between March 1 and April 15 or between August 31 and
October 15 to avoid the bat maternity season and winter torpor period, unless a focused
survey conducted by a qualified bat biologist determines bats are not roosting in the tree(s).



For trees that may support colonial roosts, a two‐stage tree removal process over two
consecutive days shall be implemented, unless a focused survey conducted by a qualified bat
biologist determines that no bats are present in tree(s) to be removed. The two‐stage tree
removal process is as follows:
-

Step 1: small branches and small limbs containing no cavity, crevice or
exfoliating bark are removed with chainsaws under field supervision by a
qualified bat biologist.

-

Step 2: the remainder of the tree is to be removed the following day. The
disturbance caused by chainsaw noise and vibration, coupled with the
physical alteration, has the effect of causing colonial bat species to abandon
the roost tree after nightly emergence for foraging. Removing the tree the next
day prevents re‐habituation and re‐occupation of the altered tree.

Have a Substantial Adverse Effect on Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive
Natural Community — Less‐than‐significant with Mitigation

Riparian habitat is present along Power and Chicken Creeks. The Power Creek crossing would have
permanent impacts on approximately 25 to 50 linear feet of a narrow strip of riparian habitat on
either side of the channel. Riparian habitat associated with Chicken Creek would be affected by
establishment and maintenance of the sediment basin. Table BIO‐1 provides the anticipated extent
of impacts on riparian habitat. Sediment removal downstream of the Chicken Creek sediment basin
would primarily effect non‐vegetated sand bed channel.
Table BIO‐1. Potential Impacts to Riparian Habitat
Area

Power Creek
Chicken Creek

Community Type

Linear Feet

Area (sq. ft.)

Ponderosa
Pine/White Alder

25 to 50

750‐1,500

Mixed Willow Forest

175

15,000

Impacts associated with permanent disturbance to small areas of riparian vegetation during project
construction activities would result in a minor loss of functions and values of riparian habitat, such
as reduction in shade and bird nesting habitat. With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO‐4,
impacts on riparian habitat would be less‐than‐significant.
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Mitigation Measure BIO‐4: Develop and Implement a Plan to Replace Riparian
Habitat.
TUD shall develop and implement a plan to replace riparian habitat affected by project
activities. Native riparian trees 4 to 6 inches in diameter at breast height removed for the
Proposed Project shall be replaced at a 2:1 ratio; native riparian trees larger than 6 inches in
diameter at breast height shall be replaced at a 3:1 ratio. These trees shall be planted within
the Power Creek open space corridor and/or around the perimeter of the Chicken Creek
sediment basin. Planted trees shall be monitored annually for 5 years to assess the
effectiveness of replacement efforts, and results shall be reported to CDFW. The performance
standard for the mitigation will be 65% survival of planted trees after 5 years.
Other sensitive natural communities that could be affected by the Proposed Project are Carex
(aquatilis, lenticularis) (Water sedge and Lakeshore sedge meadows) Alliance. Potential impacts on
this community are addressed in item “c” below. The Quercus lobata (Valley oak woodland) Alliance
(a sensitive natural community) is also present in the project area. Individual oaks may be removed
as part of the Proposed Project, but contiguous stands of oak woodland would not be disturbed. The
Salix laevigata (Red willow thickets) Alliance present around Summers Pond is also a sensitive
natural community but would not be affected by the Proposed Project. Impacts on these sensitive
natural communities would be less‐than‐significant.
Overall, impacts of the Proposed Project on riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities
would be less‐than‐significant with mitigation.

c.

Have a Substantial Adverse Effect on Federally Protected Wetlands — Less‐
than‐significant with Mitigation

Federally protected wetlands occur within Phoenix Lake, the tributary creeks, and portions of the
CRAR and Summers property. Impacts on wetlands within Phoenix Lake would largely be related to
temporary dewatering and sediment removal or placement. Some type conversion (from wetlands
to waters) would occur, but permanent loss of aquatic resources is expected to be minimal. Wetland
functions and water quality would be enhanced throughout the entire lake by management of
sedimentation processes, invasive vegetation removal, reduced turbidity, and greater habitat
complexity. Overall, the Proposed Project would have a beneficial impact on aquatic resources in the
lake, including wetlands, and no mitigation is required.
Although the construction plans have not been completed, some permanent impacts on wetlands,
including sedge meadow habitat, may occur from sediment placement at CRAR. Some permanent
impacts on aquatic resources may also occur at the Chicken Creek sediment basin. These impacts are
expected to be less than 0.5 acres, but are considered potentially significant. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures BIO‐5a and BIO‐5b would reduce this impact to a level that is less‐than‐
significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure BIO‐5a: Avoid Impacts on Federally Protected Wetlands, as
Feasible.
To the extent feasible, project‐related activities shall be designed to avoid federally protected
wetlands. Following construction, surface topography and drainage shall be restored to
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preconstruction conditions. Where appropriate, revegetation shall be implemented with site‐
adapted native species.
Measure BIO‐5b: Provide Compensatory Mitigation for Unavoidable Impacts on
Waters of the United States and the State.
Work within areas defined as waters of the U.S. that includes placement of fill will require a
CWA Section 404 permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification. All work proposed in
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. shall be authorized under these permits, and the work shall
comply with the general and regional conditions of the permits. In areas where permanent
loss of jurisdictional waters or wetlands would result, TUD shall ensure that mitigation is
implemented in a manner consistent with the terms of the CWA Section 404 permit, the Final
Rule on Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (73 CFR 19594), and the
Regional Compensatory Mitigation and Monitoring Guidelines for the South Pacific Division
(USACE 2015, or current version). Compensatory mitigation may include purchase of credits
from an approved mitigation bank or in‐lieu fee program, or creation, reestablishment, or
enhancement of wetlands in the project area or at an off‐site location. At a minimum,
mitigation shall be provided at a ratio that ensures no net loss of the functions and values
associated with the affected resources.

d.

Substantially Interfere with Wildlife Movement, Established Wildlife Corridors,
or the Use of Native Wildlife Nursery Sites — Less‐than‐significant with
Mitigation

Although the project area has not been identified as an Essential Connectivity Corridor or a Natural
Landscape Block (Spencer et al. 2010), Phoenix Lake is a locally important wildlife area providing
breeding and foraging habitat for numerous bird species. The Proposed Project would incorporate
measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects on movement and reproduction of fish and wildlife
resources during construction. Specifically, TUD would require the contractor to maintain an
Operations Pool, which would serve as a refuge for aquatic life. The Proposed Project also
incorporates temporal restrictions (Table 2‐4, BMP‐1) on most work activities that would minimize
adverse effects on wildlife that use the lake in the winter time (e.g., migratory waterfowl, Bald Eagle).
For activities that do occur during the breeding season for migratory species, preconstruction
surveys are required to identify nest sites and subsequently minimize disturbance to active nests or
breeding sites (Mitigation Measure BIO‐3). Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce
this impact to a level that is less‐than‐significant.
Following completion of construction, wetland functions and water quality would be enhanced by
management of sedimentation processes, invasive vegetation removal, reduced turbidity, and
greater habitat complexity. This is anticipated to result in beneficial effects on most wildlife species
that use the lake and surrounding areas movement corridors and nursery sites.

e.

Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources — No
Impact

The project area is located entirely within the unincorporated portion of Tuolumne County. Land use
planning in unincorporated areas of Tuolumne County is governed by the Tuolumne County General
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Plan (Tuolumne County 1996). Goals and policies in the Natural Resources Chapter pertaining to
biological resources include the following:
Goal 4.J: Employ a proactive planning approach to conserve biological resources by adopting
predictable and consistent evaluation and mitigation standards.
Policies:
4.J.1

Recognize that agricultural and timberlands of 37 acres or larger provide open areas and
habitat for wildlife and that most agricultural and timber management land uses are
compatible with the conservation of biological resources.

4.J.2

Maintain a biological resources conservation program to facilitate a consistent, fair and cost‐
effective approach to biological resource mitigation and provides for permit streamlining
while conserving important biological resources and protecting the private property rights
of the individual property owners while fulfilling all State and Federal mandates.

Chapter 9.24 of the Tuolumne County Ordinance Code, Premature Removal of Native Oak Trees,
discourages the premature removal of oak trees. The Proposed Project would be exempt from this
ordinance because a permit from CDFW would be issued for the Proposed Project; however, the
Proposed Project is consistent with these policies and ordinances protecting biological resources.
There is no impact.

f.

Conflict with the Provisions of an Adopted HCP, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or Other Approved Conservation Plan — No Impact

The project area is not subject to any adopted HCP, natural community conservation plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Consequently, there would be no impact
related to potential conflicts with the provisions of any such plan.
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3.5 Cultural Resources
Less‐than‐
Potentially
Less‐than‐
significant
Significant with Mitigation Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Setting
Area of Potential Effects
The area of potential effects (APE) for the Proposed Project includes all areas of construction and
sediment disposal, as well as staging areas for construction. The APE for the Proposed Project
encompasses approximately 162 acres. Much of the APE is within Phoenix Lake (105 acres, includes
some adjacent areas), CRAR (36 acres), Summers property (22 acres), and Chicken Creek (2 acres).

Prehistory
Although there is little physical evidence, it is likely that the western slopes of the Sierra Nevada
mountains in the project region were first occupied approximately 8,000‐9,000 years ago, and
possibly by around 11,000 years before the present (B.P.). These early inhabitants were likely very
transitory, visiting the region seasonally or just passing through. People began living more regularly
in the hills 4,000‐6,000 years ago, but widespread settlement does not appear to have occurred until
3,000‐3,500 years ago. Intensive, permanent settlement happened around 1,500 years ago (Hull
2010; Moratto 2002).
Extensive archaeological research in association with the construction of New Melones Dam and
Reservoir, located just west of Sonora, provides the most in‐depth, region‐specific archaeological
data near the project area. Studies at the New Melones site revealed broad periods of occupation,
which have been defined by chronological phases (Moratto 2002):
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Pre‐8,000 B.P. (Early Clarks Flat Phase): The earliest evidence of occupation is represented
by large lanceolate‐stemmed and large square‐stemmed blades (also called bifaces), along
with numerous different styles of large projectile (dart) points, and other flaked stone
artifacts such as scrapers and gravers. The number of sites with these constituents is quite
limited, suggesting that the region was used sparsely and by small groups that established
temporary hunting camps.



8,000‐5,500 years B.P. (Late Clarks Flat Phase/Stanislaus Phase): Artifact types similar to
those from the Early Clarks Flat Phase continue into this phase, but additional dart point and
scraper styles are introduced. More importantly, milling slabs and handstones (also referred
to as metates and manos) appear during the late Clarks Flat Phase, which suggests more long‐
term (though still short) residency and expanded use of vegetal resources. The Stanislaus
Broad‐stemmed point appears during the Stanislaus Phase, and the use of milling slabs and
handstones increase markedly. In general, these sites remain sparse throughout the area and
artifact density is low, suggesting intermittent and brief occupation of the region.



5,500‐3,000 years B.P. (Texas Charley Phase/Calaveras Phase): This period is poorly
represented in the archaeological record, but it is marked by the appearance of different dart
point styles (Pinto and Humboldt Series). Earlier artifact types continue, including milling
slabs and handstones, but the density of both artifacts and sites is sparse.



3,000‐1,500 years B.P. (Sierra Phase): Occupation of the region becomes more widespread
and intense during this period, meaning that site density increases over a broader area than
witnessed during earlier periods. Elko Series dart points replace those of earlier styles, and
temporally diagnostic shell beads and ornaments have been found. Stone mortars and pestles
appear along milling slabs and manos, suggesting acorn use in addition to seed exploitation.
Furthermore, well‐developed middens with house floors attest to more long‐term habitation.



1,500‐700 years B.P. (Redbud Phase): This period reflects a retraction of the intense regional
occupation found during the Sierra Phase and a return to smaller, more mobile groups in the
area. Rosegate Series projectile point styles become the norm, and midden deposits are
sparse. Temporally diagnostic shell beads are present for this period.



700‐150 years B.P (Horseshoe Bend Phase): Before the arrival of colonists, the region
experiences an intensive reoccupation. Large numbers of sites with extensive midden
deposits indicate a high degree of sedentism by large populations. Desert Side‐notched,
Cottonwood Triangular, and Gunther‐barbed points reflect the introduction of the bow and
arrow. Other artifact types and styles (e.g., shell beads and ornaments, ground stone tools,
bone tools) show a direct correlation with the Central Sierra Miwok.

Ethnography
The term “Miwok” (alternatively known as the “Miwuk” or “Me‐Wuk”) refers to a large group of
people who were related through language. They occupied a vast region of central and northern
California, from the Pacific Coast, east through the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta, and south along
the foothills of the Sierra Nevada mountain range to the Fresno River. Alfred Kroeber identified three
“territorially discrete” groups of the Miwok: the Coast Miwok, Lake Miwok, and Interior Miwok
(Kroeber 1925:442). Levy (1978) further divides the Interior Miwok into five subgroups: the Bay,
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Plains, Northern Sierra, Central Sierra, and Southern Sierra Miwok. At the time of European contact,
the Central Sierra Miwok occupied the upper Stanislaus and Tuolumne River watersheds above
approximately 200 feet above sea level, including the portion of Sullivan Creek within the project
area.
The principal political unit of the Miwok was the tribelet. Each tribelet consisted of several semi‐
permanent inhabited settlements and a larger number of annually inhabited seasonal campsites.
Central Sierra Miwok villages consisted of a variety of buildings, including cedar bark homes
(umachas), acorn granaries (chakka), and large semi‐subterranean ceremonial houses (roundhouses,
or hangi) (Tuolumne Band of Me‐Wuk 2016). Other structures that were used in the lower elevations
or during the summer included a conical house of tule matting and a circular brush structure for
ceremonies (Levy 1978:408‐409).
The Sierra Miwok had, and continue to have, extensive knowledge about the natural resources in
their ancestral territory. Annual intentional burning of grasses ensured an abundance of seed‐
producing annuals and ample foraging for deer. The Sierra Miwok seasonally collected resources at
both higher and lower elevations to obtain foods not found in the vicinity of their permanent
settlements. Wild plant foods included several highly prized varieties of acorns (interior live oak,
blue oak, and black oak), nuts (buckeye, hazelnut, gray pine, and sugar pine), seeds, roots, and greens.
The Sierra Miwok primarily hunted mule deer, but also hunted black bear, grizzly bear, and valley
quail, as well as aquatic resources, including several fowl and fish species (Levy 1978:402‐405).
The Spanish first made contact with the Central Sierra Miwok during expeditions to the Sacramento–
San Joaquin Valley in 1806 (Tuolumne Band of Me‐Wuk 2016). The Sierra Miwok largely escaped the
direct ramifications of the Spanish mission period and the Mexican rancho era. However, the influx
of foreigners during the California Gold Rush began a period of forcible removal from many of their
traditional resources. Some of the Southern Sierra Miwok were removed to the Fresno area, although
most of them remained in rancherias scattered throughout the Sierra Nevada foothills. Miwoks living
on the rancherias during the latter half of the nineteenth century and the early part of the twentieth
century subsisted partly by hunting/gathering and partly through seasonal wage labor on farms and
ranches in the foothill areas (Levy 1978:401). There are records of Southern Sierra Miwok supplying
labor for large mining operations, along with evidence to indicate the deaths of at least 200 Miwok
by miners during 1847‐1860 (Levy 1978:401).
In the early part of the twentieth century, small parcels of land (ranging from 2 acres to more than
300 acres) were acquired by the federal government (through executive order or by purchase) as
reservations for some of the individuals living on rancherias. This included nearly 300 acres of land
for the Tuolumne Miwok. Since that time, the Tuolumne Band of Me‐Wuk has expanded its land base
and has become a strong political and business entity within Tuolumne County. The tribe opened the
Black Oak Casino in 2001 and, since then, has use the proceeds of the venue to build health and dental
centers for the tribe and the greater community, as well as developing additional businesses
(Tuolumne Band of Me‐Wuk 2016).

History
Tuolumne County was well outside the coastal areas of California initially colonized by the Spanish
in the late 1700s and early 1800s; however, Gabriel Moraga led an exploration party through the
western portion of the county in 1806 (Kyle et al. 2002). With the advent of the Gold Rush, the
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European and Euro‐American population exploded in Tuolumne County. The population of the
county passed 250,000 by 1853 (Tuolumne County Historical Society 2017).
Water is essential to gold mining and, without a reliable water source, gold mining in the Sierra
Nevada foothills was a seasonal endeavor. Thus, as gold mining expanded and new areas were
exploited, extensive water storage and distribution systems were developed in tandem. By 1858,
Tuolumne County reportedly contained 181 miles of canals and ditches. Foothill and Francis (2012)
have provided a detailed chronology of the myriad water companies that laid the foundation for TUD,
and the reader is referred to that report for in‐depth information on the topic.
Construction and ownership of Phoenix Lake has a complex history. References indicate that the dam
and reservoir were originally constructed between 1861 and 1862 by the Phoenix Water Company
(Foothill and Francis 2012:3.19). It was rebuilt several times between 1862 and 1880.
As gold mining diminished in the region, the water stored in Phoenix Lake was used for agriculture
and potable water for Sonora, and the lake itself became a popular recreation area. This resulted in
the establishment of Phoenix Lake Park in the mid‐1920s. Today public access to the reservoir is
limited, but it is enjoyed by homeowners who live adjacent to the lake (Horizon et al. 2012), primarily
to the south and east.

Paleontology
The underlying geology of the project area consists of granite bedrock that originated as Jurassic
Period batholiths that rose from deep within the earth and surfaced during the formation of the Sierra
Nevada. Granite is an igneous rock and is not conducive to containing paleontological resources.
(Tuolumne County 2015).

Cultural Resources Studies
Native American Consultation
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted by email on January 12, 2016, for
a search of the sacred lands files for the APE and a list of individuals who might have additional
knowledge about tribal resources in the project area. The NAHC responded on January 26, 2016,
stating that sacred land files failed to identify any Native American cultural resources in the project
area and providing a list of knowledgeable Native Americans in the region. Copies of this
correspondence are in Appendix E.
Letters were mailed to the seven individuals identified by the NAHC on February 1, 2016 (Table CR‐
1). The letters were intended to inform the individuals and organizations about the Proposed Project;
inquire whether they knew of any unrecorded Native American cultural resources or other areas of
concern within or adjacent to the project area; and solicit comments, questions, or concerns with
regard to the Proposed Project. A project location map was included with each letter. Letters,
provided in Appendix E, were sent to the contacts shown in Table CR‐1. Follow‐up telephone calls
were made to each individual on March 10, 2016, to ensure that letters were received by all those
contacted.
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Native American Consultation

Organization/Tribe

Telephone
Follow‐up
Date

Name of Contact

Letter Date

Comments

Mr. Stanley Cox,
Cultural Resources
Director

Tuolumne Band of
Me‐wuk

February 1,
2016

March 10,
2016

Mr. Cox asked to be notified of
any cultural resources
encountered during the
project

Mr. Kevin Day,
Chairperson

Tuolumne Band of
Me‐wuk

February 1,
2016

March 10,
2016

Call forwarded to
Environmental Director John
Otterson; left message on
answering machine

Ms. Reba Fuller

Tuolumne Band of
Me‐wuk

February 1,
2016

March 10,
2016

Left message on answering
machine

Rhonda
Morningstar Pope,
Chairperson

Buena Vista
Rancheria

February 1,
2016

March 10,
2016

Left message on answering
machine

Melissa Powell,
Chairperson

Chicken Ranch
Rancheria of Me‐
Wuk

February 1,
2016

March 10,
2016

Left message with receptionist

Darrell Kizer,
Chairperson

Washoe Tribe of
Nevada and
California

February 1,
2016

n/a

See response from Mr. Cruz
(below)

Darrel Cruz, Tribal
Historic
Preservation Officer

Washoe Tribe of
Nevada and
California

February 1,
2016

n/a

Mr. Cruz replied in an email
dated March 9, 2016. A letter
was attached to the email,
which stated that the Washoe
Tribe of Nevada and California
had no concerns about the
project.

Archival Research
Cultural resources include prehistoric archaeological sites; historic‐era archaeological sites; TCRs;
and historic buildings, structures, landscapes, districts, and linear features.
A records search was conducted in January 2016 by the Central California Information Center (CCIC)
of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at California State University at
Stanislaus (CCIC File No. 9600/0). The purpose of the records search was to identify the presence of
any previously recorded cultural resources within the Proposed Project’s APE, and to determine if
any portions of the project site had previously been surveyed for cultural resources. The records
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search encompassed the project APE as well as an initial larger study and a 0.25‐mile study radius
around the project study area.3
One recorded resource, the Phoenix Ditch (CA‐TOU‐2765H/P‐55‐3751), was identified within the
project study area by the records search. This resource is included in the Tuolumne Utilities District
Ditch and Flume System (P‐55‐8270), a historic district that includes the Phoenix Ditch and a dozen
other ditches, flumes, and water‐related features. Another three individual resources have been
recorded within the 0.25‐mile study radius: two prehistoric sites (P‐55‐2313 and P‐55‐2409), both
of which are bedrock milling features, and one historic‐era farmstead (P‐55‐7459).
The records search identified five previous studies that had been conducted within the project APE,
as listed below in Table CR‐2. Two of the surveys (TO‐00990 and TO‐0091) covered all of the
Summers property and CRAR acreage within the APE; the remainder of the studies were linear
investigations (TO‐01294 and TO‐01297) and a district evaluation (TO‐07521) that covered an area
much larger than the current project.
Table CR‐2.

Previous Cultural Resources Studies in the APE

CCIC No.

Author(s)

Year

Title

TO‐00990

P. Brady

1982

Archaeological Survey of Proposed
Subdivision at Summer’s Potato Ranch

TO‐00991

P. Brady

1984

Archaeological Survey of Proposed Addition
to Apple Valley Estates

TO‐01294

Peak & Associates, Inc.

1984

Cultural Resource Assessment of the
Tuolumne County Water District’s Small
Hydroelectric Projects, Tuolumne County,
California

TO‐01297

Peak & Associates, Inc.

1987

Cultural Resource Assessment of the
Tuolumne County Ditch Improvement Project,
California

TO‐07521

Foothill Resources, Ltd.
and Francis Heritage, LLC
(Foothill and Francis)

2012

Tuolumne Utilities District Ditch Sustainability
Project Historic Resource Evaluation Report

Field Survey
A cultural resources field‐based inventory was conducted of the larger study area, including the
project APE, by qualified archaeological professionals from Horizon Water and Environment on
February 6‐7, 2016 (Horizon 2017, included as Appendix E of this IS/MND). All accessible portions
of the study area were subject to pedestrian survey, including the Summers property and CRAR due
to the age of the earlier studies. The survey was conducted in transects spaced approximately 50 feet
apart. Areas not surveyed included open water portions of Phoenix Lake, the marsh areas within the

3 The larger study area was a total of 225 acres, and included acreage west of the Summers property and east
of the Cedar Ridge Apple Ranch.
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lake, and the Summers Pond. As a result, approximately 119 acres were subject to intensive
archaeological survey.
Two historic‐era cultural resources, the Phoenix Lake Dam and the remains of a mining operation,
were identified and recorded during the course of the survey. The Phoenix Lake Dam is described
below. The mining operation is outside of the Project APE and is not discussed further in this
document.

Cultural Resources in the APE
Two historic‐era cultural resources, Phoenix Ditch and Phoenix Lake Dam, are located within the
Project APE. Each resource is described below.

Phoenix Ditch
Phoenix Ditch is a water conveyance system that travels generally north‐south for approximately 8.5
miles. It begins at a diversion dam on Powerhouse Creek, downstream from PG&E’s Phoenix
Powerhouse and about 1 mile north of Phoenix Lake Dam. It travels along Summers Lane before it is
piped south, just east of Summers Pond, and around the west side of Phoenix Lake, across the Phoenix
Lake Dam, and south along Meadowbrook Drive. The ditch continues southward, terminating at its
junction with Curtis Creek just south of SR 108 in Standard (Foothill and Francis 2012).
The ditch is comprised of numerous sections that include an open earthen berm ditch, random
creeks, pipeline, and wooden flume. There are 18,649 feet of pipe, 153 feet of flume, 8,692 feet of
creek, and 14,679 feet of open ditch. Sixty‐three percent (63%) of the open ditch is lined with gunite
(Foothill and Francis 2012). The portion of Phoenix Ditch within the APE is entirely piped.
Phoenix Ditch was recorded (Francis and Marvin 2011) and evaluated as part of the larger evaluation
of the Ditch Sustainability Project prepared for TUD (Foothill and Francis 2012). The ditch, which
was completed in 1898, was found to be eligible as a contributing element to a potential Tuolumne
Utilities National Register District under Criterion A as part of the Tuolumne County Water Company
system. Although portions of Phoenix Ditch are now piped, it was also found eligible under Criterion
C as it “retains its integrity to its period of significance (1898‐1967) along more than half of its length,
and embodies the distinctive characteristics of its type, period, and method of construction. Along its
route, it conveys its integrity of location, design, setting, feeling, and association, and conveys water
in the same manner as when it was first constructed” (Foothill and Francis 2012).

Phoenix Lake Dam
Phoenix Lake Dam, which impounds Phoenix Lake/Reservoir, consists of an earthen dam and
reinforced concrete spillway. References indicate that the dam and reservoir were originally
constructed between 1861 and 1862 by the Phoenix Water Company (Foothill and Francis
2012:3.19), to support hydraulic mining. By the late 1870s, it was also the source of water for the
towns of Sonora and Jamestown (Foothill and Francis 2012).
The dam was described in 1909 as being 1,150 feet long and 40 feet high. In 1916 it was described
as “an earth‐filled dam with a total crest length of 910 feet and an average height of 3 feet, a concrete
retaining wall and rubble masonry and concrete spillway…with flash boards; the submerged area
was 105 acres. The outlet consisted of two parallel discharge pipes through the levees, set in
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concrete” (Foothill and Francis 2012:4.32). The dam has clearly undergone some modifications over
time, as today the structure is 795 feet long, 52 feet high, and 10 feet wide and covers approximately
76 acres (DSOD 2017).
The reservoir originally supplied water to the Curtis Creek (now Phoenix), Sonora, and Shaw’s Flat
ditches to support mining operations (Foothill and Francis 2012). Each of these ditches appears to
contributing elements to a potential Tuolumne Utilities National Register District. The Phoenix
Reservoir was recorded as part of the current study, but it was not formally evaluated for eligibility
to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR) eligibility because the Proposed Project would not affect the dam. However,
because the reservoir was built at the same time as the ditches and supplied water to the ditches, it
is presumed, for the purposes of this analysis, that it is also eligible for listing as a contributing
element of the Tuolumne Utilities National Register District.

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of a Historical Resource
– No Impact

Cultural resources identified within the APE include the Phoenix Ditch and Phoenix Lake Dam. The
Phoenix Ditch has previously been evaluated as a contributing element to a potential Tuolumne
Utilities National Register District. Although the language of the evaluation speaks only to listing in
the NRHP, the tasks outlined for the study included evaluation for listing in the CRHR (Foothill and
Francis 2012); thus, it is presumed that the potential Tuolumne Utilities National Register District,
including Phoenix Ditch, is also considered eligible for listing in the CRHR. Phoenix Lake Dam has not
been formally evaluated for NRHP/CRHR eligibility; however, for the reasons described above, it is
considered eligible as part of the potential Tuolumne Utilities National Register District. The
Proposed Project would not affect either of these resources; therefore, there would be no impact on
historical resources.
Historical resources that are archaeological in nature may be accidentally discovered during project
construction; archaeological resources are discussed further in item “b” below.

b.

Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of an Archaeological
Resource – Less‐than‐significant with Mitigation

No archaeological resources, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, have been
identified within the project APE. Although an archaeological survey was conducted and no
archaeological resources were identified, archaeological remains may be buried with no surface
manifestation. Excavation activities related to lake restoration would primarily not go below the
original depth of the reservoir (i.e., limited excavation would be conducted in native soils), and thus
the potential for uncovering archaeological materials during construction is low. However, the
possibility remains that such excavations could uncover buried archaeological materials. Prehistoric
materials most likely would include obsidian and chert flaked‐stone tools (e.g., projectile points,
knives, and choppers), tool‐making debris, or milling equipment such as mortars and pestles.
Historic‐era materials that might be uncovered include cut (square) or wire nails, tin cans, glass
fragments, or ceramic debris.
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If archaeological remains are accidentally discovered that are determined eligible for listing in the
NRHP/CRHR, and project activities would affect them in a way that would render them ineligible for
such listing, a significant impact would result. Should previously undiscovered archaeological
resources be found, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR‐1 would ensure that impacts on
NRHP/CRHR‐eligible archaeological sites accidentally uncovered during construction are reduced to
a less‐than‐significant level by immediately halting work if materials are discovered, evaluating the
finds for NRHP/CRHR eligibility, and implementing appropriate mitigation measures, as necessary.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR‐1 would reduce impacts related to accidental discovery of
significant archaeological resources to a level that is less‐than‐significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure CR‐1: Immediately Halt Construction If Cultural Resources Are
Discovered, Evaluate All Identified Cultural Resources for Eligibility for Inclusion in
the NRHP/CRHR, and Implement Appropriate Mitigation Measures for Eligible
Resources.
If any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual amounts of bone or shell, flaked
or ground stone artifacts, historic‐era artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains, are
encountered during any project construction activities, work shall be suspended immediately
at the location of the find and within a radius of at least 50 feet and TUD will be contacted.
All cultural resources accidentally uncovered during construction within the project site shall
be evaluated for eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP/CRHR. Resource evaluations will be
conducted by individuals who meet the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s professional standards
in archaeology, history, or architectural history, as appropriate. If any of the resources meet
the eligibility criteria identified in PRC Section 5024.1 or 14 CCR Section 21083.2(g),
mitigation measures will be developed and implemented in accordance with State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(b) before construction resumes.
For resources eligible for listing in the NRHP/CRHR that would be rendered ineligible by the
effects of project construction, additional mitigation measures shall be implemented.
Mitigation measures for archaeological resources may include (but are not limited to)
avoidance; incorporation of sites within parks, greenspace, or other open space; capping the
site; deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement; or data recovery excavation.
Mitigation measures for archaeological resources shall be developed in consultation with
responsible agencies and, as appropriate, interested parties such as Native American tribes.
Implementation of the approved mitigation would be required before resuming any
construction activities with potential to affect identified eligible resources at the site.

c.

Directly or Indirectly Destroy a Unique Paleontological Resource or Site or a
Unique Geologic Feature – No Impact

The project area is underlain by basaltic rock that is not conducive to the formation of fossils.
Therefore, the APE is not sensitive for the presence of fossils and there would be no impact on
paleontological resources.
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Disturb Any Human Remains, Including Those Interred Outside of Dedicated
Cemeteries – Less‐than‐significant with Mitigation

No evidence of human remains was observed within the project APE, nor are human remains known
to exist in or near the project APE. It is unlikely that burials would be uncovered due to the fact that
excavations would primarily not go below the original depth of the reservoir; however, the possibility
remains, and excavations associated with construction have the potential to uncover burials, if they
are present. Impacts on accidentally discovered human remains would be considered a significant
impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR‐2 would ensure that the Proposed Project would
not result in any substantial adverse effects on human remains uncovered during the course of
construction by requiring that, if human remains are uncovered, work must be halted and the County
Coroner must be contacted. Adherence to these procedures and provisions of the California Health
and Safety Code would reduce potential impacts on human remains to a level that is less‐than‐
significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure CR‐2: Immediately Halt Construction if Human Remains Are
Discovered and Implement Applicable Provisions of the California Health and Safety
Code.
If human remains are accidentally discovered during the Proposed Project’s construction
activities, the requirements of California Health and Human Safety Code Section 7050.5 shall
be followed. Potentially damaging excavation shall halt in the vicinity of the remains, with a
minimum radius of 100 feet, and the Tuolumne County Coroner shall be notified. The Coroner
is required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of receiving notice
of a discovery on private or state lands (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5[b]).
If the Coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she must
contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours of making that determination (California Health
and Safety Code Section 7050[c]). Pursuant to the provisions of PRC Section 5097.98, the
NAHC shall identify a Most Likely Descendent (MLD). The MLD designated by the NAHC shall
have at least 48 hours to inspect the site and propose treatment and disposition of the
remains and any associated grave goods. TUD shall work with the MLD to ensure that the
remains are removed to a protected location and treated with dignity and respect.
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3.6 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
a. Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
1. 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.
2. Strong seismic ground shaking?
3. Seismic‐related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
4. 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 Proposed Project and potentially
result in an on‐site 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 risks to life or property?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems in areas where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?

Setting
Tuolumne County is located primarily in the Sierra Nevada geomorphic province, with a small
amount (less than 10%) of the western county in the Great Valley province. The Sierra Nevada range
is a tilted fault block nearly 400 miles long. Its east face is a high, rugged multiple scarp, contrasting

Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

July 2017
3‐47

Tuolumne Utilities District

Chapter 3. Environmental Checklist

with the gentle western slope that disappears under the sediments of the Great Valley to the west.
Deep river canyons are cut into the western slope. The metamorphic bedrock contains gold‐bearing
veins in the northwest‐trending Mother Lode (Tuolumne County 2015).
The project site is underlain by granitic rocks of the Mesozoic era (Holdrege & Kull 2016). Areas
upstream of the site and near Sullivan Creek are underlain by the Mehrten Formation, which is
comprised of andesitic conglomerate, sandstone, and breccia.

Nearby Faults and Seismicity
The project is located in a potentially active seismic area. Geologic maps of the region show several
active and potentially active faults in the Foothills Fault System located near the project site,
including parallel faults within the Melones and Bear Mountain Fault Zones (both potentially active,
approximately 8 miles to the southwest) (Holdrege & Kull 2016). There are no known faults trending
toward or through the project site.

Soils
Soil resources in the Phoenix Lake basin have not been formally mapped or characterized. NRCS is in
the process of completing a soil survey for Tuolumne County.
Two distinct soil types were observed during field surveys conducted for the PLPRP (Horizon et al.,
2012). The first of these is hillslope soils, which were characterized as generally shallow (1‐2 feet),
weakly developed sandy loam over highly weathered bedrock. In many areas of the watershed
underlain by granite, surface soils are sandy/gravelly grus (decomposed granite) with low organic
content. These soils can be highly erodible on steep slopes or where flows are channelized. The
second type, alluvial soils, occurs along valley bottoms and low‐gradient floodplains. Alluvial soils
are deeper, with more developed soil horizons, and demonstrate richer humus development and
organic content. The valley bottom soils may include higher fines (clay and silt) content than the
hillslope soils. However, both hillslope and valley bottom soil types appeared well‐drained, non‐
cohesive, and highly erodible.

Landslides
The Tuolumne County Foothill Watershed Assessment (ESA 2007) noted that field observations in the
Sullivan Creek watershed did not identify significant landslides, including on Mehrten Formation
outcrops, which are notable for occurrences of landslides elsewhere in the Sierra Nevada.
For the PLPRP, aerial photographs from 2005 (USDA 2005) and Google Earth (multiple imagery
dates) were studied for landslide scars and other evidence of mass wasting such as bare slopes and
irregular disturbances in vegetation cover or terrain. No evidence of active mass wasting was noted
from aerial photographs or during field reconnaissance of channels and watershed terrain. No
landslides, debris flows, or rock fall hazards have been observed in the project area (Holdrege & Kull
2016).
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Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Expose People or Structures to Adverse Effects Involving:
1. Rupture of Known Earthquake Fault — No Impact
The Proposed Project is not within an Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Zone; however, several
potentially active faults within the Melones and Bear Mountain Fault Zones are located
approximately 8 miles to the southwest. The Proposed Project would not involve the
construction of residential housing or other types of buildings and would not affect
population growth. As such, the Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to
risk of injury or death from rupture of an active fault and as a result would have no impact.

2. Strong Seismic Groundshaking — No Impact
The project area is located in a seismically active area, and can be expected to experience
strong earthquake groundshaking during the lifetime of the Proposed Project. Earthquakes
on larger regional faults in the area would likely result in higher ground motion at the site
than earthquakes on smaller faults located near the Project site. As described in the
previous response, the Proposed Project would not involve construction of new housing or
other buildings. As such, the potential for the Proposed Project would not change the risks
associated with strong seismic groundshaking relative to the baseline. Therefore, there is
no impact.

3. Seismically Induced Ground Failure — No Impact
The Proposed Project would be located on hillslope and alluvial soils, which generally
amplify groundshaking and are potentially susceptible to liquefaction. The Proposed Project
would not change the risks associated with seismically induced ground failure relative to
the baseline. Therefore, there is no impact.

4. Landslides, Including Seismically Induced Landslides — No Impact
No significant landslides, debris flows, or rock fall hazards were identified in the Project
area through review of aerial photographs or maps or through field observations. The
Proposed Project would not change the risks associated with landslides relative to the
baseline. Therefore, there is no impact.

b.

Result in Substantial Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil — Less‐than‐Significant
Impact

Construction activities, including clearing and grubbing, excavation, and staging/stockpiling would
have the potential to contribute to erosion during the construction period and in the near term
following construction. To limit the potential for erosion and loss of topsoil, the Proposed Project
would implement BMP‐2, Area of Disturbance, and BMP‐3, Erosion and Sediment Control Measures,
described in
Table 2‐3. BMP‐3, in particular, would require that all soils disturbed or exposed during construction
activities be seeded and stabilized using erosion control fabric or hydromulch, except those within
the channel and lakebed and areas below the ordinary high water mark. Because the Proposed
Project would affect an area greater than 1 acre, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
would be prepared and implemented in accordance with the State Water Board’s Construction
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General Permit Order 2009‐0009‐DWQ, as amended. Implementation of the SWPPP would reduce
potential erosion and loss of topsoil.
A draft geotechnical engineering report has been prepared for the Proposed Project (Holdrege & Kull
2016). The report indicates that permanent cut‐and‐fill slopes should be stable at inclinations up to
2.5h:1v; however, the report recommends revegetating or armoring of all cut/fill slopes to reduce
the potential for erosion. Steeper slopes may be possible if protected from excessive erosion using
slope reinforcement, but should be evaluated on a case‐by‐case basis. The report also contains
recommendations for preparation and placement of fill, continuous monitoring during fill placement,
construction of foundations, and retaining wall design. As indicated in Chapter 2, Project Description,
the Proposed Project would be designed in accordance with the recommendations of the draft
geotechnical engineering report.
Given implementation of BMP‐2 and BMP‐3 and a SWPPP, and implementation of recommendations
of the draft geotechnical engineering report (Holdrege & Kull 2016), the potential for substantial soil
erosion and loss of topsoil from the Proposed Project during construction would be less‐than‐
significant.
Following construction, the Proposed Project would not substantially change the potential for soil
erosion. Wetland enhancements (Area 2a) and construction of the basin in the North Pool (Area 1)
and the Chicken Creek sediment basin would help manage sedimentation in the lake caused by
excessive erosion in the watershed. This sediment management would reduce sedimentation in
Sullivan Creek (and ultimately Don Pedro Reservoir) downstream of the lake. This is considered a
beneficial effect.

c.

Be Located on a Geologic Unit or Soil That Is Unstable, or That Would Become
Unstable as a Result of the Proposed Project, and Potentially Result in On‐ or
Off‐site Landslide, Lateral Spreading, Subsidence, Liquefaction, or Collapse —
Less‐than‐Significant Impact

As stated above, no landslides, debris flows, or rock fall hazards were observed in the site area. The
Proposed Project would not increase the potential for off‐site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse of land relative to the baseline. As stated in item “b” above, the
Proposed Project would incorporate recommendations of the draft geotechnical engineering report
(Holdrege & Kull 2016). Therefore, the potential for substantial soil erosion and loss of topsoil from
the Proposed Project during construction would be less‐than‐significant.

d.

Be Located on Expansive Soil — Less‐than‐Significant Impact

Clay soils, particularly montmorillonite type clays or other clay crystals that have a greater
propensity to swell with water, have the potential for expansion and contraction when they go
through wet/dry cycles. Expansive soils are also often prone to erosion. Foundations of structures
placed on expansive soils may swell during the wet season and shrink during the succeeding dry
season, potentially resulting in foundation damage.
The draft geotechnical engineering report noted that, in the southern portion of the reservoir, soils
were soft to very soft and fine grained (Holdrege & Kull 2016). Although the Proposed Project would
not involve construction of housing or other buildings, construction of retaining walls and
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engineered slopes would be involved. Some sediment removal would occur in these areas, but work
would occur with equipment that is generally considered suitable to operate on expansive soils (e.g.,
tracked equipment, off‐road trucks). As stated in item “b” above, project design would incorporate
recommendations of the draft geotechnical engineering report (Holdrege & Kull 2016). Therefore,
the potential for project features to creating substantial risks to life or property from being located
on expansive soils would be less‐than‐significant.

e.

Have Soils Incapable of Adequately Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks or
Alternative Wastewater Disposal Systems in Areas Where Sewers Are Not
Available for the Disposal of Wastewater — No Impact

The Proposed Project would not include any uses, features, or facilities that would generate
wastewater; TUD does not propose to construct any septic or wastewater disposal systems.
Consequently, the project would have no impact related to wastewater disposal systems.
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Setting
Climate change is caused, in part, from accumulation in the atmosphere of greenhouse gas (GHG),
which are produced primarily by the burning of fossil fuels for energy. Because GHGs (carbon dioxide
[CO2], methane [CH4], and NO2) persist and mix in the atmosphere, emissions anywhere in the world
affect the climate everywhere in the world. GHG emissions are typically reported in terms of carbon
dioxide equivalents (CO2e), which convert all GHGs to an equivalent basis, taking into account their
global warming potential compared to CO2.
At the federal level, the USEPA, along with the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA), has developed regulations to reduce GHG emissions from motor vehicles and has
developed permitting requirements for large stationary emitters of GHGs. California has enacted
numerous policies and plans to address GHG emissions and climate change. In 2006, Assembly Bill
(AB) 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act, was passed, which set the overall goals for reducing
California’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Executive Order (EO) S‐3‐05 and EO B‐16‐2012
further extend this goal to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. In April 2015, Governor Brown
issued EO B‐30‐15, which established a GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by
2030. Senate Bill (SB) 32, a follow‐up to AB 32, calls for a statewide GHG emissions reduction to 40
percent below 1990 levels by December 31, 2030, by promoting technology and cost‐effective GHG
emission reductions. SB 32 particularly targets reductions in the state’s most disadvantaged
communities, which would be disproportionality affected by climate change. AB 197 expands the
legislative oversight of CARB and its associated climate change activities. AB 197 and SB 32 were
approved by Governor Brown in September 2016. CARB has completed rulemakings to implement
several GHG emission reduction regulations, and continues to investigate the feasibility of
implementing additional GHG emission reduction regulations.
CARB approved the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan on May 22, 2014 (CARB 2014).
This update defines climate change priorities for the next five years and also sets the groundwork to
reach long‐term goals set forth in EO S‐3‐05 and EO B‐16‐2012. The update also highlights
California’s progress toward meeting the near‐term 2020 GHG emission reduction goals and
evaluates how to align the state's longer term GHG reduction strategies with other state policy
priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy, transportation, and land use. CARB is
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updating the Scoping Plan again to reflect progress since 2005, additional reduction measures, and
plans for reductions beyond 2020. CARB released the draft proposed second update in January 2017
to reflect the 2030 target set by Executive Order B‐30‐15 and codified by SB 32, and anticipates
adopting this second update in June 2017 (CARB 2017b).
In compliance with AB 32, Tuolumne County prepared a Regional Blueprint Greenhouse Gas Study
(Tuolumne County 2012). The study found that, due to its low population, Tuolumne County accounts
for less than 1 percent of California’s total GHG emissions (Tuolumne County 2012). The study
identified a countywide GHG emissions reduction target of 15 percent below 2010 levels by 2020.
The study also established a project‐level emissions threshold of 4.6 million tons of CO2 equivalents
(MT CO2e) per service population per year.

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Generate Greenhouse Gas Emissions — Less‐than‐significant

The Proposed Project would result in direct emissions of GHGs during construction and maintenance,
and would also have an indirect impact on carbon sequestration rates from changes in vegetation
cover in the CRAR orchard area and around the lake. Construction‐related GHG emissions would
primarily result from the combustion of fossil fuels during operation of construction equipment,
material hauling, and worker trips. Decomposing organic material from excavated and exposed lake
sediments and the indirect changes in vegetation would potentially result in the release of CH4 and
CO2, but those emissions would be minor and would result in a negligible one‐time change in
sequestration‐related GHG emissions. Estimated GHG emissions resulting from the Proposed
Project’s construction activities would be approximately 1,100 MT CO2e per year, or a total of
approximately 2,200 MT CO2e over the project’s construction period. Tuolumne County has a project‐
level emissions threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e per service population per year. Because the Proposed
Project would provide benefits to a water system that serves more than 10,000 people, the annual
emissions (approximately 1,100 MT CO2e) would be well below the emissions threshold (46,000 MT
CO2e), and would therefore not result in a significant impact.
Periodic vehicle trips and small‐scale sediment removal work associated with the Proposed Project’s
maintenance activities would not provide a long‐term or substantial source of GHG emissions.
Therefore, this impact would be less‐than‐significant.

b.

Conflict with Plans or Policies to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions — Less‐
than‐significant

The State of California implemented AB 32 to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020; through
its Regional Blueprint Greenhouse Gas Study, Tuolumne County set a countywide GHG emissions
reduction target of 15 percent below 2010 levels by 2020 and established a project‐level emissions
threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e per service population per year.
For the reasons detailed in item “a” above, the Proposed Project would not conflict with AB 32 or the
County targets. Therefore, this impact would be less‐than‐significant.
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
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 that 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 Proposed Project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the Proposed Project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the Proposed Project area?
f.

For a Proposed Project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the Proposed Project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the Proposed Project area?

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
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Setting
Contaminated Sites
Hazardous substances and contaminated sites are regulated under federal and state laws, including
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), and the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act
(SARA). The majority of these laws are administered and enforced by state agencies such as the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control and the SWRCB. More information on known
contaminated sites is available online at the EnviroStor database maintained by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) at www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov (DTSC 2017) and at
the State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB’s) GeoTracker database at geotracker.
waterboards.ca.gov (SWRCB 2017).
According to the GeoTracker database, there are 74 sites in Tuolumne County within the Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB’s) jurisdiction that are, have been, or have
the potential to be contaminated with hazardous waste. Of these, 43 sites have been remediated and
are considered closed, and two sites are classified as “no further action” or “no action required.” The
remaining 29 sites are considered open (i.e., still active) and currently being remediated or remain
in need of remediation (SWRCB 2017). Of these, none are located at or near Phoenix Lake.
The EnviroStor database lists 17 sites in the Project area. Six sites are certified or require no further
action; the remaining 11 sites have been referred to the RWQCB for evaluation, are inactive and
require evaluation, or are active sites. None of these sites are located at or near Phoenix Lake.

Naturally Occurring Asbestos
Naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) is a fibrous mineral found in many parts of California, including
portions of Tuolumne County. When rock containing asbestos is broken or crushed, asbestos fibers
may be released into the air. Exposure to asbestos fibers may result in health issues such as lung
cancer, mesothelioma, and asbestosis. Sources of NOA may include unpaved roads surfaced with
asbestos‐containing rock, construction activities in areas that contain NOA, or rock quarrying
activities in areas where NOA is present.
No known sources of asbestos are present in the project area; however, areas of NOA do exist
elsewhere in Tuolumne County, including at the Hatler Mine in Jamestown, 5 miles south of the
project site (USGS and CGS 2011).

Schools
The nearest schools to Phoenix Lake are Gold Rush Charter School, 2.9 miles northeast at 16331
Hidden Valley Road; Hickman Charter School, 3.2 miles south at 14888 Peaceful Valley Road; Curtis
Creek Elementary School, 5.9 miles south at 18755 Standard Road; and Soulsbyville Elementary
School, 7.5 miles east at 20300 Soulsbyville Road. None of these schools is within 0.25 mile of any
portion of the project site.

Airports
The closest airports to Phoenix Lake are the Columbia Airport, 10.4 miles northwest in Columbia, and
Pine Mountain Lake Airport, 30 miles southeast in Groveland.
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Wildland Fire Hazards
Much of Tuolumne County has a high wildland fire potential with its long, dry summers, steep, hilly
terrain, and fire‐adapted vegetation. The fire hazard map in the Tuolumne County Multi‐Jurisdiction
Hazard Mitigation Plan (Tuolumne County 2004) shows the area around Phoenix Lake as an area of
high fire hazard. CAL FIRE’s map of designated fire hazard severity zones shows the entire Phoenix
Lake watershed having a “Very High” level of wildfire hazard (CAL FIRE 2007). A 2005 assessment
of wildfire hazard along the Highway 108 corridor determined the hazard in the watershed was “Very
High,” with steep slopes, dense brush and timber vegetation, ladder fuels and a closed canopy. The
predicted fire event control was rated as “difficult” (Tuolumne FSC 2005).
There have been few large fires in the Phoenix Lake watershed since the 1950s (CAL FIRE 2012). The
lack of fire has resulted in heavy accumulations of brush and down woody material in undeveloped
portions of the watershed. Recent drought conditions have contributed to the death of thousands of
trees in the watershed. This fuel load poses a significant threat of severe wildfire in the Phoenix Lake
watershed.
In April 2008, a fast‐moving and intense wildfire burned through 28 acres of land on the north end
of Phoenix Lake (PLTF 2008). This fire was fueled by heavy thatch (dead plant material) in the marsh
area of the lake, and burned at elevations that are mainly below the OSLL. This fire raised public
awareness about wildfire hazards at the lake, and prompted interest on how fuels in the lake could
be managed to reduce the threat of future wildfires.

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Create a Hazard Through Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials —
Less‐than‐significant

Hazardous materials present at the project site during construction would include substances such
as fuels, oils, and lubricants needed to operate construction equipment. Because the Proposed Project
would affect an area greater than 1 acre, a SWPPP would be required. Implementation of the SWPPP
would reduce potential erosion and loss of topsoil. The SWPPP would include provisions for
appropriate handling of any hazardous materials used in the project area. BMP‐5, Existing Hazardous
Materials, and BMP‐6, Spill Prevention and Response Plan, include specific provisions that would
minimize the potential for, and effects from, spills occurring during Proposed Project construction.
BMP‐6 would require the preparation of a Spill Prevention and Response Plan (SPRP). The SPRP will
describe transport, storage, and disposal procedures; construction site housekeeping practices; and
monitoring and spill response protocols.
Although NOA is not known to be present at the Proposed Project site, occurrences are known from
the area (USGS and CGS 2011). As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, TUD would include in
construction specifications the requirement that any fill imported to the site must be asbestos free.
In addition, TUD and its contractor would fully comply with the requirements of TCAPCD Rule 409
and the California Air Resources Board’s 2002‐07‐29 Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations. BMP‐12 requires TUD and its
contractor to prepare and implement an asbestos dust mitigation plan. The plan must be submitted
to and approved by the TCAPCD before the start of any construction or grading activity. TUD or its
contractor would implement provisions identified in the asbestos dust mitigation plan before and
throughout the duration of the Proposed Project’s construction and grading activities.
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TUD would be responsible for ensuring that the BMPs requiring water quality protection, hazardous
materials control measures, the SPRP, and the asbestos dust mitigation plan are implemented
appropriately by all contractors. With these procedures in place, potential impacts related to the
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials associated with Proposed Project construction
and maintenance would be less‐than‐significant.

b.

Create a Hazard Through Reasonably Foreseeable Upset and Accident
Conditions Involving the Release of Hazardous Materials — Less‐than‐
significant

See discussion in item “a” above.

c.

Generate Hazardous Emissions or Use Hazardous Materials Within 0.25 Mile of
Schools — No Impact

No schools are located within 0.25 mile of the project site. The nearest school is Gold Rush Charter
School, 2.9 miles northeast at 16331 Hidden Valley Road. The project would have no impact on
schools.

d.

Be Located on a Listed Toxic Site, and Related Impacts — Less‐than‐significant

No hazardous waste or hazardous substance sites are known to occur within the project area.
However, the project area may have areas of previously unknown contamination. Proposed Project
construction activities thus could encounter unknown contamination. As described in
Table 2‐3, BMP‐5 and BMP‐6 state that, in the event that contamination or hazardous materials are
encountered during construction (as evident by indicators such as chemical odors or oily sheens), all
construction activities in the area of the find will stop and the proponent will conduct appropriate
hazardous materials investigations to identify and delineate the extent and nature of the
contamination. If clean‐up or remediation is required, TUD would ensure that any hazardous waste
materials removed during construction are handled, transported, and disposed of according to
federal, state, and local requirements.
As described in item “a” above, NOA is not known to be present at the Proposed Project site but is
known to be located nearly. BMP‐12 requires preparation and implementation of an asbestos dust
mitigation plan that would address the potential for exposure to asbestos during project‐related
construction activities.
With these procedures in place, impacts related to the discovery of unknown hazardous waste or
hazardous substance sites within the project area would be less‐than‐significant.

e.

Create Hazards in the Vicinity of a Public Airstrip — No Impact

The project area is not located within 2 miles of any public or private airport or airstrip. The closest
airport, the Columbia Airport, is 10.4 miles northwest in Columbia. Consequently, the Proposed
Project would not conflict with any airport land use plan or operation of nearby airports, and would
not pose any airport‐related safety hazard to people working in the project area. Therefore, there
would be no impact.
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Create Hazards in the Vicinity of a Private Airstrip — No Impact

See discussion in item “e” above.

g.

Interfere with Emergency Response or Evacuation Plan — Less‐than‐significant

The Proposed Project would not interfere with any existing emergency response or evacuation plan.
This impact would be less‐than‐significant.

h.

Expose People or Structures to Risk of Wildland Fires — Less‐than‐significant

As mentioned above, the project site is situated in an area with very high fire hazard. Construction
activities would occur primarily in the lake and orchard where the threat of wildfire ignition and fuel
loads are low as compared to the surrounding watershed. There is the potential for construction
equipment, including equipment with internal combustion engine and gasoline‐powered hand tools
to be the source of wildfire ignition. The construction contractor would be required to comply with
existing legal requirements under the California Public Resources Code to minimize wildfire risk
during construction. In addition, BMP‐13 requires implementation of a fire response plan that
complies with state and local wildfire reduction practices. The plan would indicate, at a minimum,
the following:


The number of water trucks and the minimum quantity of water that will be present on
site at all times;



The locations of fire breaks and defensible space measures identified and/or
established by the contractor;



The locations of centralized meeting points in case of a fire emergency; and



A list of emergency contact persons in case of fire, including the fire emergency number,
local fire department, and nearest CAL FIRE contact.

As stated in Chapter 2, the construction contractor would be required to maintain an Operations Pool
that would have sufficient area and volume for CAL FIRE to use the lake as a fill source. This would
ensure that construction would not interfere with CAL FIRE’s ability to fight wildland fires in the area.
With these measures in place, impacts related to increased wildfire risks associated construction
would be less‐than‐significant.
As mentioned above, in 2008 burned through a large portion of the marsh in the lake. The wetland
enhancements included in Proposed Project would reduce the amount of accumulated plant litter in
the marsh and create larger fire breaks in the marsh area. This is expected to moderately reduce the
wildfire hazard in and around the lake.
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate
of pre‐existing nearby wells would drop to a
level that would not support existing land uses
or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on site or off site?
d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would result in
flooding on‐site or off‐site?
e. Create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
f.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g. Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard
area, as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
h. Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?
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i.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

j.

Contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?

Setting
Water quality and hydrologic functions are protected by the CWA, California’s Porter‐Cologne Water
Quality Control Act, and the Groundwater Management Act. The Tuolumne County General Plan also
contains a number of goals, policies, and action items for water resources protection and
management.

Climate and Precipitation
Located in the foothill region of the Sierra Nevada mountain range, Tuolumne County has a relatively
montane Mediterranean climate with distinct wet and dry seasons. The majority of the precipitation
occurs between October and May and can vary significantly from year to year. Average annual
precipitation in Sonora, near the project area is 32.14 inches per year (WRRC 2016).

Surface Water Hydrology and Quality
The Phoenix Lake watershed covers approximately 24 square miles. The major drainages in the
watershed are Sullivan Creek, Power Creek, and Chicken Creek. There are also two smaller, unnamed
watersheds that drain to the southern side of the lake. Elevations in the Phoenix Lake watershed
range from 2,380 ft at Phoenix Lake to 4,875 ft at Elizabeth Peak. Downstream of Phoenix Lake,
Sullivan Creek flows southeasterly and enters the northern arm of Don Pedro Reservoir. The Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Bain Plan (Central Valley RWQCB 2014) establishes
beneficial uses for the upper Tuolumne watershed, which includes Phoenix Lake. Specific beneficial
uses applicable to Phoenix Lake include:






Municipal and domestic supply (MUN)
Canoeing and rafting (REC‐1)
Non‐water‐contact recreation (REC‐2)
Freshwater habitat (WARM and COLD)
Wildlife habitat (WILD)

SWRCB has listed Sullivan Creek, from Phoenix Lake to the Don Pedro Reservoir, as impaired for
Escherichia coli (E. coli) bacteria. The source of E. coli is unknown; land uses upstream include turkey
farms, cattle grazing, and other agricultural activities, which could contribute to point‐source
contamination. Don Pedro Reservoir is listed as impaired for mercury; the source of mercury is
unknown (SWRCB 2012).

Groundwater Hydrology and Quality
Subsurface material in Tuolumne County consists primarily of impermeable granitic and greenstone
bedrock which can result in a low groundwater yield (Tuolumne County 2015). DWR Bulletin 118
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provides a detailed description of groundwater basins in California, but the DWR Bulletin does not
identify or describe any groundwater basins in the County (DWR 2017; Tuolumne County 2015).

Sediment Characteristics
As part of the planning for the Proposed Project, TUD conducted a sediment characterization in June
2016 (Pacific EcoRisk 2017). Figure 3‐3 shows the locations within Phoenix Lake, and the two
proposed sediment placement sites (i.e., CRAR and Summers property), at which sediment samples
were collected. The concentrations of metals found in the lake sediments were compared with
background concentrations found in samples taken from the sediment placement sites. Table WQ‐1
presents the concentrations of metals found in the samples. Concentrations of the majority of metals
in sediments from Phoenix Lake were higher than those observed in one or both of the placement
sites. With the exception of arsenic and chromium, the concentration of metals in sediments from
Phoenix Lake were below the USEPA’s screening levels for residential and industrial land uses
(Pacific EcoRisk 2017), which may be used to determine if potentially significant levels of
contamination are present to warrant further investigation (USEPA 2016). The measured arsenic
concentrations are similar to background concentrations observed throughout California. None of the
sediment metal concentrations exceeded the Total Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLC) threshold,
above which a sediment would be considered a hazardous waste. Additionally, none of the sediment
metal concentrations exceeded the Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration (STLC), which is used to
determine whether a Waste Extraction Test (WET) procedure is necessary (Pacific EcoRisk 2017).
Table WQ‐2 presents the analytical results from a de‐ionized water waste extraction test (DI‐WET)
protocol. In some instances, aluminum and manganese concentrations exceeded screening levels
established in the Central Valley RWQCB’s General Order No. R5‐2009‐0085.4 Aluminum, iron,
manganese, and total dissolved solid concentrations were each above respective drinking water
quality objectives in at least one sample. In three samples, the total dissolved solid concentration was
also above agricultural water objectives. With the exception of aluminum and manganese, the
concentrations of metals were below background levels. In one lake sediment sample, the aluminum
concentration was slightly above the Summers property background levels but below the CRAR
background levels. In two other samples, the manganese concentration was slightly above the
Summers property background levels, but below the CRAR background levels. The remaining metals
concentrations and specific conductance were below all screening levels (Pacific EcoRisk 2017).

The Central Valley RWQCB’s General Order No. R5‐2009‐0085, General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Maintenance Dredging Operations – Sacramento‐San Joaquin Delta does not apply to dredging operations in
Phoenix Lake and its tributaries; however, the concentrations of metals specified in this permit were used for
screening purposes.
4
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Table WQ‐1. Phoenix Lake Sediment Metals Concentrations*

Sample Nos.
Metals

Aluminum
Antimony
Arsenic
Barium
Beryllium
Cadmium
Chromium
Chromium (VI)
Cobalt
Copper
Iron
Lead
Manganese
Mercury
Molybdenum
Nickel
Selenium
Silver
Thallium
Vanadium
Zinc

PL‐A2

6,780
0.0567 JA,B
0.549
58.6
0.213 JB
0.0801 JB
12.6
<0.26
4.62
10.1
12,700
3.46 B
128
<0.00695
0.336 B
9.62 B
<0.0893
0.0862 JA,B
0.0798 JB
39.8
25.3 B

PL‐A3
A,B

13,700
0.0859 JA,B
1.11 B
119 B
0.397 JA,B
0.165 JA,B
28.1 B
<0.38
13.5 B
32.8 B
25,300 B
5.82 A,B
387 B
0.0622 A,B
0.597 A,B
13.0 A,B
<0.129
0.107 JA,B
0.0911 JB
87.6 B
46.3 A,B

PL‐A4
A,B

13,800
<0.681
1.05 B
110 B
0.351 JA,B
0.131 JB
16.0 B
0.49 JA
8.18 B
21.0 B
17,200 B
7.46 A,B
303 B
0.163 A,B
0.505 A,B
8.35 B
0.179 A,B
0.150 A,B
0.115 JA,B
50.4 B
36.0 B

Placement Site Background Levels
PL‐A5
A,B

23,100
0.0936 JA,B
1.75 A,B
199 A,B
0.646 JA,B
0.245 A,B
35.9 A,B
<0.36
15.2 B
37.7 B
31,700 A,B
9.86 A,B
647 A,B
0.0544 A,B
0.782 A,B
18.6 A,B
0.396 A,B
0.153 JA,B
0.213 A,B
91.0 A,B
73.5 A,B

PL‐A6
A,B

20,900
0.0761 JA,B
1.63 A,B
183 A,B
0.571 JA,B
0.221 B
26.1 B
<0.35
15.0 B
30.9 B
30,400 A,B
9.35 A,B
561 B
0.0506 A,B
0.706 A,B
13.7 A,B
0.297 A,B
0.113 JA,B
0.177 A,B
89.8 A,B
58.3 A,B

Regional Screening Levels HQ = 1
(USEPA 2016)

CRAR‐REF

SP‐REF

Residential

Industrial

TTLC

10x STLC

12,700
<0.0462
1.29
132
0.347 J
0.140
29.3
<0.26
16.1
42.6
25,700
4.03
624
0.0170 J
0.410
12.9
0.169
0.0702 J
0.0916 J
88.0
46.0

7,130
<0.0406
0.577
61.3
0.155 J
0.0681 J
13.0
0.59 J
7.24
13.3
12,800
2.51
206
0.00686 J
0.210
5.74
<0.0764
0.0339 J
0.0441 J
40.7
20.0

77,000
31
0.68
15,000
160
71
280C
0.30
23
3,100
55,000
400
1,800
11
390
1,500
390
390
0.78
390
23,000

1,100,000
470
3.0
220,000
2,300
980
1,400C
6.3
350
47,000
820,000
800
26,000
46
5,800
22,000
5,800
5,800
12
5,800
350,000

‐
500
50
10,000
75
100
2500
500
8000
2500
‐
1000
‐
20
3500
2000
100
500
700
2400
5000

‐
150
50
1000
7.5
10
50
50
800
250
‐
50
‐
2
3500
200
10
50
70
240
2500

Source: Pacific EcoRisk 2017
A ‐ Site sample above CRAR background reference.
B ‐ Site sample above Summers Property (SP) background reference.
C ‐ No Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) exist for compound, Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) are listed.
J ‐ Analyte was detected at a concentration below the method reporting limit (MRL) and above the method detection limit (MDL), and therefore is an estimate.
NOTES:
* All measurements are in milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), dry weight.
All concentrations reported as being below the laboratory MDL are reported above as < the MDL.
TTLC (Total Threshold Limit Concentration) – the concentration above which a sediment would be considered a hazardous waste.
10x STLC (Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration) ‐ Sediment concentration 10x the Title 22 STLC require a Waste Extraction Test (WET) be performed to determine if sediment would be considered a hazardous waste.
Gray shaded values exceed one or more regional screening criteria.
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Table WQ‐2. Phoenix Lake Sediment DI‐WET Analytical Results
Screening Levels
Sample No.

Placement Site Background Levels

C

General Order

Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives

Metals

Units

PL‐A2

PL‐A3

PL‐A4

PL‐A5

PL‐A6

CRAR‐REF

SP‐REF

Dredge Materials
Reuse Limitations
Receiving water
hardness >50 mg/L
as CaCO3

Aluminum

µg/L

1240

1510

5170 B

2450

4410

5550

5000

87

Antimony

µg/L

0.0388 J

0.0362 J

0.0917 B

0.0417 J

0.0789 B

0.0953

0.0449 J

Arsenic

µg/L

0.290

0.641B

1.44 A,B

1.51 A,B

1.23 A,B

0.705

0.529

10

100

10 E

Barium

µg/L

24.9

18.5

63.6 A,B

39.1

46.8

58.2

57.1

‐

‐

1,000 E

Beryllium

µg/L

<0.063

0.0921 J

0.228 JB

<0.0635

0.147 J

0.262 J

0.216 J

‐

100

4.0 E

Cadmium

µg/L

0.00595 J

<0.00567

0.0222 JB

0.0242 J A,B

0.0215 J B

0.0225 J

0.00805 J

‐

10

5E

Chromium

µg/L

2.35

2.99

6.22

2.84

4.63

10.0

8.79

‐

‐

50 E

Chromium (VI)

µg/L

<4.0

9.5 JA,B

<4.0

6.5 JA

10 JA,B

6.0 J

6.5 J

11

100

10 F

Cobalt

µg/L

0.657

1.47

2.37

1.58

2.21

5.05

4.38

50

‐

Copper

µg/L

7.12

10.5

26.3 B

17.5

25.6 B

30.5

21.4

10

200

1300 E

Iron

µg/L

2,280

2,770

7,250

2,430

4,800

12,900

12,600

‐

5,000

300 E

Lead

µg/L

1.69

1.02

5.91 A,B

2.30

3.52 A,B

3.26

3.22

2.5

5,000

15 E

Manganese

µg/L

17.9

106

211

228 B

225 B

306

216

50

200

50 E

Mercury

µg/L

0.00631

0.0107

0.0374 A,B

0.0107

0.0147

0.0230

0.0179

0.05

‐

0.05 G

Molybdenum

µg/L

0.269 A,B

0.130

0.388 A,B

0.562 A,B

0.366 A,B

0.164

0.159

50

10

35 E

Nickel

µg/L

2.24

1.81

4.60

2.41

4.01

6.99

5.84

‐

200

100 E

Selenium

µg/L

0.0740

0.114 A,B

0.123 A,B

0.0589 B

0.0960 A,B

0.0834

0.0518

‐

20

50 E

Silver

µg/L

0.0186 J

0.0176 J

0.0953 A,B

0.0214 J

0.0360 J A,B

0.0314 J

0.0332 J

‐

‐

100 E

Thallium

µg/L

0.0775

0.109

0.345 A,B

0.239 A,B

0.250 A,B

0.215

0.175

‐

‐

2.0 E

Vanadium

µg/L

16.5

16.1

38.8

14.6

24.8

63.7

56.0

100

50 E

Zinc

µg/L

14.5

13.6

32.1 A,B

14.4

28.7 B

31.3

19.7

100

2,000

5,000 E

Total Dissolved Solids

mg/L

215

320

845

475

860

1120

1330

‐

450

500 E
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Screening Levels
Sample No.

Placement Site Background Levels

C

General Order

Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives

Metals

Units

PL‐A2

PL‐A3

PL‐A4

PL‐A5

PL‐A6

CRAR‐REF

SP‐REF

Dredge Materials
Reuse Limitations
Receiving water
hardness >50 mg/L
as CaCO3

Total Hardness

mg/L

4.0

4.0

14 B

12

7.0

26

12

‐

‐

‐

Dissolved Organic Carbon

mg/L

3.7

4.2

5.2

5.8 B

6.0 B

8.3

5.2

‐

‐

‐

Specific Conductance

µmhos/cm

8.9

17 B

28 A,B

31 A,B

25 B

26

9.5

‐

700

900 E

Agricultural
Water Quality
Objectives

Drinking Water
Quality Objectives

Source: Pacific EcoRisk 2017
A ‐ Site sample above CRAR background reference.
B ‐ Site sample above Summers Property (SP) background reference.
C – CVRWQCB General Order No. R5‐2009‐0085.
E – California Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL)– primary or secondary MCL.
G – Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) Reference Dose as a Drinking Water.
F – California Toxics Rule – Sources of Drinking Water.
J ‐ Analyte was detected at a concentration below the MRL and above the MDL, and therefore is an estimate.
All concentrations reported as being below the laboratory MDL are reported above as < the MDL.
Gray shaded values exceed one or more water quality objective.

Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

May 2017
3‐69

Tuolumne Utilities District

Chapter 3. Environmental Checklist

This page intentionally left blank

Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

May 2017
3‐70

Tuolumne Utilities District

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Violate Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements — Less‐
than‐significant with Mitigation

Construction
Construction activities could temporarily reduce water quality in Phoenix Lake, the lower reaches of
its tributaries, and potentially the segment of Sullivan Creek downstream from Phoenix Lake.
Construction activities would include cofferdam installation for dewatering; construction of
temporary in‐lake haul routes; realignment of Sullivan and Power Creeks and construction of a
sediment basin; land‐based excavation; construction of a sediment bar to improve lake circulation;
and construction of a sediment basin in Chicken Creek. A limited amount of wet dredging may also
occur. Excavated material would be placed at the CRAR and the Summers property. These activities
all have potential to temporarily increase turbidity and suspended sediment.
The Central Valley Regional Quality Control Board provided a list of constituents of concern (COCs),
including a suite of metals that are common pollutants, to analyze during pre‐dredge sampling. As
described in the Setting section, above, none of the sediment metal concentrations exceeded the Total
Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLC) threshold, above which a sediment would be considered a
hazardous waste. Hazardous materials (e.g., gasoline, oils, grease, lubricants) from construction
equipment could be accidently released during construction (refer to Section 3.8 for more detailed
discussion). Accidental discharge of these materials to adjacent surface waters could adversely
impact water quality, endanger aquatic life, and/or result in a violation of water quality standards.
Construction BMPs are incorporated into the Proposed Project (
Table 2‐3, BMP‐1 through BMP‐13) which include provisions to avoid and/or minimize work in the
wetted portions of the lake, control erosion and sedimentation, as well as a SPRP to avoid, and if
necessary, clean up accidental releases of hazardous materials. As the Proposed Project would impact
greater than one acre, a SWPPP would be prepared and implemented in accordance with the State
Water Board’s Construction General Permit Order 2009‐0009‐DWQ, as amended. Implementation of
the SWPPP would also address potential impacts to water quality. As the project proponent, the TUD
would be responsible for ensuring compliance with all conditions of these commitments.
During construction, land‐based construction activities such as the placement of sediment on
orchard land, as well as the removal of vegetation to facilitate construction access, could result in
some erosion and could increase sedimentation through runoff into adjacent surface waterways.
However, the BMPs mentioned previously, which include utilizing existing access, staging in
previously disturbed areas, stabilization of sediments deposited in orchards, and erosion control
measures, would avoid and minimize the potential impacts to water quality.
During the period following construction, before vegetation is fully established, there is some
potential for erosion and potential increases in sediment loading to Phoenix Lake and the affected
portions of Sullivan, Chicken, and Power creeks. However, all Proposed Project features would be
seeded (hydroseeded), and various erosion control features would be installed in erosion‐prone
areas, to prevent erosion and sedimentation, as described in BMP‐3, Erosion and Sediment Control
Measures, in
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Table 2‐3 and as required in the SWPPP.
The remaining potential for activities conducted below OHW to violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements will be addressed through the implementation of Mitigation Measure
WQ‐1.
Mitigation Measure WQ‐1: Protection of Water Quality during Work below Ordinary
High Water
TUD or its contractor shall apply for coverage under SWRCB’s General Construction Permit
under the NPDES and implement a SWPPP that will contain, at a minimum, the following
measures:
A.

Prior to initiation of in‐water construction activities, the TUD or its contractor shall
install and include the use of a silt curtain system during construction. The system
must be placed so as to confine the disturbed waters within the area. The silt
curtains shall be stabilized within the lakebed area and shall remain in place until
the disturbed sediment has resettled.

B.

Prior to the initiation of dewatering activities, the TUD shall require the contractor to
submit a dewatering plan which will be subject to review and approval by the USACE,
RWQCB, and CDFW. The plan shall include measures such as:
i.

Dams or berms for stream diversions shall be constructed of erosion resistant
materials such as visqueen, washed gravel bags, inflatable water bladders,
and similar.

ii.

Provide for diversion of clean water flows around the areas of stream channel
and/or lakebed to be dewatered. During the design phase of the project, the
clean water diverter pipes will be sized to adequately address dry season
flows from the catchment drainage. The design of the clean water diversion
will identify a strategy for managing flows from high‐flow storm events that
are known to occur in the Sierras during the dry season. Reduce diversion
gradient to reduce water velocity. Ensure that all diversion pipe connections
are completely sealed and conduits are staked securely.

iii.

Conduct visual monitoring for excessive turbidity, floating debris, trash, or oil
sheen continuously to ensure water quality is being protected. If turbidity
plumes are visually observed beyond the silt curtain, in‐water construction
activities shall be stopped, and shall not resume until the problem is
corrected. The correction of problems may require the repair or
redeployment of existing BMPs, or the implementation of new BMPs to
prevent further releases. Redeployment of BMPs may include moving the silt
curtain.

iv.

Compliance points shall be identified, including within the Operations Pool
and at the lake outlet.
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All work within dewatered areas of lakebed and/or stream channels shall be
conducted to minimize temporary and permanent impacts, incorporating
BMPs such as:
1.

Petroleum products, chemicals, cement, fuels, lubricants, and non‐
storm drainage water or water contaminated with the
aforementioned materials shall not contact soil and shall not be
allowed to enter surface waters or dewatered areas.

2.

All toxic materials, including waste disposal containers, shall be
covered when they are not in use, and shall be located as far away as
possible from surface waters and dewatered areas.

3.

The construction of a haul route within areas of dewatered lakebed
shall use clean materials, such as washed aggregate. Prior to re‐
wetting the dewatered area, the haul route shall be dismantled and
the lakebed shall be restored to pre‐project conditions.

With implementation of the Proposed Project’s BMPs and Mitigation Measure WQ‐1, adverse
construction‐related effects on water quality would be avoided and minimized to the extent that no
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements is anticipated. The impacts
would be less‐than‐significant with mitigation incorporated.

Operations
The long‐term effects of the Proposed Project would reduce direct sediment loading into Phoenix
Lake from tributary creeks. The Proposed Project is expected to slow the rate at which the lake is
eutrophying (filling in with vegetation and sediment) and extend the life of the lake.
The placement of sediment at the CRAR and the Summers Property has potential to result in an
increase of concentration of metals compared with background conditions, which could potentially
enter stormwater runoff and flow to the lower reaches of Power or Chicken Creeks, or migrate
through the soil column to underlying groundwater. Although none of the Phoenix Lake sediment
metal concentrations exceeded the TTLC threshold, above which a sediment would be considered a
hazardous waste, as described in the Setting section, above, the USEPA’s screening levels for
residential and industrial land uses were exceeded for arsenic and chromium. It should be noted that
the measured arsenic concentrations are similar to background concentrations observed throughout
California (Pacific EcoRisk 2017).
Results from the de‐ionized water waste extraction test (DI‐WET) protocol presented in Table WQ‐
2, in the Setting section, above, indicate that concentrations of aluminum and manganese in lake
sediments were elevated above background levels and exceeded screening levels in General Order
No. R5‐2009‐0085. Additionally, aluminum, iron, manganese, and total dissolved solid
concentrations exceeded drinking water quality objectives in at least one sample, and the total
dissolved solid concentration exceeded agricultural water objectives in three samples.
Both the CRAR and Summers property sediment placement sites are separated from the creek
channels by vegetated buffer areas, thus reducing the potential for the metals from discharged
sediment to enter the creeks. Additionally, as part of the Proposed Project (see
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Table 2‐3), BMP‐3 would require that all soils disturbed or exposed during construction activities
will be seeded and stabilized using hydromulch or erosion control fabrics consisting of natural fibers
that will biodegrade over time. The placement of sediments from Phoenix Lake in the proposed CRAR
and Summers property, which are located in the vicinity of Phoenix Lake at higher elevations, may
result in a greater vertical separation between these sediments and local groundwater resources.
The Proposed Project is likely to improve the beneficial uses designated for the Tuolumne River
watershed that are applicable to Phoenix Lake. The long‐term effect to the lake would be beneficial.
The impact would be less‐than‐significant with mitigation incorporated.

b.

Substantially Deplete Groundwater Supply or Recharge — No Impact

The Proposed Project would not draw from groundwater resources and would not substantially
deplete these resources or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. In the long term, the
Proposed Project would have a beneficial effect by restoring the lake’s storage capacity for surface
water resources. The Proposed Project could also have the benefit of reducing TUD’s reliance on
groundwater resources by allowing greater reliance on Phoenix Lake as a critical water supply during
an emergency, such as extreme drought conditions. There is no impact.

c.

Alter Existing Drainage Patterns — Less‐than‐significant

Existing drainage patterns would be altered by the Proposed Project, including realigning the lake‐
affected reaches of the main tributaries into the sediment basin in the North Pool; construction of the
Chicken Creek sediment basin; construction of a sediment bar to improve lake circulation; and
reconstruction of drainage at the CRAR.
The conceptual plan to realign Sullivan and Power Creeks to the North Pool is shown in Figure 2‐2.
The transition of the creeks to the North Pool basin would be stabilized with rock and biotechnical
measures (e.g., vegetated soil lifts, vegetated rock slope protection) to reduce the potential for
erosion at the transition or upstream in the creek channels (Figure 2‐2). Hydrologic and hydraulic
analyses were conducted to evaluate the potential for erosion and flooding to occur as a result of the
proposed channel modifications. The methods and results of the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses
are provided in Appendix F. The analyses concluded that the water surface and water velocity
immediately upstream of the proposed improvements would change only by small amounts for a
range of high flow events (2‐year to 100‐year floods), with decreasing changes progressing upstream.
Within 250 feet of the upstream limit of proposed modifications the analysis indicates that the water
surface elevation and water velocity will be equivalent to existing conditions for most storm events,
with only small increases in velocity (less than 0.25 feet per second) anticipated during a 2‐year peak
storm flow. The small changes in water surface and velocity are not likely to further destabilize the
channel bed or banks and would not result in substantial changes to channels conditions upstream
of the proposed work areas. Thus, the Proposed Project alteration of the Sullivan and Power Creeks
at the North Pool transition would not cause substantial erosion and the impact is considered less‐
than‐significant. The realignment of creeks would result in deposition of sediment in the North Pool,
and reduce the amount of sediment build‐up in the center of the lake in the vicinity of TUD’s water
intake tower. It would also reduce the amount of sediment discharged from the lake to downstream
receiving waters (i.e., Sullivan Creek, Don Pedro Reservoir).
Currently, there is a major siltation problem in lower Chicken Creek due to excessive erosion in the
watershed. The siltation results in flooding of TUD’s lift station, adjacent properties, and degrades
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riverine habitat. Construction of the proposed sediment basin in Chicken Creek would trap sediment
in a location where it can be managed in the long‐term. This would reduce siltation in the channel
and Phoenix Lake. The profile of Chicken Creek would be stabilized at the sediment basin to reduce
the potential for erosion upstream of the basin.
The construction of a sediment bar within the lake would contribute to the improvement of
circulation within the lake.
Following placement of sediment at the CRAR and the Summers property drainage patterns on these
properties would be recontoured and restored.
In summary, alteration of existing drainage patterns would reduce siltation, improve circulation,
extend the life of the reservoir, and reduce siltation downstream of the lake. Measures will be taken
to avoid erosion in areas where drainage patterns will be altered. The short‐term impact would be
less‐than‐significant, and the long‐term effect would be beneficial.

d.

Affect Runoff and Flooding Through Alteration of Existing Drainage Patterns —
Less‐than‐significant with Mitigation

During Project construction, various activities would involve the temporary placement of
construction equipment within natural floodplains and portions of the lake, including,
but not limited to, cofferdam installation, dewatering equipment, construction of a
temporary in‐lake haul routes, construction of a permanent access route, and
construction of the Power Creek crossing. As part of the Proposed Project, ground‐
disturbing activities would be conducted during the dry season (see BMP‐1 in
Table 2‐3), which will minimize the potential flood risk. The implementation of Mitigation Measure
WQ‐1, Protection of Water Quality during Work below Ordinary High Water, will address a
potentially significant flooding impact that could result if a high‐flow storm event occurs during the
dry season. As described in more detail in item “a” above, Mitigation Measure WQ‐1 would provide
for diversion of clean water flows around the areas of stream channel and/or lakebed to be
dewatered, and the design of the clean water diversion will identify a strategy for managing flows
from high‐flow storm events that are known to occur in the Sierras during the dry season.
The Proposed Project would not increase impervious surfaces or otherwise substantially alter the
infiltration capacity of the land within the project area. Land cover conditions and the drainage
patterns at the sediment placement sites would be restored to pre‐project conditions following
construction. Sediment removal, and the resultant restoration of storage capacity, would increase
flood detention in the lake. The establishment of the Chicken Creek sediment basin would help
manage flooding of the TUD lift station and adjacent properties.
In Summary, with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure WQ‐1, during construction, the impact
would be less‐than‐significant with mitigation related to the increase of flood hazards, and the
long‐term effect would be beneficial.
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Affect Runoff Through Capacity of Existing or Planned Stormwater Drainage
Systems — Less‐than‐significant

As described in item “d” above, the Proposed Project would not increase impervious surfaces or
otherwise substantially alter the infiltration capacity of the land within the project area. Additionally,
there is no existing or planned stormwater drainage system in the project area. The placement of
sediment at the CRAR and the Summers Property has potential to provide additional sources of
polluted runoff. However, this would not be a substantial effect. As described in item “a” above,
because both the CRAR and Summers Property sediment placement sites are separated from the
creek channels by vegetated buffer areas, thus reducing the potential for the metals from discharged
sediment to enter the creeks and be returned to the lake. Additionally, as part of the Proposed Project
(see
Table 2‐3), BMPs would require that all soils disturbed or exposed during construction activities will
be seeded and stabilized using hydromulch or erosion control fabrics consisting of natural fibers that
will biodegrade over time. The impact would be less‐than‐significant.

f.

Otherwise Degrade Water Quality — No Impact

The potential to degrade water quality is described in item “a” above. There would be no additional
potential for degradation of water quality. There would be no impact.

g.

Place Housing within 100‐Year Flood Hazard Area — No Impact

The Proposed Project does not involve the construction of residences. Therefore, there would be no
impact.

h.

Place Structures within 100‐Year Flood Hazard Area — Less‐than‐significant

During Project construction, various activities would involve the temporary placement of
construction equipment within natural floodplains and portions of the lake, including, but not limited
to, cofferdam installation, dewatering equipment, and construction of temporary in‐lake haul routes.
Ground‐disturbing activities would be conducted during the dry season (see BMP‐1 in Table 2‐4),
which would minimize the potential flood risk. Because these activities are temporary and occurring
only during construction and that construction is occurring in the summer dry season; these
activities do not result in placing permanent structures within the 100‐year flood hazard area.
The Proposed Project would construct a permanent access route to the North Pool. This access route
will be used to remove future deposited sediment. This access route does not result in any reduction
in 100‐year flow conveyance in the lake and enables the future sediment maintenance of the lake to
a restored capacity.
The Proposed Project also includes construction of a basin on Chicken Creek and a new crossing at
Power Creek. This new structure will not result in any significant change to the 100‐Year flood hazard
area, nor increase the risk of flood hazard to persons or structures. The impact would be less‐than‐
significant.
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Expose People or Structures to Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death
involving Flooding, including Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or
Dam — Less‐than‐significant

The Proposed Project will restore storage capacity in Phoenix Lake and therefore not increase the
risk of flooding associated with the lake. During construction, various activities would occur within
floodplains and portions of the lake, including, but not limited to, cofferdam installation, dewatering,
construction of temporary in‐lake haul routes, construction of a permanent access route, and
construction of the Power Creek crossing. Realignment of Sullivan and Power Creeks would involve
work along the creek banks. The Proposed Project will include provide stable streambank design and
adequate erosion protection so as to avert any risk to increased streambank erosion or failure (Figure
2‐2). The Proposed Project would not involve work on the Phoenix Reservoir dam, and activities
involving the tributaries to Phoenix Lake would be conducted during the dry season (see BMP‐1 in
Table 2‐4), which would minimize the potential flood risk. The impact would be less‐than‐
significant. Although the flood attenuation benefits of the Proposed Project have not been quantified,
restoring capacity to Phoenix Lake would likely attenuate peak storm flows in Sullivan Creek
downstream of the lake to some degree.

j.

Potentially Contribute to Seiche, Tsunami, and Mudflow Hazards — Less‐than‐
significant

The project area is located inland, approximately 100 miles from the Pacific Ocean. Consequently,
there is no risk of tsunami. In theory, an earthquake could cause a small seiche to form in the lake,
but the Proposed Project would not change this condition. There would be no impact related to
increase of any such risk as a result of the Proposed Project.
As indicated in Chapter 2, Project Description, fill slopes in the sediment placement areas would be
designed in accordance with the recommendations of the draft geotechnical engineering report
(Holdrege & Kull 2016). Therefore, the potential for unstable fill slopes to cause mudflows would be
less‐than‐significant.
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3.10 Land Use and Planning
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
a. Physically divide an established community?
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the Proposed Project (including a general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

Setting
The Phoenix Lake reservoir was originally constructed in the late 1850s on public lands owned by
the federal government. The reservoir was operated on and over those public lands for many years.
Land patents were later issued to lands under and adjacent to the reservoir under homesteading laws
that permanently reserved rights‐of‐way over those patented lands for any vested and accrued water
rights for mining, agricultural, manufacturing, or other purposes, including rights to ditches and
reservoirs used in connection with such water rights. TUD is successor owner/operator of the
Phoenix Lake reservoir and ditch system and operates and maintains the facilities consistent with
the rights‐of‐way granted for these purposes by the federal government.
The project area is located in the unincorporated area of Tuolumne County and consists primarily of
Phoenix Lake, the CRAR, and private property owned by the Summers family. General Plan land use
designations (Figure 3‐4) are:







Parks and Recreation,
Homestead Residential,
Estate Residential,
Low Density Residential,
Open Space, and
Agricultural.

Zoning designations for properties in the project area are:


Residential Estate, 1‐ and 2‐acre minimum, with a Mobile Home Exclusion Overlay
District;
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Open Space and Open Space – 1 District; and
Exclusive Agriculture, 37‐acre minimum, with an Agricultural Preserve Overlay District.

Land use planning in unincorporated areas of Tuolumne County is governed by the Tuolumne County
General Plan (Tuolumne County 1996); although the County has circulated a Draft General Plan
Update for public review, no timeline for its adoption has been identified. In terms of land ownership,
the Proposed Project would be located on parcels owned by TUD, as well as private entities
(Appendix A).

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Divide an Established Community — No Impact

Project activities would not alter the boundaries of the lake or create any permanent divisions in an
established community. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b.

Conflict with Land Use Plans or Policies — Less‐than‐significant

As described above, the project area consists of parcels that are designated Homestead Residential,
Estate Residential, Low Density Residential, Parks and Recreation, Open Space, and Agricultural.
Sediment removal and reuse activities would take place within the lakebed area and the adjacent
wetlands, and much of the sediment would be hauled to the CRAR and Summers property. Public
facilities and utilities are permitted, compatible, or conditional uses in all of these designations.
Although portions of the CRAR are designated Open Space, the placement of fill on the property
would lead to replanting of orchard on those areas, resulting in no change of use. Placement of
sediment on the Summers property would likewise not result in a change in use. The impact of the
project would be less‐than‐significant.

c.

Conflict with Habitat Conservation Plans — No Impact

The Project area is not covered by any HCP or NCCP. Thus, there would be no impact related to
conflict with an adopted or proposed conservation plan.
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3.11 Mineral Resources
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
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?

Setting
The California State Mining and Geology Board has developed a Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)
classification system for areas of varying degrees of mineral resource potential (DOC Division of
Mines and Geology 1997):





MRZ‐1: Areas of No Mineral Resource Significance
MRZ‐2: Areas of Identified Mineral Resource Significance
MRZ‐3: Areas of Undetermined Mineral Resource Significance
MRZ‐4: Areas of Unknown Mineral Resource Significance

Within the MRZ‐2 category, areas are distinguished as MRZ‐2a “where geologic data indicate that
significant measured or indicated resources are present,” and MRZ‐2b “where geologic information
indicates that significant inferred resources are present.” MRZ‐3a and ‐3b are similarly divided
between known and inferred “mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resource significance.”
As described in the County’s General Plan Update Draft EIR, Tuolumne County has extensive mining
history and resources. Current operating mines in Tuolumne County gather limestone, dolomite, and
various forms of crushed rock, gravel, and sand products (Tuolumne County 2015). A number of
properties have been classified as State Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ‐2a and MRZ‐2b) (DOC Division
of Mines and Geology 1997). The East belt, loosely defined as the broad region that extends
southeastward from the Knight Creek‐American Camp area through the Tuolumne City‐Twain Harte
area to Groveland, contains small but rich gold‐bearing quartz‐vein systems (DOC Division of Mines
and Geology 1997). Several mining operations are located within 3 miles of Phoenix Lake (Hudson
Institute of Mineralogy 2016). The closest of these are the Sullivan Big Bar Placer Mine, which is part
of the Bald Mountain District (MRZ‐2b), and the Waif Mine and an unnamed gold mine, which are
part of the Soulsbyville & Confidence District (MRZ‐2b and ‐3a).
The California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR)
maintains records of the location and details of construction and abandonment of all oil and gas wells;
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however, oil wells were not identified within Tuolumne County using DOGGR’s Well Finder
(Tuolumne County 2015).

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Result in Loss of Availability of Regionally Important Mineral Resources — Less‐
than‐significant

Although several mines are located near the Project area, the Proposed Project would not affect the
ability of those mines to continue operating, either during or following construction.
The Proposed Project is not anticipated to remove any economically viable mineral deposits from the
lake. The sediment analysis conducted for the project (Pacific EcoRisk 2016) did not identify
quantities of precious metals (e.g., gold, silver) that could be extracted in an economically viable
manner. The material removed from the lake would primarily be mixed alluvium consisting of sands,
silts, and clays. The composition of the sediment and its location does make it an economically viable
source of construction aggregate. The Proposed Project would have a less‐than‐significant impact
related to the loss of availability of important mineral resources.

b.

Result in Loss of Availability of Locally Important Mineral Resources — Less‐
than‐significant

See discussion in item “a” above.
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3.12 Noise
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project result in:
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in a local
general plan or noise ordinance or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?
c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the Proposed Project vicinity above levels
existing without the Proposed Project?
d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the Proposed Project
vicinity above levels existing without the
Proposed Project?
e. For a Proposed Project located within an airport
land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or
public‐use airport, would the Proposed Project
expose people residing or working in the
Proposed Project area to excessive noise levels?
f.

For a Proposed Project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the Proposed Project
expose people residing or working in the
Proposed Project area to excessive noise levels?

Noise Concepts and Terminology
Noise can be defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that include
the rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level
or energy content (amplitude). Different types of measurements are used to characterize the time‐
varying nature of sound. Below are brief definitions of these measurements and other terminology
used in this section.


Sound is a vibratory disturbance created by a vibrating object, which, when transmitted by
pressure waves through a medium such as air, can be detected by a receiving mechanism,
such as the human ear or a microphone.
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Noise is sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or otherwise undesirable.



Decibel (dB) is a dimensionless measure of sound on a logarithmic scale, which indicates the
squared ratio of sound pressure amplitude to a reference sound pressure amplitude. The
reference pressure is 20 micro‐pascals. dB is used to quantify sound intensity.



A‐weighted decibel (dBA) is an overall frequency‐weighted sound level in decibels that
approximates the frequency response of the human ear.



Maximum sound level (Lmax) is the maximum sound level measured during the
measurement period.



Equivalent sound level (Leq) is the equivalent steady‐state sound level that, in a stated
period of time, would contain the same acoustical energy as a time‐varying sound level during
that same period of time.

In general, human sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 3 dB is just noticeable, a
change of 5 dB is clearly noticeable, and a change of 10 dB is perceived as doubling or halving the
sound level. Table NOISE‐1 presents example noise levels for common noise sources, the levels are
measured adjacent to the source.
Table NOISE‐1. Examples of Common Noise Levels
Source

Noise Level (dBA)

Weakest sound heard by average ear

0

Whisper

30

Normal conversation

60

Ringing telephone

80

Power lawnmower

90

Tractor

96

Hand drill

98

Bulldozer

105

Chain saw

110

Ambulance siren

120

Jet engine at takeoff

140

Source: National Institute of Safety and Health 2008

The term noise‐sensitive land uses, also referred to in this section as sensitive receptors include
residences, schools, hospitals, or other similar locations where excess noise would negatively affect
normal functions.
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Setting
The Project area is surrounded primarily by residential development, agricultural lands, and some
open space. Near the project area, ambient noise conditions can vary greatly based on local land uses,
but would be influenced by noise from local vehicular traffic (e.g., Phoenix Lake Road), residential
activities (e.g., landscape maintenance, car doors closing, dogs barking), and agriculture. No ambient
noise measurements have been taken in the project area. Based on the Highway 108 traffic‐related
noise contours (Tuolumne County 2015), it is anticipated that ambient noise levels at the project area
would not exceed 60 dB, particularly in the evening hours,
With respect to groups that could be exposed to noise generated by the Proposed Project, residential
sensitive receptors are located around the lake and project site at varying distances. The closest
residences are located approximately 100 feet from where the nearest excavation work will take
place (or approximately 600‐800 feet from the center of the project site). There are no schools,
daycares, religious facilities, hospitals, or assisted living facilities within 1 mile of the project area.
The Tuolumne County General Plan contains standards for maximum allowable noise exposure from
stationary noise sources. The hourly Leq shall not exceed 50 dB during daytime (7 a.m.‐10 p.m.) or 45
dB during nighttime (10 p.m.‐7 a.m.). The maximum level that should not be exceeded for any length
of time is 70 dB during daytime and 65 dB during nighttime. The general plan also specifies the
cumulative noise level increase that would result in a significant impact on existing noise‐sensitive
land uses, based on the ambient noise level without the project (Table NOISE‐2). If a significant
impact is indicated, the general plan requires an acoustical analysis and consideration of the results
in project design.
Table NOISE‐2. Significance of Changes in Cumulative Noise Exposure1
Ambient Noise Level Without Project2
(Ldn or CNEL)

Significant Impact if Cumulative Level
Increases by:

< 60 dB

+ 5.0 dB or more

60‐65 dB

+ 3.0 dB or more

> 65 dB

+ 1.5 dB or more

These standards shall be applied when considering the noise impacts from projects that could cause a significant
increase in the cumulative noise exposure of existing noise‐sensitive land uses. If it is likely that existing noise‐sensitive
land uses could experience these increases in cumulative noise exposure, as measured in CNEL or Ldn, then an acoustical
analysis that meets the requirements of Figure 5.1 [of the Tuolumne County General Plan Noise Element] shall be
accomplished and the results considered in project design.
1

2 Ambient Noise is defined as the composite of noise from all sources near and far. In this context, the ambient noise level

constitutes the normal or existing level of environmental noise at a given location.

Source: Reproduced from Figure 5.5 in the Tuolumne County General Plan Noise Element (Tuolumne County
1996).

Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

July 2017
3‐87

Tuolumne Utilities District

Chapter 3. Environmental Checklist

The County currently has no noise ordinance or construction noise standards, although general plan
Policy 5.A.d states that the County should “[c]onsider implementing a noise ordinance to be used in
defining acceptable noise levels received at various land uses and in enforcement when excessive
noise levels have been reported and documented.”
Tuolumne County does not have groundborne vibration or noise standards.

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Expose People to Noise Levels in Excess of Local or County Standards — Less‐
than‐significant with Mitigation

The Proposed Project would generate noises associated with construction activities, which would be
temporary and cease once construction is complete. Following construction, maintenance‐related
noise sources would include periodic vehicle traffic and construction equipment for maintenance of
the sediment basins in the lake and Chicken Creek.
Noise from operation of construction equipment could affect sensitive receptors (e.g., residents) in
the Project vicinity. Because residential areas surround much of the Project site, an evaluation of the
noise levels compared to the values recommended by Tuolumne County was conducted. Noise levels
at the Proposed Project’s nearest sensitive receptors that would be generated by equipment used
during construction were estimated by using the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) noise and
vibration reference guide’s recommended methodology, which recommends estimating noise levels
based on the two loudest pieces of equipment (FTA 2006). The FTA’s guidance document is a
commonly used reference document for construction noise analyses for all project types.
The nearest residences to the Project site’s excavation and dewatering areas, as measured from the
center of the site, are located approximately 600 to 800 feet away,5 respectively. The reference
daytime noise level for the Proposed Project’s two loudest pieces of potential equipment, a truck and
an excavator, at 50 feet were 88 and 85 dBA, respectively. The Project would likely require the
continuous operation of generators and pumps during the construction phases to ensure portions of
the construction areas remained dewatered. Nighttime noise reference levels for the dewatering
equipment, two generators and two pumps, would be 81 and 76 dBA at 50 feet each, respectively.
The daytime noise levels at the nearest residence would be approximately 68 dBA from the center of
the project site, which is below the County’s daytime limit of 70 dBA. Operation of the generators and
pumps would result in noise levels of approximately 61 dBA at the nearest residences from the center
of the project site. The generated nighttime noise level would be less than the County’s maximum
nighttime noise level of 65 dB. Noise calculations are detailed in Appendix G.
Construction activities would be short‐term (approximately 8 months per construction phase over
two construction seasons) and generally, except for dewatering activities, limited to the daytime
hours per BMP‐1. The use of diesel‐powered construction equipment during the day would be
temporary and episodic, affecting only a few nearby receptors for a limited period.

Standard construction‐related noise analyses assume construction equipment is being operated at the
center of the project site (FTA 2006).

5
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Although the Proposed Project’s activities would not exceed the maximum County noise thresholds,
they would potentially exceed the County’s daytime or nighttime hourly Leq. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure NOISE‐1 would reduce noise‐related impacts to sensitive receptors and ensure
compliance with the applicable noise thresholds. Therefore, this impact would be less‐than‐
significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure NOISE‐1: Minimize Noise Disturbances to Residential Areas
TUD will implement practices that minimize disturbances to residences.

b.

A.

With the exception of emergencies and dewatering activities, work will be conducted
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Construction activities will not occur
on Saturdays, Sundays or County observed holidays except during emergencies, or
with approval by the local jurisdiction and advance notification of surrounding
residents.

B.

Advanced notification will be provided one week prior to the start of construction to
properties that have residences within 500 ft of a proposed construction site where
heavy equipment or pumps/generators will be used.

C.

Noise‐producing project equipment and vehicles using internal combustion engines
shall be equipped with mufflers, air‐inlet silencers where appropriate, and any other
shrouds, shields, or noise‐reducing features in good operating condition that meet or
exceed original factory specification.

D.

Excessive idling of vehicles will be prohibited beyond 5 minutes.

E.

Construction equipment, particularly stationary equipment, will be placed as far
from residences as possible.

F.

When operating within 100 feet of residences, temporary noise‐reducing shrouds,
barriers, or similar measures will be installed around pumps and generators to
minimize nighttime noise levels.

G.

Noise complaints will be responded to within 48 hours of receipt, and the TUD will
make a good faith effort to resolve a noise sensitivity issue by constructing additional
noise attenuation shielding or by another acceptable method, where appropriate.

Expose People or Buildings to Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Noise —
Less‐than‐significant

Vibration thresholds for buildings occur at a PPV of 0.12 in/sec for buildings extremely susceptible
to vibration damage; the human annoyance threshold for infrequent events is at 80 VdB. Vibration
and ground‐borne noise levels were estimated following methods described in the FTA Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006) to determine the PPV that could affect buildings and the VdB
for annoyance since there are no applicable Tuolumne County vibration‐related thresholds or
recommended methodology. In addition, consistent with the FTA’s recommended methodology,
groundborne vibration and noise levels were calculated from the center of the project site (FTA
2006). The analysis assumed that the equipment with the greatest vibration potential would have
vibration sound levels similar to those of a loaded bulldozer. Table NOISE‐3, below, shows relevant
parameters for the loaded bulldozer and distance to sensitive receptors to be below vibration
thresholds.
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Table NOISE‐3. Construction Equipment and Vibration Distances

Equipment

PPV at 25 feet

Distance to PPV
of 0.12 in/sec

Noise Vibration
Level at 25 feet

Distance to
Noise Vibration
of 80 VdB

0.089

21 feet

87

43 feet

Loaded Bulldozer

Note: Calculations are provided in Appendix G.

The nearest sensitive receptors (residences) would be approximately 600 feet from the middle of the
project area and therefore would not be located within the building or human annoyance vibration
threshold distances. Therefore, this impact would be less‐than‐significant.

c.

Result in a Permanent Substantial Increase in Ambient Noise Levels — No
Impact

The Proposed Project would involve periodic maintenance activities over a 2‐ to 5‐year period
following the completion of construction activities. Apart from these infrequent vehicle‐related noise
sources, the Proposed Project would not involve the use or installation of any noise‐generating
equipment. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a permanent substantial increase in
ambient noise levels and there would be no impact.

d.

Result in a Substantial Temporary Increases in Ambient Noise Levels — Less‐
than‐significant with Mitigation

As discussed in item “a” above, the Proposed Project would result in temporary increases in ambient
noise levels during the day from proposed construction activities and potentially at night from the
proposed daily operation of generators and pumps for dewatering. Temporary construction‐related
noise increases above ambient levels may be relevant if they are above 80 dBA (human annoyance
threshold for infrequent events), which occurs for any sensitive receptors within approximately 150
ft of the project site. In addition, the Proposed Project may result in an increase in the existing CNEL
that exceeds the County’s adopted policies in the Noise Element. However, Mitigation Measure
NOISE‐1 (Minimize Noise Disturbances to Residential Areas) would reduce the impact of both
temporary and periodic noise levels during construction activities. This impact would be less‐than‐
significant with mitigation.

e.

Expose People to Excessive Noise Levels within Airport Land Use Plan Area or
Vicinity of Public Airstrip — No Impact

The Proposed Project is not located within an airport land use plan area or within 5 miles of a public
airport or private airport or airstrip. There would be no impact related to airport noise exposure.

f.

Expose People to Excessive Noise Levels within Vicinity of Private Airstrip — No
Impact

See discussion in item “e” above.
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3.13 Population and Housing
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
a. Induce substantial 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 a substantial number of existing housing
units, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
c. Displace a substantial number of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Setting
The Phoenix Lake Census Designated Place had a population of 4,233 on July 1, 2016 (CA
HomeTownLocator 2016). The population of Tuolumne County as a whole grew by 1.6 percent
between 2000 and 2010; since 2010, the population of the unincorporated area of the county has
decreased by 2 percent (Tuolumne County 2015).

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Induce Population Growth — No Impact

The Proposed Project is not expected to induce population growth in the project area, either directly
or indirectly. The Proposed Project would not involve the construction of any residential,
commercial, or industrial structures that would generate population and/or employment growth.
Construction of the Proposed Project would provide short‐term employment opportunities to a
relatively small number of persons. TUD would maintain the project features using existing staff
resources. As such, the Proposed Project would have no impact on growth of the local population.

b.

Displace Housing — No Impact

No people would be displaced by the Proposed Project, and no replacement housing would be
required to be constructed elsewhere. The Proposed Project would have no impact on housing.

c.

Displace Population — No Impact

See discussion in item “b” above.
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3.14 Public Services
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, or 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 following
public services:
1. Fire protection?
2. Police protection?
3. Schools?
4. Parks?
5. Other public facilities?

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Result in Substantial Adverse Impacts on Public Services
1. Fire Protection – Less‐than‐Significant Impact
As stated in Chapter 2, the construction contractor would be required to maintain an
Operations Pool that would have sufficient area and volume for CAL FIRE to use the lake as
a fill source. This would ensure that construction would not interfere with CAL FIRE’s
ability to fight wildland fires in the area. With these measures in place, impacts related to
increased wildfire risks associated construction would be less‐than‐significant.

2‐5.

Police Protection, Schools, Parks, and Other Public Services — No Impact

The Proposed Project would not increase population in the project area (see discussion for
item “a” in Section 3.13, Population and Housing) or alter the distribution of population in
the project area, either temporarily or permanently. Thus, it would not increase the demand
for police services, schools, or parks over either the short or long term, and would have no
impact on these or any other public services.

Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

July 2017
3‐93

Tuolumne Utilities District

Chapter 3. Environmental Checklist

This page intentionally left blank

Phoenix Lake Preservation and Restoration Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

July 2017
3‐94

Tuolumne Utilities District

Chapter 3. Environmental Checklist

3.15 Recreation
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
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
that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Setting
Phoenix Lake has a rich history of public use and recreation. Historical accounts recall the lake’s
prominence as a recreational destination for the people of the foothill region (PLTF 2009; Holton
2011). Around the turn of the 20th century, a resort was established at the lake that offered visitors
a variety of recreational activities including fishing, swimming, boating, picnicking and camping
(PLTF 2009). Beginning in the mid‐1920s, a resort known as Phoenix Lake Park hosted dances and
musical events and included amenities such as a swimming tank, a roller rink, convenience store, and
small café (Holton 2011). Private development around the lake, starting in the 1960s and continuing
through the mid‐1980s, effectively closed the lake to public access. Currently, the lake is used for non‐
motorized, non‐contact recreation by the communities surrounding the lake.

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Increase Use of Existing Parks or Recreational Facilities — Less‐than‐Significant
Impact

Investigating opportunities to reestablish public access to Phoenix Lake was evaluated in the PLPRP,
but establishing public access to the lake is not part of the Proposed Project. Implementation of the
Proposed Project would improve water circulation on the lake, resulting in improved water quality
and reduced adverse effects related to the buildup of sediment and algae. This would benefit
environmental conditions on the lake for residents and those who use the area for recreational
purposes, but it is not anticipated to increase the use of the lake. This impact would be less‐than‐
significant.

b.

Create New or Altered Recreational Facilities — Less‐than‐Significant Impact

See the discussion in item “a” above.
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3.16 Transportation/Traffic
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non‐motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?
b. Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
f.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

Setting
The Tuolumne County Engineering Division specifies that, for a traffic study to be required during
project review, the peak afternoon trips would need to be greater than 50 vehicle trips per hour, or
greater than 500 vehicle trips per day.
Chapter 3.54 of the Tuolumne County Ordinance Code establishes a traffic impact mitigation fee on
development projects and implemented a 1 percent administrative fee (Tuolumne County 2015).
Traffic impact fees for public utility projects are levied at an adjusted trip rate of 41 trips per acre or
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6 per 1,000 square feet (Tuolumne County 2016). Public utility projects are defined as “[p]roduction,
generation, storage, transmission and treatment facilities and electro‐mechanical or industrial space,
parts and equipment storage and repair areas, and office space in the same project and directly
related to or used for these utility uses.”

Roadways
The primary roadways in the Project area are SR 108 and Phoenix Lake Road. SR 108 is the main
travel route from the Project area to Sonora, Jamestown, and Modesto.
SR 108 is a state highway that runs northeast‐southwest through Tuolumne County. The general plan
classifies SR 108 as a rural minor arterial. It runs concurrent with SR 49 and SR 120 between
Jamestown and Sonora.
Phoenix Lake Road is a rural major collector that runs northwest from an interchange with SR 108
south of Phoenix Lake to an intersection with Big Hill Road and Longeway Road/Middle Camp Road.
The road is a two‐lane road.

Airports
Tuolumne County has two public airports, Columbia Airport and Pine Mountain Lake Airport.
Columbia Airport provides service to Columbia and surrounding areas in northwestern Tuolumne
County, including a fly‐in campground. Pine Mountain Lake Airport provides service to the area
surrounding Pine Mountain Lake near Groveland in southwestern Tuolumne County.

Railroads
The Sierra Railroad runs between Standard in Tuolumne County and Oakdale in Stanislaus County,
generally alongside SR 108/120; in Oakdale, it connects with the Southern Pacific and Santa Fe
Railroads. The Sierra Railroad has 49 miles of track that has been in operation since 1897. The only
trains that are operational on this line currently are for recreational use from the Historic Railtown
State Park out of Jamestown.

Public Transit Services
Tuolumne County public transportation is provided by Tuolumne County Transit. Bus service is
provided along six routes Monday‐Friday. Route 2 between Sonora and Sierra Village includes stops
at the Willow Springs Clubhouse in Soulsbyville (with transfers available to Route 6) and on Mono
Way and Fire Drive in East Sonora (with transfers available to Routes 5 and 6). On‐demand, dial‐a‐
ride service is available seven days a week. Additionally, Tuolumne County Transit operates SkiBUS
and partners with Yosemite National Park to provide Yosemite Area Regional Transportation System
(YARTS). SkiBUS provides service from Sonora to Dodge Ridge Ski Resort throughout the ski season,
with scheduled or available‐on‐request stops along SR 108 at Mono Way in the Project area. YARTS
operates from May to September and connects Sonora, Jamestown, Groveland, and Buck Meadows
with Yosemite Valley. The YARTS route begins at Black Oak Casino Resort and travels on SR 108 to
Sonora, then on SR 120 into Yosemite Valley. This route runs 7 days a week, although the morning
route is only eastward and the afternoon route is only westward.
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Alternative Transportation
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities are limited within Tuolumne County due to steep terrain and the
rural setting of the area. Sidewalks are typically intermittent along business fronts in community
centers and there is a designated bicycle path fronting the Crossroads Shopping Center in Sonora.
The Tuolumne County Transportation Council Bikeways and Trails Plan does encourage the
construction of Class I (separate right‐of‐way) and Class II (restricted right‐of‐way) bicycle facilities
to allow for bicycle and pedestrian safety. No designated bikeways are identified in the Project area.

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Conflict with Circulation Plan — Less‐than‐significant

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, a main lake access road and temporary haul roads
would be constructed to provide access to the lake. Trucks hauling sediment from the lake to reuse
areas at the CRAR and Summers property would travel on these haul roads rather than on the
surrounding roadway network. By implementing BMP‐9, Public Safety Measures, TUD would ensure
that, if needed, traffic control would be provided to allow for trucks to pull into and out of access
points to the site.
Construction would generate four types of vehicle traffic: mobilization and demobilization of heavy
construction equipment, construction worker commuting, delivery of materials and supplies, and
inspections and maintenance by TUD and its contractors.

Equipment Mobilization
Construction equipment would be staged onsite; equipment would be delivered at the beginning of
each construction phase and would remain onsite until that construction phase has been completed.
Transportation of equipment to (mobilization) and from (demobilization) the Project area and
movement of equipment between designated work sites would result in one trip for each piece of
equipment (at a maximum), at the beginning and end of each construction phase.

Heavy Equipment Deliveries and Material Hauling
Truck trips would be generated by delivery of materials and supplies, primarily hauling of sediment
from the lake to reuse areas at the CRAR and Summers property. Preliminary estimates are that eight
heavy‐duty trucks (with 15 cy capacity) would operate Monday‐Friday 7 a.m.‐7 p.m., with a total of
three round trips (six individual trips) per hour. This would result in an estimated 33 round trips per
day (66 individual trips). Peak afternoon truck trips are not calculated because trucks would be
traveling on temporary construction roads within the Project area and would not be on the
surrounding roadway network.

Construction Worker Trips
It is estimated that up to 30 workers and support staff (but likely less) would be onsite during
construction. Over the construction period, it is estimated that construction worker vehicles would
add 30 round trips, or 60 individual trips, to area roadways each day. Peak afternoon trips are
estimated to be 33 trips per hour.
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Inspection and Maintenance
Proposed Project inspection and maintenance activities would generate limited amounts of traffic,
and most activities would not require the mobilization and demobilization of supplies or equipment.
Thus, the added volume of traffic generated on area roadways by routine inspection and maintenance
is expected to be very small relative to roadway capacity and existing traffic volume.

Summary
The total vehicle trips from construction trucks are estimated to be 33 round trips (66 individual
trips) per day. The peak afternoon vehicle trips from construction workers are expected to be 33
trips per hour. These traffic volumes would not create conflicts with the circulation system because
most of the additional trips would be on temporary construction roads and the total number of trips
would be small. The impact to the effectiveness of the circulation system would be less‐than‐
significant, and there would be no conflicts with any plan, ordinance, or policy.

b.

Conflict with Congestion Management Program — No Impact

There is no applicable congestion management program for the area surrounding the Proposed
Project, thus there is no impact on any congestion management program.

c.

Change Air Traffic Patterns — No Impact

There are no airports in the immediate project vicinity, and the Proposed Project does not include
any features related to airports or air traffic. There would be no impact on air traffic or airport
service.

d.

Increase Hazards Due to Design Features — No Impact

The Proposed Project would not introduce unsafe design features or incompatible uses into the area.
TUD would implement BMP‐9, which includes a requirement that signs be posted at the job site
warning the public of construction work and advises caution. Therefore, there would be no impact
on roadway or intersection safety as a result of the Proposed Project.

e.

Result in Inadequate Emergency Access — Less‐than‐significant

Although there may be a small, temporary increase in local traffic due to the Proposed Project, the
vast majority of this traffic would be on temporary haul roads within the Project site rather than on
the surrounding roadway network. BMP‐9 includes provisions to ensure that at least one lane would
remain open at all times on any roadway affected by construction activity or construction traffic,
potentially including traffic control measures. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less‐
than‐significant impact on emergency access.

f.

Conflict with Alternative Transportation Policies — No Impact

Roads in the Project area are rural residential roadways or rural collectors and highways; no
sidewalks or bicycle lanes are present in the area. Transit stops are located along SR 108, outside the
immediate Project area. Construction traffic would be traveling within the Project site, rather than
on the surrounding roadway network. The Proposed Project would have no impact on pedestrian,
bicycle, or other alternative transportation facilities.
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3.17 Tribal Cultural Resources
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

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

Regulatory Setting
Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies
Federal law does not address TCRs, as these resources are defined in the California Pub. Res. Code
(Pub. Res. Code). However, similar resources, called Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs), fall under
the purview of Section 106 of the NHPA, which was referenced in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources.
TCPs are locations of cultural value that are historic properties. A place of cultural value is eligible as
a TCP “because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are
rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural
identity of the community” (Parker and King 1990, rev. 1998). A TCP must be a tangible property,
meaning that it must be a place with a referenced location, and it must have been continually a part
of the community’s cultural practices and beliefs for the past 50 years or more. Unlike TCRs, TCPs
can be associated with communities other than Native American tribes, although the resources are
usually associated with tribes. By definition, TCPs are historic properties; that is, they meet the
eligibility criteria as a historic property for NRHP listing. Therefore, as historic properties, TCPs must
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be treated according to the implementing regulations found under Title 36, Section 800 of the Code
of Federal Regulations, as amended in 2001.

State Laws, Regulations, and Policies
CEQA and CEQA Guidelines
Assembly Bill (AB) 52, which was approved in September 2014 and which went into effect on July 1,
2015, requires that state lead agencies consult with any California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a Proposed Project, if so requested
by the tribe. The bill, chaptered in PRC Section 21084.2, also specifies that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR is a project that may have a
significant effect on the environment.
Defined in PRC Section 21074(a), TCRs are:
(1)

(2)

Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places and objects with cultural value
to a California Native American tribe that are either of the following:
(A)

Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources; or

(B)

Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k)
of Section 5020.1.

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

TCRs are further defined under PRC Section 21074 as follows:
(b)

A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a TCR to the extent that
the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape;
and

(c)

A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as
defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “nonunique archaeological resource”
as defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal cultural resource if
it conforms with the criteria of subdivision (a).

Mitigation measures for TCRs must be developed in consultation with the affected California Native
American tribe pursuant to newly chaptered PRC Section 21080.3.2, or according to § 21084.3. PRC
Section 21084.3 identifies mitigation measures that include avoidance and preservation of TCRs and
treating TCRs with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values and
meaning of the resource.
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Local Regulations, and Policies
Tuolumne County does not have any local regulations or policies relating to TCRs.

Environmental Setting
As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, the Proposed Project is in the traditional ancestral
territory of the Central Sierra Miwok. None of the Native American tribes in the Project area have
submitted letters of interest to the TUD pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1(b)(1); however, in the
spirit of PRC Section 21080.3.1, the TUD notified local tribes identified by the NAHC as having a
traditional and cultural association with the Project area, about the project via letters dated February
3, 2017 (Appendix H). The TUD did not receive requests for formal consultation under PRC Section
21080.3.1(b)(2) from any of those contacted. Table TCR‐1 lists all those contacted and summarizes
the results of the consultation. A more detailed presentation of the tribal consultation follows.
Table TCR‐1. Native American Consultation under AB 52
Organization/Tribe

Name of Contact

Letter Date

Comments

Mr. Kevin Day, Chairperson

Tuolumne Band of Me‐wuk

2/3/17

No response received

Ms. Melissa Powell,
Chairperson

Chicken Ranch Rancheria of
Me‐Wuk

2/3/17

No response received

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Cause a Substantial Adverse Change to Tribal Cultural Resources Listed or
Eligible for Listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or a Local
Register of Historical Resources — Less‐than‐significant

None of the Native American tribes in the Project area have submitted letters of interest to the TUD
pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1(b)(1); however, in the spirit of PRC Section 21080.3.1, the TUD
notified local tribes, identified by the NAHC as having a traditional and cultural association with the
Project area, about the project. The TUD did not receive requests for formal consultation under PRC
Section 21080.3.1(b)(2) from any of those contacted. Therefore, this impact would be less‐than‐
significant.

b.

Cause a Substantial Adverse Change to Tribal Cultural Resources Determined by
the Lead Agency to Be Significant — No Impact

No TCRs have been identified in the Project area that have been determined by TUD to be significant.
Therefore, no impact would occur.
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3.18 Utilities and Service Systems
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

Would the Proposed Project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable RWQCB?
b. Require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or an expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?
c. Require or result in the construction of new
stormwater drainage facilities or an expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the Proposed Project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?
e. Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
Proposed Project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments?
f.

Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the Proposed Project’s
solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Setting
Solid Waste Disposal
Tuolumne County has no operating landfills. Several transfer stations and recycling centers are
located throughout the county. Cal Sierra Disposal, owned by Waste Management, is a franchise
operator with a long‐term contract to serve unincorporated Tuolumne County along the State Route
108 corridor from the western County line to Pinecrest, including the communities of East Sonora,
Jamestown, Columbia, and Twain Harte and the City of Sonora. The Phoenix Lake community is also
served by Cal Sierra Disposal (Tuolumne County 2015).
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The amount of solid waste generated in Cal Sierra Disposal’s service area varies seasonally, from
about 110 tons per day in the winter to 170‐180 tons per day in the summer. An average of 10‐12
tons per day of this solid waste is diverted for recycling. Collected solid waste is processed at a
transfer station and disposed of at the Highway 59 Disposal Site landfill, which is operated by the
Merced County Regional Waste Management Authority. This landfill has a maximum permitted
throughput of 1,500 tons per day. The estimated closure date of the Highway 59 landfill is 2080, and
the Regional Waste Management Authority is currently permitting a project to extend the landfill’s
life by an additional 20 years (Tuolumne County 2015).

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements — No Impact

The Proposed Project would not alter land use in a way that would increase wastewater generation
and would not have the potential to exceed wastewater treatment requirements. No impact would
result.

b.

Require New or Expanded Water or Wastewater Treatment Facilities — No
Impact

The Proposed Project would not involve the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or an expansion of existing facilities. No impact would result.

c.

Require New or Expanded Stormwater Facilities — No Impact

The Proposed Project would not increase the amount of impervious surface in the area and would
thus not increase generation of stormwater, as described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.
There would be no impact on County stormwater facilities, and no new or expanded stormwater
facilities would be required. No impact would result.

d.

Require Additional Water Supplies — No Impact

The Proposed Project would not require additional water supply or increase demand. The Proposed
Project would restore storage capacity of an important local drinking water reservoir. This is
considered a beneficial impact. Therefore, there is not impact.

e.

Require New or Expanded Wastewater Treatment Capacity — No Impact

See discussion in item “a” above.

f.

Require New or Expanded Solid Waste Disposal Capacity — Less‐than‐
significant Impact

Sediment and vegetation removed from the lake would be reused or disposed of at the CRAR and
Summers property. Other waste generated from the Proposed Project may include irrigation
materials from the apple orchard. Sediment removed from the sediment basins could be disposed of
at an off‐site location, but is unlikely to be taken to a landfill for disposal. In the event that waste from
project construction activities required landfill disposal, the Highway 59 Disposal Site landfill has
sufficient capacity to accommodate additional material. This impact would be less‐than‐significant.
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Comply with Statutes and Regulations Related to Solid Waste — Less‐than‐
significant Impact

Waste disposal for the Proposed Project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes related
to solid waste. As described in item “f” above, sediment removed from the basins would likely be used
at the CRAR and/or Summers property rather than taken to a landfill for disposal. This impact would
be less‐than‐significant.
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3.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance
Less‐than‐
Potentially significant with Less‐than‐
Significant
Mitigation
significant
No
Impact
Incorporated
Impact
Impact

a. Does the Proposed Project have the potential to
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 Proposed 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 Proposed Project have environmental
effects that will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Discussion of Checklist Responses
a.

Degrade Environmental Quality, Fish or Wildlife, and Historic Resources — Less‐
than‐significant with Mitigation

Wildlife Habitat and Populations; Rare and Endangered Species
Dewatering portions of the lake during construction would reduce the habitat available for aquatic
life such as invertebrates, fish, and turtles. Maintenance of the Operations Pool during construction
would prevent populations of aquatic life in the lake from dropping below self‐sustaining levels.
The Proposed Project would not substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal species. Wildlife species considered by CDFW to be California species of
special concern that could be affected by the Proposed Project include western pond turtle, Yellow
Warbler, Yellow‐breasted Chat, and possibly some tree‐roosting bat species. With implementation of
Mitigation Measures BIO‐1 through BIO‐4 short‐term, construction‐related impacts would be
reduced to a less‐than‐significant level.
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In the long term, the Proposed Project is expected to result in beneficial effects to aquatic life in
Phoenix Lake by improving water quality, managing sedimentation, and increasing habitat
complexity. Maintenance of the sediment basin would sustain aquatic habitat in the lake, rather than
having it transition to sand flats and emergent wetlands. Preserving the balance of habitats in the
lake (i.e., open water and wetlands) would provide the greatest benefits to the range of wildlife that
utilize the lake as habitat.

California History and Prehistory
Proposed Project activities could affect unknown cultural resources in the lake; however,
implementation of Mitigation Measures CR‐1 and CR‐2 would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐
significant level.

b.

Cumulative Impacts — Less‐than‐significant Impact

A cumulative impact refers to the combined effect of “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). As defined by the State of California, cumulative impacts reflect
“the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the Proposed Project
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects
taking place over a period of time” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15355[b]).
The Proposed Project’s primary effects on the environment are related to biological resources and
water quality. Long‐term effects on other resource topics considered in this document (e.g.,
transportation, air quality, GHG, noise) are considered to be less‐than‐significant, after mitigation,
from a cumulative standpoint.
Based on review of the County Development Department’s Planning website (Tuolumne County
2016) and CEQANet (OPR 2016), planned projects in the general area include:


Oak View Estates project, a 116‐acre subdivision of 123 residential lots near Soulsbyville
(approximately 5 miles from the project site)



Stone Mill Center project, consisting of three commercial buildings at the intersection of
Parrotts Ferry Road and Union Hill Road (approximately 10 miles from the project site)



Dollar General Store project, a 9,000‐square‐foot commercial development on Don Pedro
Reservoir (approximately 38 miles from the project site)



Draper Mine Road project, replacing the existing Draper Mine Road that crosses Curtis Creek
Bridge with a 40‐foot‐wide, pre‐cast concrete slab bridge near Soulsbyville (approximately 6
miles from the project site)



Algerine‐Wards Ferry Road project, replacing the existing road crossing Blanket Creek Bridge
with a 26‐foot‐wide, reinforced concrete slab bridge near Sonora (approximately 12 miles
from the project site)
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Fifth Avenue Signalization project, adding a traffic signal and constructing roadway
improvements at the intersection of Fifth Avenue and State Route 49/108 in Jamestown
(approximately 9 miles from the project site)



Jamestown Sanitary District Wastewater Treatment Plant project, evaluation of alternatives
to expand treatment to secondary or tertiary level, including an alternative located in Quartz
(approximately 11 miles from the project site)



Black Oak Casino Resort Expansion project, expanding the existing casino at the Tuolumne
Rancheria by 9,800 square feet (approximately 11 miles from the project site)



SR 49/Parrotts Ferry Road Intersection Improvements project, widening the roadway to add
a right‐turn lane on SR 49 and add a northbound left‐turn lane on Parrotts Ferry Road at
Union Hill Road near Sonora (approximately 10 miles from the project site)



SR 49/SR 108/Rawhide Road Intersection Improvements and Bridge Replacement project,
construction of a new bridge to replace the existing single‐lane bridge on Rawhide Road
crossing Woods Creek in Jamestown (approximately 12 miles from the project site)

Although the projects listed above may result in temporary adverse effects to the environment, none
of the identified projects are located in the same geographic area as the Proposed Project or affect
the same types of resources. The projects listed above involve residential development, commercial
development, transportation infrastructure, or capital improvements. All of these projects would be
required to comply with the same regional air quality and GHG regulations as would the Proposed
Project, and each would be required to reduce or mitigate significant impacts in those areas. Thus,
none of the identified projects have the potential to combine with the Proposed Project to result in a
significant cumulative impact to which the Proposed Project might make a substantial contribution.
The overall contribution of the Proposed Project to fish, wildlife, and water quality would be
beneficial. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to impacts on these resources would not
be cumulatively considerable (less‐than‐significant).

c.

Effects on Human Beings — Less‐than‐significant with Mitigation

All of the potentially adverse effects on human beings identified in this initial study would be avoided
or reduced by BMPs incorporated into the Proposed Project, or would be mitigated to a less‐than‐
significant level by implementation of measures identified in this document. Specifically, impacts
related to odors would be less‐than‐significant and temporary because of the distance from
stockpiles of organic materials to the nearest sensitive receptors; fugitive dust would be controlled
during construction through implementation of BMP‐8, Dust Management Controls and Air Quality;
and noise impacts would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level through implementation of
Mitigation Measure NOISE‐1. With this mitigation, no substantial adverse effects on human beings
would result.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would potentially be affected by this Proposed Project, as
indicated by the checklist on the preceding pages.
Aesthetics

Agricultural and Forestry Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology / Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydrology / Water Quality

Land Use / Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population / Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities / Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of Significance
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