
Summary

INTRODUCTION Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers. The Bay-Delta
estuary is one of the most important and complex
estuaries on the Pacific Coast, providing important

The California State Water Resources Con~’ol Board aquatic and terrestrial habitat for fish, waterfowl, and
(SWRCB) and the U.S. Army of Corps of Engineers other wildlife. Water that flows through the Delta sup-
(Corps) have prepared this dra11 environmental impact plies a portion of the domestic water supply for over two-
report/environmental impact statement (EIR/EIS)for the thirds of the state’s population and irrigates several
Delta Wetlands (DW) project. The dratl EIR/EIS was million ~ of farmland.
prepared in acc, ordanee with the provisions of the Cali-
fornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Na- DW originally applied for water fights to seasonally
tional Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). . store water on all four project islands. The DW project,

as originally proposed, was analyzed in a draft EIR/EIS
The applicant’s proposed project, as evaluated in this released in December 1990. In August 1993, DW sub-

draft EIR/EIS, would involve: mitted new water right applications that revised the DW
project description. This new draft EIR/EIS presents the

¯ diverting and storing water on two Sacramento- environmental assessment of the DW project based on
Sarl JoaqLlill Delta (Delta) islands (Bacon Island the new project description.
and Webb Tract, or ~reservoir islands~) for
later discharge for export sales or to meet The purpose of the DW project is to divert surplus
outflow requirements for the San Francisco Delta inflows, transferred water, or banked water for later
Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Bay-Delta) sale and/~ release for Delta export or to meet water qual-
estuary; ity or flow requirements for the Bay-Delta estuary. Addi-

tionally, the DW project would provide managed wet-
¯ seasonally diverting water to oreate and enhance lands and wildlife habitat areas and reoreational uses.

wetlands and to manage wildlife habitat on two
Delta islands (’Bouldin Island and Holland
Tract, or "habitat islands~); CEQA/NEPA PROCESS

¯ constructing recreation facilities along the peri-
meter levees on all four DW project islands; The purposes of this EIR/EIS are to analyze and
and disclose the environmental effects of DW’s project, to

identify ways to reduce or avoid potential adverse envi-
¯ during periodsofnonstorage, managing shallow ronmental impacts resulting from the project, and to

water within an inner levee system on the reser- identify and assess alternatives to the proposed action.
voir islands.

CEQA and NEPA require environmental analyses
To operate its project, DW would improve and strengthen for local, gate, and federal permitting processes. DW h~
levees on all four islands and install additional siphons applied to SWRCB’s Division of Water Rights for the
and water pumps on the perimeters of the reservoir necessary permits to divert water, store it on the DW
islands. DW would operate the habitat islands to support project islands, and discharge it into Delta channels for
wetlands and wildlife habitat, export or to meet Bay-Delta estuary outflow require-

ments. DW also has applied to the Corps for a permit
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10

BACKGROUND of the Rivers and Harbors Aet of 1899 to discharge
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States
~d f~r ~er project ~etivities i~ n~vig~ble w~ters.

The I~lt~ i~ pm-t ~f ~ intere~nn~ted system ~t
includes Suis~n M~’sh, S~m Fr~mei~ B~y, ~d the
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Because of DW’s applications to SWRCB and the rained from the Corps. Section 10 of the Rivers and Har-
Corps, SWRCB is deemed the lead agency under CEQA bors Act of 1899 prohibits placement of materials in
and the Corps is deemed the lead agency under HEPA. navigable waters of the United States without a permit
The joint draft EIR/EIS has been prepared under the from the Corps. DW is required to obtain a permit from
direction of the lead agencies to comply with the regu- the Corps for DW project fill activities associated with
latory requirements of both CEQA and NEPA. perimeter and interior levee work on the reservoir

islands; habitat enhancement activities on the habitat
islands; and construction of boat docks, pumps, and

EIR/EIS Pubfie Review Period siphons in Delta channels. As part of compliance with
the Clean Water Act, Section 401 requires SWRCB
certification that the proposed discharge complies with

This draft EIR/EIS is being circulated for a 60-day state water quality standards.
public review period, during which the public and inter-
estcd agencies are encouraged to submit comments on the
document. Comments should be sent directly to the PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
Corps or SWRCB, the joint lead agencies. A public
hearing will be conducted during the review period to
solicit oral comments on this EIR/EIS. Once all corn- Three project alternatives and the No-Project Alter-
ments have been assembled and reviewed, the Corps and native, described below, were selected to represent the
SWRCB will prepare responses on all notable environ- range of project operations for purposes of determining
mental issues that have been raised. These responses to environmental impacts; all alternatives are designed to
comments, combined with the draft EIR/EIS, will con- operate within the objectives of SWRCB’s 1995 Water
stitute the final EIR/EIS. Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacra-

mento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary (1995 WQCP):

Water Right and Permit ¯ Alternative 1 consists of operation of two reser-
Application Proees= voir islands and two habitat islands and imple-

mentation of a habitat management plan
(HMP). Under Alternative 1, DW discharges

DW has applied for water fight permits for direct would be subject to "percent of inflow" export
diversion or diversion to storage of surplus Delta inflows, limits specified in the 1995 WQCP.
storage of water, and discharge of water from the reser-
voir islands and the habitat islands to Delta channels to ¯ Alternative 2 consists of operation of two reser-
meet Bay-Delta estuary water quality or flow require- voir islands and two habitat islands and imple-
ment~ or rediversion of water from the Delta for export, mentation of an HMP. Under Alternative 2,
SWRCB’s decision on DW’s water right applications will DW discharges for export would not be subject
the~fore address th~ availability of water for direct diver- to strict interpretation of the 1995 WQCP "per-
sion, diversion to storage, discharge of water into the cent of inflow" export limits.
Delta, and export of stored water. Separate authorization
would be required from SWRCB for approval of use/ ¯ Alternative 3 consists of operation of four reser-
point of diversion of the DW project to divert and dis- voir islands, with limited compensation habitat
charge transferred or banked water. The EIR/EIS de- provided in the North Bouldin Habitat Area
scribes the analysis of the effects of the diversion of water (NBHA) on Bouldin Island. Under Alterna-
onto the DW project islands and rediversion ofwater for tire 3, discharges for export would not be
export at the Delta export pumps and discusses the rela- subject to strict interpretation of the 1995
tionship of such diversions and pumping to applicable WQCP "percent of inflow" export limits.
federal and state restrictions.

¯ The No-Project Alternative consists of intensi-
fied agricultural production on all four DW

Department of the Army Corps project islands.
Permit Appfieation Process

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act prohibits the
discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States, including wetlands, unless a permit is oh-
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O Alternative~ I and 2 Alternative 3

Alternatives 1 and 2 entail the potential year-round Under Alternative 3, all four DW project islands
diversion and storage of water on Bacon Island and would be managed for year-round diversion and storage
Webb Tract, and wetland and wildlife habitat creation of water. This alternative represents the maximum water
and management, with the incidental sale of water used appropriations that would be achieved if SWRCB grants

:: for wetland and wildlife habitat creation, on Bouldin DW’s water right applications. It also represents the
’ Island and Holland Tract. Recreation facilities would be maximum amount of water storage that would be feasible

~ along the perimeter levees of all four islands, on the four project islands based on levee height and
~ internal elevation. Storage capacity under Alternative 3

To operate Alternative I or 2, DW would improve would total an estimated 406 TAF. Project operations
levees on the perimeters of the reservoir islands and under this alternative would be the same as those under

~ install additional siphons and water pumps. Inner levee Alternative 2 with respect to diversion, discharge, and

~ systems would also be constructed on both the reservoir recreation operations and construction of recreation
¯ and habitat islands for shallow-water management, facilities. Water storage operations would require sub-
" stantial investments in internal levee construction on

Under Alternative I or 2, during periods of avail- Bonldin Island. A habitat reserve would be created north
. ability throughout the year, water would be diverted onto of State Route (SR) 12 on Bouldin Island to compensate

the reservoir islands to be stored for later sale or release for some of the wildlife and wetland impacts associated
and would be discharged from the islands into Delta with waterstorage operations. Additional offsite wildlife
channels for sale for beneficial uses for export or for Bay- habitat and wetland compensation would be required for
Delta estuary needs during periods of demand. Dis- this alternative.
charges from the islands would be subject to state and
federal regulatory standards, endangered species protec-

i~ tion measures, and Delta export pumping capacities. No-Project Alternative
¯ ,~ Storage capacity on the reservoir islands would total an

estimated 238 thousand acre-feet (TAF), allocated
between Bacon Island and Webb Tract as 118 TAF and The No-Project Alternative entails DW implement-

i. 120 TAF, respectively. Water would be diverted onto the ing intensive agricultural operations on the four project
habitat islands to be used for creation and management of islands or selling the property to another entity that would

: wetlands and wildlife habitat during periods of availa- likely implement intensive agriculture. The No-Project
~ bility and need. Alternative is based on the assumption that intensified

agricultural conditions represent the most realistic sce-
~ Portions of the habitat islands and the reservoir nario for the DW project islands if permit applications

islands would support recreational activities. Up to 38 are denied. It is assumed that no new DW recreation
private recreation facilities may be located on the peri- facilities would be built.
meter levees of all four islands. These recreation facili-
ties, with up to 40 bedrooms each, will include boat
docks in adjacent channels, with 30 boat berths, and boat IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF
docks on the island interiors, with up to 36 boat berths, ALTERNATIVES
that may be operated year round. Subject to restrictions
in the HMP, waterfowl hunting would be allowed on all
four DW project islands. Approach to Impact Analysis

D W would operate a private airstrip on Bouldin

~ Island for maintenance and recreational use. Use of the The impact analysis for each resource topic in the
airstrip would be restricted by the HMP during the water- EIR/EIS identifies and compares the probable impacts of

:~ fowl season to minimize disturbance to wildlife. No each alternative specific to the resource topic. These
. restrictions would apply during other times of the year. comparative analyses highlight differences and similar-

= ities in predicted impacts between the alternatives.

For those chapters not addressing water resources,
impacts were addressed through comparison between
expected conditions associated with the DW project alter-
natives and existing cceditions. For those chapters asses-
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sing water resource effects of the DW project (Chapter The study area for analysis of direct project impact
3A, "Water Supply and Water Project Operations"; Chap- ¢onfistsofthe four project islands, surrounding channels,
ter 3B, "Hydrodynamics"; Chapter 3C, "Water Quality"; and adjac~mt islands. The study area for analysis of
and Chapter 3F, "Fishery Resources"), impacts were indirect impacts is the vicinity of the statutory Delta, as
assessed through comparison between simulated (mod- defined by Section 12220 of the California Water Code,
eled) cor, ditions assooiat~ with each alternative and with and the hydrologically related Suisun Marsh and San
the No-Project Alternative as described below. Francisco Bay. In some cases, upstream areas are

includ~ in th¢ study area for indirect impacts. The study
area for cumulative impact analysis consists of the combi-

Evaluating Environmental Changes and Effects on nation of the direct and indirect impact areas.
Wat¢r Reso¯rces

Where uncertainty exists in predicting the extent of
Simulated effects of DW project operations on the project construction and operations, the impact analysis

Delta cannot be directly compared with the historical is based on "worst-case" conditions. For example,
record of Delta operations for purposes of impact assess- because DW is not certain oftbe size of the various reere-
meat betmuse historical Delta operations did not include ation facilities, the impact analysis is based on the
current operating criteria; facilities; and conditions, such assumption that the largest possible facility would be
as upstream and export demands for water. To provide built at all locations, even though it may not be realistic
a point ofrefenmce for assessing the impacts of simulated to have a facility of this size at every location.
operations of the DW project alternatives, it was there-
fore necessary to also simulate a baseline condition con-
sisting of the same operating conditions but without oper- Mitigatio¯ Measures
ations of the DW project. This point of reference is the ~
simulated No-Project Alternative. Simulation results for
the DW project alternatives and the No-Project Altema- Where the DW project alternatives are predicted to
tive are shown corresponding to the 70-year hydrologic cause significant impacts, mitigation measures are identi-
record for water years 1992-1991. These simulation fled. In accordance with CEQA and NEPA guidelines,
results, however, do not correspond to historical Delta measures are proposed that would avoid, minimm" e,
operations and should not be confused with actual Delta rectify, reduce, or compensate for the predicted impacts.
operating conditions for these years. They represent
Delta operations, based on monthly averages, that would The feasibility and effectiveness of the mitigation
likely have occurred under the hydrologic conditions of measures are described to the extent possible. Mitigation
those water years with a regulatory scenario consisting of measures may include modifying the project design or
the 1995 WQCP and with current facilities and upstream operations to reduce predicted impacts to less-than-signi-
and export demand for water, ficant levels wherever feasible. Mitigation measures are

presented for effects of,the No-Project Alternative to
provide information to the reviewing agencies regarding

Level= of Impacts Considered measures that would reduce effects of the No-Project
Alternative. These measures would not be required

The impact analysis used in the resource chapters under the No-Project Alternative; however, this informa-
was designed to comply with CEQA and NEPA guide- tion will allow the reviewing agencies to make a more
lines. For each resource topic, three levels of impacts realistic comparison of the DW project alternatives.
were considered:

¯ direct impacts on the DW project islands and on Comparison. of Impacts
adjacent Delta channels; of Alternatives

¯ indirect impacts on the project vicinity, includ-
ing the Delta, Suisun Marsh, San Francisco Bay Results of impact analyses for each alternative are
and, in some cases, upstream areas, induced by summarLzed in Table S-I. This table shows impacts by
direct project-related changes in the environ- resource topics, level of significance without mitigation,
ment; and mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and level of signi-.

ficance with mitigation. The sequence of resource topics
¯ cumulative impacts, in the table conforms to the sequence of chapters in the

document.
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PERMIT AND ENVIRONMENTAL could have been considered as alternatives to the pro-
REVIEW AND CONSULTATION posed project. This fist of alternatives was then narrowed

REQOlREMENTS to those analyzed in this EIRiEIS to include only those
reasonably foreseeable alternatives that could meet the
overall project purpose, given considerations of cost,

In addition to the entitlements required by SWRCB existing technology, and logistics. The Section 404(b)(1)
and the Corps, the DW project will require compliance Alternatives Analysis for the Delta Wetlands Project,
with other state end federal laws, including Section 7 of prepared under a separate cover for submittal to EPA and
the Endangered Species Act, the Fish and Wildlife included as Appendix 4 of the draft EIR/EIS, presents the
Coordination Act, Section 106 of the National Historic alternatives analysis leading up to the selection of alterna-
Preseta, ation Act, and the California Endangered Species rives for assessment in this EIR/EIS. The environmental
Act. Entitlements may also be required from regional and impact assessment of this EIR/EIS, in combination with
local agencies, including the Bay Area Air Quality the Section 404(b)(1)alternatives analysis, presents the
Management District, San .loaquin Valley Unified Air lead agencies’ process for determining the environmen-
Pollution Control District, Contra Costa and San Joaquin tally superior alternative for CEQA and NEPA purposes
County planning and public works departments, State and the least environmentally damaging practicable alter-
Division of Aeronautics, and reclarnation districts, native forSection404(b)(1)pmposes.
Chapter 4, "Permit and Environmental Review and Con-
sultation Requirements’, describes these requirements. All the alternatives, including the No-Project Alter-

native, would cause significant and unavoidable environ-
mental impacts. Although no mitigation measures would

IMPACT CONCLUSIONS be implemented if the lead agencies denied approval of
the DW project and "adopted" the No-Project Alternative,
it could be argued that because the No-Project Alter-

In accordance with CEQA and NEPA, this EIR/EIS native would not involve any significant water operations,
focuses on the predictable changes in the environment for it would cause the least severe environmental impacts.
each of the project alternatives. The changes in the envi- However, the No-Project Alternative was eliminated
ronment analyzed in this document encompass water from consideration as a practicable alternative to the
resources and the aquatic ecosystem; vegetation, wet- proposed project because it would not meet the project
lands, and wildlife resources; flood control; public set- p~. It is analyzed in this EIR/EIS only to satisfy the
vices and health; land uses; cultural resources; traffic and requirements of CEQA and NEPA. Therefore, it is not
air quality; and economic issues, considered the environmentally superior alternative.

This EIR/EIS analyzes the environmental effects of Among those alternatives considered practicable,
DW’s project, identifies ways to reduce or avoid potential Alternative 3 would cause the most severe environmental
environmental impacts resulting from the project, and impacts (see Table S-l). All impacts associated with
identifies and assesses alternatives to the proposed action, reservoir island water operations under Alternatives 1
The following sections identify the environmentally su- and 2 would occur with implementation of Alternative 3,
perior alternative, the irreversible or irretrievable corn- but would be greater because Alternative 3 would gener-
mitments of resources, growth inducement, unresolved ally have twice the storage capacity of Alternative 1 or 2.
issues, and areas of controversy regarding the proposed Alternative 3 would affect resources through water
project, storage operations on Bouldin Island and Holland Tract

that would not occur under Alternatives 1 and 2. Addi-
tionally, Alternative 3 would not have the benefits asso-

Environmentally Superior Alternative ciated with implementation of the I-IMP that would oocur
with Alternatives 1 and 2.

The alternatives selected for analysis in this EIR/EIS The en~ effects of Alternative I and 2 are
comply with the CEQA and NEPA requirement to nearly identical. The project descriptions of the two
analyze a reas~able range of alternatives and with the alternatives differ only with regard to discharges of stored
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Section water. As stated above, under Alternative 2, discharges
404(b)(1) guidelines requirement for the Corps to from storage would not be subject to strict interpretation
detnonstra~ that it is issuing a permit under Section 404 of the 1995 WQCP "percent of inflow" export limit and
of the Clean Water Act to the least environmentally would thet~’ore be slightly more frequent than discharges
damaging practicable alternative. The lead agencies ini- under Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would allow more
flatly considered a broad range of actions that potentially frequent discharges from the DW reservoir islands for
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export at the CVP and SWP pumping plants and would Growth Inducement
have a slightly larger potential to increase the supply of
water for export from the Delta. However, the period of
discharge may be shorter for Alternative 2. Therefore, The EIR/EIS estimates that annual mean monthly
the monthly average changes in export simulated for discharges for export under the DW project alternatives
Alternatives I and 2 were very similar, would total from 188 TAF to 302 TAF. According to

DWR, current demands for water in California are esfi-
Beoauso the difference between Alternatives 1 and mated to exceed dependable supplies, and the water pro-

2 is related to water operations, the differences in the vided by the DW project could help reduce that deficit.
environmental effects described below are related to However, the proposed project is considered growth
water resources and the aquatic ecosystem: inducing because it either would add water directly for

export to municipal water supplies or agricultural pro-
¯ Alternative 1 would allow a smaller average duction to support growth, or would be used for water

volume of discharge for export at the CVP and quality or environmental requirements in substitution for
SWP pumping plants and would have slightly other water that could be used to support growth.
more evaporation loss from the reservoirs than
Alternative 2. Therefore, Alternative 1 would
have slightly more of an effect on consumptive Unresolved Iasues
use than Alternative 2.

¯ Alternative 2 could allow higher or more fie- For purposes of the EIR/EIS analysis, the DW pro-
quent discharges for export at the CVP and ject is analyzed without consideration of subsequent
SWP pumping plants consistent with the maxi- environmental effects caused by the delivery of purchased
mum monthly average and daily average dis- DW water or by the storage of water under a third party’s
charge rates of the DW project and would result water rights because the identity of the end user of the
in slightly higher flows in the Delta channels DW water remains speculative. The DW project islands
between the DW reservoir islands and the could also be used for interim storage of water being
pumping plants (i.e., Old and Middle River transferred through the Delta from sellers upstream to
channels) than Alternative 1. Therefore, Alter- buyers served by Delta exports or to meet Bay-Delta
native 2 would have slightly greater adverse estuary outflow requirements (water transfers), or for
hydrodynamic effects on these south Delta interim storage of water owned by parties other than DW
channels during DW discharge periods, for use to meet scheduled Bay-Delta estuary outflow

requirements or for export (water banking). The effects
¯ Alternative 2 would allow slightly more dis- caused by this type of use of the DW project are unre-

charges for export than Alternative 1 during solved and, if proposed by some party in the future,
February, March, May, and June, months when would be required to be addressed in a separate envi-
fish are more sensitive to habitat changes, ronmental analysis.
Therefore, Alternative 1 would have slightly
less adverse effect on fish populations. Opportunities may exist to operate the DW project

oenjuncfively with the CVP and SWP, but these arrange-
ments remain speculative and are beyond the scope of

Irreversible or Irretrievable this EIR/EIS. A separate entity purchasing DW water
Commltment~ of Resources could diver that water from Delta channels to storage on

the DW islands and discharge it, probably through CVP
or SWP facilities, for direct use, to increase groundwater

Irretrievable commitment of resources would occur or surface water storage, or for estuarine or Delta bene-
as a result of implementation of the proposed project, ficial uses (increased outflow). The purchasing entity
The resour~s that would be irretrievably committed are would effect SWP or CVP operations to the same extent
associated with construction, operation, and maintenance as any entity that diverts, stores, and discharges water in
of the project facilities and include building materials, California.
fossil fuels, labor, energy resources, and land converted
from its present uses. However, most of the land con-
veRed for water storage and wetland and wildlife habitat
creation could physically be converted back to existing
land rises, although project permit conditions would make
this unlikely.
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Area~ of Known Controversy

The DW project alternatives would increase the
supply of water available for export fi’om the Delta. As
stated above, the identity of the end user of the DW water

¯ : remains speculative. However, the potential end use of
the DW project water is eamsidered one of controversy
because of the diverse interests in competing demands for
water for municipal, agricultural, and environmental
needs. Other areas of controversy center around the
direct effetas of the DW project. The DW project would
involve significant direct adverse impacts on water qual-
ity, utilities and highways~ fisheries, vegetation and wet-
lands, wildlife, visual resources, traffic, cultural re-
sources, and mosquitos and public health that can be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementa-
tion of mitigation. The DW project would involve signi~
ficant direct adverse impacts on land use and agriculture,
recreation and visual resources, traffic, cultur.al resources,
and air quality that are not mitigable and are considered
unavoidable.
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Table $-1. Summ~ of DW Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures P~ 1 of 24 ~,

Alterr~five I Altem~ive 2 Alternative 3 No-Project Al~mfive

CHAPTER 3A. WATER SUPPLY AI~D WATER PROJECT OPERATIONS

ImpactA-l: Increase in Delta Consumptive Use ImpactA~2: Reduction in Delta Comump6ve Use ImpactA-3: Incre, ase in Delta Comumpfive Use
(LTS) (B) (SU)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is available.

Impact A-4: Reduction in Delta Consumptive Use The cumulative impact listed for Alternative I is the The cumulative impact listed for Alternative I is the
under Cumulative Conditions (B) same for Alternative 2. same for Alternative 3.

¯ No mitigation is required.

CHAPTER3B. I~DRODYNAMICS

Impact B-I: Hydrodynamic Effects on Local The impacts listed for Alternative I are the same for Impact B-4: Hydrodynamic Effects on Local
Channel Velocities and Stages during Maximum DWAlternative 2. Channel Velocities and Stages during Maximum DW
Diversions (LTS) Diversions (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required, ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact !~2: Hydrodynamic Effects on Local Impact B-5: Hydrodynamic Effects on Local
Channel Velocities and Stages during Maximum DW Channel Velocities and Stages during Maximum DW
Discharges (LTS) Discharges (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.

Imlmct B--3: Hydrodynamic Effects on Net Channel Impact B-6: Hydrodynamic Effects on Net Channel
Flows (LTS) Flows (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.

L"umulative lmpact~

Impact B-7: Cumulative Hydrodynamic Effects on    The cumulative impacts listed for ARemafive I are theThe cumulative impacts listed for Alternative I are the
Local Channel Velocities and Stages during same for Alternative 2. same for Alternative 3.
Maximum DW Diversions (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact B-g: Cumulative Hydrodynamic Effects on
Local Channel Velocities and b~ages during
Maximum DW Discharges (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact B-9: Cumulative Hydrodynamic Effecls on
Net Channel Flows (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure B-I: Operate the DW
Project to Prevent Una~-IRable Hydrodynamic
Effects in the Middle River and Old River
Charmels during Flows That Are Higher Than
Historical Flows (LTS)



0Summary Table Page 2 of 24 ~3

Altenmive I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Proje~ Alten~tive

CHAPTER 3C. WATER QUALITY

Impact C-I: Salinity (EC) ~ at Chipl~ bland The impac~ and mitigation mesmre~ li.qed for Impact C-9: Salinity (EC) ~ at Chipp~ lslartd
during Month~ with Applicable EC Objectives (S) Alternative I are the ~me for Alternative 2 during Months with Applicable EC Objectives (S)

¯ MlflgatioaMea~ureC-l: Re~rictDW ¯ MltigationMenmreC-l: RestrictDW
Dive.into to Limit EC Inc~esus at Chip~ Island Diversions to Limit EC ~ at Chipp~ bland
(LTS) (LTS)

Impat’t C-2: Salinity (EC) Inhere at Emmatm Impact C-10: Salinity (EC) Inac.ase at Emmaton
dur~ Ap~l-A~gu~t (S) dung Ap~l-Augnst (S)

¯ Mitigation Mensure C-2: Re~rict DW ¯ Mitigation Me~ure C-2: Restrict DW
Dive~iow to Limit EC inac.ases at Emmaton Dive.ions to Limit EC Increases at Emmaton
(LTS) (LTS)

Impact C-3: Salinity (EC) Inc~esse at Jersey Poir~ Impact C-II: Salinity (EC) lr~’ease at Je~ey Point
during April-August (S) during Al~iI-Augu~ (S)

¯ Mitigation Memmre C-3: Restrict DW * Mitigation Measure C-3: Restrict DW
Diver~iom to Limit EC ~ at Jersey Point" Divenious to Limit EC lnc~eascs at Jeney Point
(LTS) (LTS)

Impact C-4: Salinity (Chloride) In.ease in Delta Impact C-12: Salinity (Chloride) Increase in Delta
Expom (s) Expor~ (s)

¯ Mitigation Minute C-4: Restrict DW ¯ Mitigation Measure C-4: Restrict DW
Dive.iota o~ Discharges to Limit Chloride Dive~ious or Di~nsrges to Limit Chloride
Co~entration$ in Delta Expom (LTS) Concentrations in Delta Expo~ (LTS)

Impact C-5: Elevated DOC Concentrations in Delta Impact C-13: Elevated DOC Cou43entrati~ in Delta
Expm~ (CCWD Rock Slough, SWP Banks. CVP Expot~ (CCWD Rock Slough. SWP Bank& CVP
Tn~y) (S) Tracy) (S)

¯ Mitigation Me~ure C-5: Re~rict DW Dis- ¯ Mitigation Measure C-~: Restrict DW
charges to Prevent DOC lncw.ascs of G~eater Than Discharges to Prevent DOC ln~eascs of Greater
0.8 mg/! in Delta Expo~ (LTS) Than 0.8 mg/I in Delta Exports (LTS)

Impact C-6: Elevated THM Concenlratiom in Impact C-14: Elevated THM Concentrations in
Treated Drinking Wate~ from Delta Exports (CCWD Treated Drinking Water fi’om Delta Exports (CCWD
Rock Slough, SWP Banks, CVP Tracy) (S) Rock Slough. SWP Banks, CVP Tracy) (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure C-6: Restrict DW ¯ Mitigation Measure C-6: Restrict DW Dis-
Discharges to Prevent In~esscs of More Than charges to Preven~ l~creases of More Than 20 ~g/!
20 ~g/I in THM Concentrations or THM Concen- in THM Concentrations or THM Concentrations of
~rations of Greater than 90 ~g/I in Treated Delta Greate~ than 90 ~g/I in Treated Delta Expo~ Water
Export Water (LTS) (LTS)

Impact C-7: Changes in Othe~ Water Quality Impact C-IS" Changes in Other Water Quality
Variables in Delta Channel Receiving Waten (S) Variables in Delta Channel Receiving Waters (S)

¯ Mitigation Men~ure C-7: Res~ict DW ¯ Mitigation Mensure C-7: Restrict DW
Discharges to Prevent Adve~e Changes in Delta Discharge~ to Prevent Adverse Changes in Delta
Channel Water Quality (LTS) Channel Wate~ Quality (LTS)
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Altenmtive I Alternative 2 .Alternative 3 No-Project Alternative

lmlmctC-~: Potential Contamination ofStored lmpactC-16: Potential Contamination of8tored
Water by Pollutant Residues (S) Water by Pollutant Residues (S)

* Mittgatlen Memure C-8: Conduct ~ * Mitigatlo~ Measure C-8: Conduct Assessmes~
of Po~.nfial Cotttaminatim Sites and Remediate as ofPotential Contamirmtion Sites and Remediate as
Nece~ (LTS) Neee~ary (LTS)

Cumulative Iml~t~

Impact C’-17: Salinity(EC)lncreaseat Chipps The cumulative impacts and mitigation measui-es ¯ The cumulative impacts and mifigafionn,,easures
Island during Months with Applicable EC Objectives listed for Alternative I are the same for Alternative 2. listed for Ahenmfive 1 are the same for Alternative 3.
under Cumulative Conditions (S)

. Mlttgatkm Measure C-l: Restrict DW
Diversiorm to Limit EC Increases at Chipps Island
(LTS)

Iml~*ct C-15: Salinity (EC) Increase at Emmaton
during April-August under Cumulative Conditions
(s)
¯ Mllt|ation Measure (2-2." Res~.rict DW

Diversions to Limit EC Increases at Emmaton
(LTS)

Impad (2-19: Salinity (EC) Increase at Jersey Point �,,C)

during April-August undex Cumulative Conditions
(S)

I
¯ Mitigation Measure (2-3: Rcsa’ict DW

Divenions to Limit EC Increases at Je~, Point
(LTS)

lmlmct C-20: Salinity (Chloride) Increase in Delta
Exlx~s under Cumulative Conditions

¯ Mitigation Measure C-4: Restrict DW
Diversions ~ Discharges to Limit Chloride
Concentrations in Delta Exp~ts (LT$)

lmpac~ C-]I: Elevated DO~ Con~ntrations in
De~ Exports (CCWD Rock Slough, SWP Bank~,
CVP Tracy) under Cumulative Conditions ($)

, Mitigation Measure C-5: Restrict DW Dis-
charges ~o Prevent DO¢2 Increases of G-reater Than
0.8 mg/I in Delta Exp~fls (LTg)

ImlmC~ C-l?-: Elevated THM Concentrations in
Treated D~inking Water from Delta Exports (CCWD
Rock Slough, SWP Banks, CVP Tracy) under
Cumulative Conditions ($)
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¯ Mi/tga/ioaMea,ureC-6: RestrictDW
Discharges to Prevent lnoretu~ of More Than
20/zg/I in THM Concen~ratious or THM Concert.
tratiom of G~eat~ lhan 90 ~g/I in Treated Delta
Expegt Watex (LTS)

Impact C-23: Changes in Oth~- Wate~ Quality
Variables in Delta Channel Receiving Waters und~
Cumulative Conditiom (S)

¯ Mi/i|atlea Meagre C-7: Restrict DW
Discharges to Prevent Advene Changes in Delta
Char~l Wacr Q~y (L~S)

Impact C-~4: In~eas¢ in Pollutanl Loading in Delta
Channel, (SU)

¯ Mlti|a/ioa Measure C-9: Clearly Post Waste
Di~harge Requiremen~ provide Waste
ColIeetim Facilities, and Educate Reoreatimists
regarding Illegal Discharges ofWa.qe (SU)

CHAPTER 3D. FLOOD CONTROL

Impact D-I: Increase in Loug-Tenn Levee StabilityTheimpac~lis/edforAItemative I arethesame for Imlutct D-7: Inc~.aseinLoug-Term Levee Stability    De~ease in Long-Tenn Levee Stability
on Reservoir Islands (B) Alternative 2. on Reservoir Islands (B)

¯ Buttre~ Pe~.te~ Levees
¯ No mitigatiou is required.                                                                 ¯ No mitigation is required.

~ in Potential for Seepage onto Project IslandsImpact D-2: Potential for Seepage fi’om Res~voir Impact D-8: Potential for Seepage from Re~-~voir
Islands to Adjace~ Islands (LTS) Islands to Adjacent Islands (LTS) lncxea~e in Potential for Levee Failure during Seismic
¯ Measures that would minimize effects ofthis ¯ Measures Ihat would minimize effects oflhi$

impact have been ~ by the project impact have been incoq~rated by lhe project
applicant into this alternative’s project description, applicant into this alternative’s project desoriptiou.
No additional mitigation is required. No additional mitigation is required.

Impact 1)-3: Potential for Wind and Wave Erosion Impact D-9: Potential for Wind and Wave Erosion
on Reservoir Islands (LTS) on Re~rvoir Islands (LTS)

¯ Measures that would minimize effects of this ¯ Measure~ that would minimize effects of this
impact have been incoq~-ated bythe project impact have been inco~orated bythe project
applicar~ into this alternative’s project de~u~iptiou, applican! imo Ihis alternative’s project description.
No additional mitigation is required. No additional mitigation is required.

Impact 1)-4: Potential for Erosion of Levee Toe Impact D-10: Potential for Ero~ien of Levee Toe
Bem~ at Pump Stations and Siphon Stations on Berms at Pump Stations and Siphon Stations on
Resexvoir Islands (LTS) Reservoir Islands (LTS)

¯ Measure~ that would minimize effects of this ¯ Measures that would minimize effects ofthis
impact have been incorporated by the project impact have been incorporated by lhe I~oject
applicant into lhis alternative’s project description, applicant into lhis alternative’s project de~,’ription.
No additional mitigation is required. No additional mitigation is required.
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Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Project Alternative

Impact D-S: Decrease in Potential for Levee Failure Impact D-11: Decrease in Pote~ial for Levee Failure
on DW Project Islands during Seismic Activity (B) on DW Project Islands during Seismic Activity (B)

¯ No mitigation it required. ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact D-a: lnorea~ in Long-Term Levee Stability
on Habitat Islands (B)

¯ No mitigation is required.

Imlmct D-12: Decrease in Cumulative Flood Hazard The cumulative impactt listed for Alternative I are the The cumulative impacts listed for Alternative l are the Increase in Cumulative Risk of Levee Failure in the
in the Delta (B) same for Alternative 2. same for Alternative 3. Delta

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ Buttress Perimeter Levees

Impact D-13: Decrease in the Need for Public                                                                                                                                                 tl~
Financing of Levee Maintenance and Repair on the
DW Project Islands (B)                                                                                                                              tD

¯ No mitigation is required.                                                                              �~

~ Ro~ds (B) Al~-~five 1 ~e the ~mme for Alternative ~ ~7~unty R~ds (B) ~ Repa~ Ne~is
I

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ Battre~ Perimeter Levees
O

Impact g-i: Reduction in Ferry Traffic from Jeney Impact E-14: Increase in the P.)sk of Structural Increase in Maintmmn~ Requiremems for Gas Lines on
Island to Webb Tract (LTS) Failure of SR 12 (LTS) Bacon Island

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ MltlgatlonMeasureE-8: Coordinate Desiga andInoreaseintheRiskofStructuralFailureandincrease
Construction of Wilkerson Dam with Caltrans and in Maintenance Requirements for Existing Trans-

Impact E-3: Increase in the Risk to Oas Lines DSOD (LTS) mission Utilities
Croming Exterior Levees on Bacon Island (LTS)

Impact E-15: Increase in the Fog Hazard on SR l 2¯ Buttress Perimeter Levees
¯ No mitigation is require& (SU)

Impa~ E-4: Increase in PG&E Response Time to ¯ No mitigation is available.
Repair a Gas Line Failure on Bacon Island (LTS)

Impact E-16: Reduction in Feny Traffic from Jersey
¯ No mitigation is required. Island to Webb Tract (LTS)

Impact E-5: Inundation ofElectrical Tranunission ¯ No mitigation is required.
Utilities on the Reservoir Islands (S)

Impact E-IT: Increase in the Risk to Gas Lines
¯ lVlitt|atton Measure E-I: Relocate Electrical Crossing Exterior Levees on Bacon Island (LTS)

Transmission Lines to the Perimeter Levee around
Webb Tnct (LTS) ¯ Ho mitigation is require&
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Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-project Alternative

Impact E-6: Possible Need to Increase Capacity of Impact E-18: Increase in PG&E Response Time to
the Existing Electrical Transmission Lines on lhe DW Repair a Gas Line Failure on Bacon Island (LTS)
Project Islands (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.
¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact E-19: Inundation of Electrical Transmission
Impact E-7: Po~ible Need to Expand the Existing Utilities on the Reservoir Islands (S)
Electrical Trammissim Lines on Webb Tract,
Bonldin Island, and Holland Tract to Serve a ¯ Mitigation Measure E-9: Relocate Electrical
Proposed Siphon Station and Recreation Facilities (S) Transmission Lines to the Pe6meter Levees around

Webb and Holland Tracts and Bouldin Island
¯ Mitigation Meamre E-2: Extend Electrical (LTS)

Transmission Lines to Serce New Siphon and
Pump Stations and Recreation Facilities (LTS)                                                 Impact E-20: Possible Need to Increase Capacity of

the Existing Electrical Transmission Lines on the
Impact E-8: Increase in Demand for Police Services Reservoir Islands (LTS)
on the DW Project Islands (S)

¯ No mitigation is required.
¯ Mitigation Measure E-3: Provide Adequate

Lighting in and around Buildings, Walkways, Impact E-21: Possible Need to Expand the Existing
Parking Areas, and Boat Bef, hs Electrical Transmission Lines on Webb Tract, Bouldin

Island, and Holland Tract to Serve pro~ Siphon
¯ Mitigation Measure E-4: Provide Private and Pump Statiom and Recreation Facilities (S)

Security Services for Recreation Facilities and
Boat Docks (LTS) ¯ Mitigation Measure E-2: Extend Electrical

Trammission Lines to Serve New Siphon and
Impact E-9: lnctesse in Demand for Fire Protection Pump Stations and Recreation Facilities (LTS)
Services on the DW Project Islands (S)

Impa~ E-22: Increase in Demand for Police Services
¯ Mlti|atio~ Measure E-S: Incorporate Fire on the DW Project Islands (S)

Protection Features into Recreation Facility
Design ¯ Miti|ation Measure E-3: Provide Adequate

Lighting in and around Buildings, Walkways,
¯ Mitigation Measure E-6: Provide Fire Protection Parking Areas, and Boat Berths

Services to Webb Tract and Bacon Island (LTS)
¯ Mitigation Measure E-4: Provide Private

Impact E-10: ln~esse in Demand for Water Supply Security Services for Recreation Facilities and Boat
Services (LTS) Docks (LTS)

¯ Miti|ation Measure E-7: Obtain Appropriate Impact E-23: Increase in Demand for Fire Protection
Local and State Permits for Recreation Facility Services on the DW Project Islands (S)
Service, and Utilities (LTS)

¯ Miti|ation Measure E-S: Incorporate Fire ¯
Impact E-11: Inoresse in Demand for Sewage Protection Features into Recreation Facility Design
Disposal Services (LTS)

¯ Mitigation Measure E~6: Provide Fire Protection
¯ Mitigation Measure E-7: Obtain Appropriate Services to Webb Tract and Bacon Island (LTS)

Local and State Permits for Recreation Facility
Services and Utilities (LTS)
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Impact E-12: Increase in Demand for Solid Waste Impact E-24: Increase in Demand for Water Supply
Removal (LTS) Services (LTS)

¯ Mltigatioa Memure E-7: Obtain Al~ate ¯ MItilatioa Measure E-7: Obtain App~ate
Local and State Permits for Recreation Facility l.xxad and State Permits for Recreation Facility
Services and Utilities (LTS) Services and Utilities (LTS)

Impact E-25: Increase in Demand for Sewage
Disposal Services (LTS)

¯ Mitigation Measure E-7: Obtain Appropriate
Local and State Permils for Recreation Facility
Services and Utilities (LTS)

Impact E-26: Increase in Demand for Solid Waste
Removal (LTS)

¯ Mitigation Measure E-7: Obtain .Appropriate
Lo~l and Slate Permits for Recreation Facility
Services and Utilities (LTS)

Cumulative Imimcts

Impa~ E-27: Cumulative Decrease inthe Riskof The cumulative impact listed for Alternative 1 islhe The cumulative impact listed for Alternative i isthe Cumulative Increase in the Risk of Structural Failure of
Structural Failure of Roadway~ and Utilities (B) same for Alternative 2. same for Al~’mative 3 Roadways and Utilities

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ Buttress Perimeter Levees

CHAPTER 3F. FISHERY RESOURCES

Impact F-l: Alleration of Habitat (S) The impacts and mitigation meamres listed for Impact F-9: Alteration of Habitat (S)
Alternative I are the same for Alternative 2.

¯ Mitigation Memure F-I: Implement Fish ¯ Mitigation Measure F-I: Implement Fish Habitat
Habitat Management Actions (LTS) Management Actions (LTS)

Impact F-2: Increase in Temperature-Related Impact F-10: Increase in Te~rq~ature-Related
Mortality of Juvenile Chinook Salmon (S) Mo,/lality of Juvenile Chinook Salmon (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure F-2: Monitor the Water ¯ Mitigation Measure F-2: Monitor the Water
Temperature of DW Discharges and Reduce DW Temperature of DW Discharges and Reduce DW
Discharges to Avoid Producing Any Increase in Discharges tu Avoid Producing Any Increase in
Channel Temperature Greater Than I°F (LTS) Channel Water Temperature Greater than I’F

(LTS)
Impact F-3: Potential Increase in Acci.dental Spills
of Fuel and Other Materials (LTS)                                                :           Impact F-II: Potential Increase in Accidental Spills
¯ No mitigation is required,                                                                 of Fuel and Other Materials (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.
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AltenWJve I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Project Alternative

Impact F-4: Potential In.ease in the Mortality of Impact F-12: Potential Increase in the Morality of
Chinook Salmon Resulting from lhe Indire~ Effe~s Chinook Salmon Resulting from the Indirect Effe~ta of
of DW Project Diveniens and Disd~ge~ on Flows DW Project Divenio~ and Diu~ges on Flow~ (S)
(s)

¯ Mitigation Measure F-S: Oporate the DW
¯ M#tgation Measure F-3: Of’ate the DW Proje~ under Ope~tions Objectives That Would

Project under Ope~atiom Objectives That Wonld Minimize Changes in Cro~Delta Flow Couditiom
Minimize Changes in Cress-Delta Flow dut~ing Peak Out-Migration of Mokelunme and San
Conditiom during Peak Ou~-Migration of Joequin River Chinook Salmon (LTS)
Mokelunme and San Joequin River Chinook
Salmon (LTS) Impact F-13: Reductiou in Downstream Tramport

and Increase in Entralnme~ Lo~ of S~ped Ba~ Eggs
Impact F-5: Reduction in Dowrkqream Transport and Larvae, Delta Smelt Larvae, and Lougfm Smelt
and Increase in En~alnment ~ of Striped Bae~ Larvae (S)
Eggs and Larvae, Delta Smelt Larvae, and Longi’m
Smelt Larvae (S) ¯ Mitigation Measure F-4: Ope~te the DW Project

under Openttio~ Objectives That Would Minimize
¯ Miligaflon Measure F-4: Ol~ate the DW Advene Transport Effect~ on Striped Bas~, Delta

Project under Opetatiom Objectives That Would Smelt, and Lengf’m Smelt (LTS) 07
Minhnize Advene Tramport Effe~s on Slriped
~ Delta Smelt, and Longf’m Smelt (LTS) Impact F-14: Change in Area of Optimal Salinity

Habitat (LTS)
Impact F-6: Change in Area of Ol~imal Salinity
Habitat (LTS) ¯ No mitigation is required.

¯ No mitigation is required. Impact F-I& In.ease in Entralnmen~ Loss of
Juvenile Striped Bass and Delta Smelt (S)

Impact F-7: Inhere in Entralnme~ Lo~ of
Juvenile Striped Baes and Della Smelt (S) ¯ Mitigation Mea#ure F-S: Operatethe DW Project

und~ Opet~iens Obje~ives That Would Minimize
¯ Mitigation Measure F-S: (~e the DW Entrainment of Juvenile Striped Bass and Delta

Project under Ol~-atiom Objectives That Would Smelt (LTS)
Minimize Entrainment of Juvenile Striped
and Delta Smelt (LTS) Impact F-16: Increase in Entrainment Lo~ of

Juvenile Amorie~an Shad and Other Species (LTS)
Impact F-8: in~ea~ in Entrainment Lo~ of
Juvenile American Shad and Other Species (LTS) ¯ No mitigation is required.

¯ No mitigation is requi~l.

Cmnulative Impacts

Impact F-17: Alteration of Habitat under The ~umulative impacts and mitigation measures The ~-umulative impacts and mitigation measures
Cumulative Conditions (LTS) listed for Altemalive I are the same for Alternative 2. listed for Alternative 1 are the same for Altenuttive 3.

¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact F-18: Potential In~rease in Accidental Spills
of Fuel and Other Materials under Cumulative
Conditions (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.
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CHAPTER 3G. VEGETATION AND WETLANDS

Impact G-l: Inc~eaee in Freshwater Manh and The impacts and mitigation measures listed for Impact G-5: Loes of Judsdictimal Wetlands on Lees of Special-Statm Plants
Exotic Marsh Habitats (B) Altemalive I are the same for Alternative 2. Reservoir Islands (S)

¯ Protect Special-Status Plant Populations from Levee
¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ Mitigation Measure G-4: Develop and Maintenance Activities

lmplemont an Offsite Mitigation Plan (LTS)
Impact G-2: Loss 0fRipafian and Pemmnent Pond ¯ Develop and Implement a Special-Status Plant
Habitats (LTS) Impact G-6: Loss of Special-Status Plants (S) Species Mitigation Plan

¯ Meamu~ that would minimize effe~s of this ¯ Mitigation Measure G-l: Site Project Facilities
impact have been inmq~’ated by the project to Avoid Special-Status Plant Populations
applicant into this alternative’s project description.
No additional mitigation is required. ¯ Mitigation Measure G-2: Protect Special-Status

Plant P~ulatious from C,o,ostruction and
lmlmct G-3: Lem of Upland and Asdmltural Recreational Activities
Habitat~ (LTS)

¯ Mitigation Measure G-3: Develop and
¯ Measures that would minimize effects of this Implemen~ a Special-Status Plant Species

impa~ have been in~ by the project Mitigation Plan (LTS)
applicant ir~o this al~nmtive’$ project descfiptintt
No additional mitigation is required.

Impact G-4: Lees of Special-Status Plants (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure G-l: Site Project Facilities
to Avoid Special-Status Plant Populations

¯ Mltllation Measure G-2: Protect Special-Status
Plant Populations from ~on and
Recreational Activities

¯ Mitigation Measure G-3: Develop and Imple-
ment a Special-Status Plant Species Mitigation
Plan (LTS)

Cumulative Impacts

Impact G-7: Increase in We~isnd and Riparian The cumulative impact listed fo¢ Alternative I is Ihe Impact G~: Cumulative Lo~ of Section 404
Habitats in the Delta (B) same for Altenmtive 2. Jurisdictional Emergent W~qland and Riparian

Habitats (LTS)
¯ No mitigation is required.

¯ No mitigation is required.
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CHAPTER 3H. WILDLIFE

Impact H-I: Loss of Upland Habitats (LTS) The impac~ and mitigation measures listed for Impact H-23: Loss of Upland Habitats (S) Lo~ of Riparian and Wetland Habitats
Alternative I are the same for Alternative 2.

¯ Measures that would minimize effects of lids ¯ Mitigation Measure H-4: Develop and ¯ Develop and Impleraent an Offsite Wildlife Habitat
impact have been incoqx~ated by the project Impleng~ an Ofl~ite Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Mitigafiob Plan
applicant into this alternative’s project description. Plan (LTS)
No additional mitigation is required. Lo~ of Northern Harder Nesting Habitat

Impact H-24: Loss of Foraging Habitats fo~
Impact H-2: In.ease in Suitable Wetland Habitats Win/ering Waterfowl (S) ¯ Develop and Implement an Offsite Wildlife Habitat
for Nongame Water and Wading Birds (B) Mitigation Plan

¯ No mitigation is required.                                                                     ¯ Mitigation Measure 11-4: Develop andImplement an Offsite Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Loss of Potential Swainson’$11awk Foraging 11abitat
Plan (LTS)

Impact H-3: Los~ of Foraging Habitats for ¯ Develop and Implement an Offsite Wildlife Habitat
Wintering Waterfowl (LTS) Impact 11-25: Increase in Suitable Breeding Habitats Mitigation Plan

for Waterfowl (B)
¯ Measures that would minimize effects ofthis

impact have been incoqx~rated by the pro.jeet ¯ No mitigation is required.
applicant into this alternative’s projec/descrip6on.
No additional mitigation is required. Impact H-26: Loss of 11abitats for Upland Game

species (s)
Impact H-4: Increase in Suitable Breeding Habitats
for Waterfowl (B) ¯ Mitigation Memure 11-4: Develop and

Implement an Oi~ite Wildlife Habitat
¯ No mitigation is required. Management Plan (LTS)

Impact H-S: Lo~ of Habitats for Upland Game Impact H-27: Los~ of Foraging Habitat for Greater
Species (LTS) Sandhill Crane (S)

¯ Measures that would minimize effects of this ¯ Mitigation Measure H-4: Develop and
impact have been incoq>o~ted by the project Implement an Off’site Wildlife Habitat
applieant into this alternative’s project descrip/ioa. Management Plan (LTS)
No additional mitigation is required.

Impact H-28: Loss of Foraging Habitat for
Impac/H-6: Increase in Suitable Foraging Habitat Swain~m’$ Hawk (S)
for Greater Sandhili Crane (B)

¯ Mitigation Measure 11-1: Develop and¯ No mitigation is required. Implement an Off’site Wildlife Habitat Mitigation

Impact H-7: Increase in Suitable Roosting Habitat
Plan (LTS)

for Greater Sandhill Crane (B) Impact H-29: Loss of Foraging Habitat for Aleutian
Canada Goose (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.
¯ No mitigation is required.
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Impact H-~: Incr~se in Suitable Foraging Habitat Impact H-30: Loss of Nesting Habitat for No,them
for Swainson’s Hawk (B) Harriet" (S)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ Mitigation Measure H4: Develop and
Implement an Olfsite Wildlife Habitat Mitigation

Impact H-9: Increase in Suitable Nesting Habitat for Plan (LTS)
Swainson’a Hawk (B)

Impact H-31: Loss of Wintering Habitat for
¯ No mitigation is required. Tricolored Blackbird (LTS)

Impact H-10: Loss of Foraging Habitat for Aleutian ¯ No mitigation is required.
Canada Goose (LTS)

Impact H-32: Temporary Construc~iou lmpa~’ts on
¯ Measures that would minimize effects of this State.Listed Species (S)

impact have been incorporated by the l~oject
applicant into this alternative’s woject des,xiption. ¯ Mitigation Measure H-I: Develop and
No additional mitigation is required. Implement a Construction Mitigation Plan for the

Res~voir Islands (LTS)
Impact H-II: Increase in Suitable Nesting Habitat
for Northern Harrier (B) Impact H-33: Potential for Increased Incidence of

Waterfowl Diseases (S)
¯ No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measure H-3: Monitor Waterfowl
Impact H-12: Loss of Wintering Habitat for Populations for Incidence of Disesse and Imple-
Tricolored Blackbird (LTS) ment Actions to Reduce Waterfowl Mortality

(LTS)
¯ Measures that would minimize effects of this

impa~t have been inceqx~rated by the project Impact H-34: Potential Disruption of Waterfowl Use
applican~ into ~ ¯item¯fire’s wojec~ description, a~ ¯ Result of In,eased Hunting (LTS)
No additional mitigation is required.

¯ No mitigation is required.
Impact H-13: Increase in Suitable Nesting Habitat
for Tricolored Blackbird (B) Impact H-35: Increase in Waterfowl Harvest

Morality (LTS)
¯ No mitigation is required.

¯ No mitigation is required.
Impact H-14: Increase in Suitable Habitats for
Special-Status Wildlife Species (B) Impact H-36: Potential Changes in Local and

Regional Waterfowl Use Patterns (LTS)
¯ No mitigation is required.

¯ No mitigation is required.
Impact H-IS: Temporary Constm~ion Impacts on
State-Listed Species(S) Impact H-37: Potential Effects on Wildlife and

Wildlife Habitats Resulting from Delta Outflow
¯ Mitigation Measure H-I: Develop and Changes (LTS)

Implement a Construction Mitigation Plan for the
Reservoir Islands (LTS) ¯ No mitigation is required.

¯ ¯
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Impact H-16: Disturbance to Greater Sandhili
Cranes and Wintering Waterfowl from Aircraft
opention (s)

¯ Mitigation Measure H-2: Monitor Effeot~ of
~ Fligh~ m Cn’eatar Sandhill Cran~ and
Wintering Waterfowl and Implement/t.~tiom to
Reduce Aircraft Disturbanc~ of Wildlife (LTS)

Impact H-17: Potential for Increased Incidence of
Waterfowl Diseases (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure H*3: Monitor Waterfowl
Populations for Incidence of Disease and Imple-
ment Actions to Reduce Waterfowl Mortality
(LTS)

Impact H-18: Potential Disruption of Waterfowl                                                                                                                                               ~"
Use as a Result of Inoressed Hunting (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact H-19: Potential Disruption of Greater
Sandhill Crane U~e of the Habitat Islands as a Result                                                                                                                                            "
of Increased Hunting (LTS)

¯ No mitigation i~ required. .~

/Impact H-20: Increase in Waterfowl Harvest                                                                                                                                                          ,
Morally (LTS)

¯ No mitigation il required.

Impact H-21: Potential Changes in Local and
Regional Waterfowl Use Patterns (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact H-22: Potential Effects on Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitats Resulting from Delta Outflow
Changes (LTS)

* No mitigation is required.

Cumulative Impact~

Impact H-38: Cumulative Increase in Foraging The cumulative impacts listed for Alternative 1 are th,eImpact H-41: Cumulative Loss of Foraging Habitat
Habitat for Wintering Waterfowl in the Delta (B) same for Alternative 2. for Wintering Waterfowl in the Delta (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.
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Impact H-39: Cumulative Lo~ of Herbaceous Impact H-42: Cumulative Loss of Herbaceous
Habitats in the Delta (LTS) Habitats in the Delta (LTS)

* No mitigation is required.                                                                 ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact H-t0: Cumulative Tempomv Lma of Impact H-43: Curaulativa Loss of Wet|and and
Riparian Habitat in the Delta (LTS) Riparian Habitats in the Delta (LTS)

. No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.

CHAPTER 31. LAND USE AND AGRICULTURE

Impact I-1: DizplacementofReside~cesand Tl~impactzlistedforAltemative I are the zame for Impactl-5: Displaceme~ofResidencesand lnereaze in Cultivated Aereage and Agricultural

Structure~ on Reservoir Is|andz (LTS) Alternative 2. Structures on Reservoir Islands (LTS) Proc~uction on the DW Project

. No mitigation is required.

Impact I-2: Displacement of Property Owne~ on Impact 1-6: Incons~ency with Contra Cesta County
Habitat Islands (LTS) General Plan Agricultural Principles (SU)

¯ No mitigation is required.                                                                     ¯ No mitigation is available.

Impact I-3: Incomistency with Contra Costa County Impact I-7: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Land
General Plan Agricultural Principle~

¯ No mitigation is available.

Impact I-4: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Land
(su)

¯ No mitigation is available.

Cumulative lmlmct*

Impact 1-8: Cumulative Conve~ion of Agricultural The cumulative impact listed for Alternative I is the The cumulative impact listed for Alt~’~ative 1 is the

Land (SL~) same for Alternative 2. ~ame for Alternative 3.

¯ No mitigation is available.

CHAPTER 3J. RECREATION AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Impact J-l: Increase in Rec~’eation Use-Days for The impacts and mitigation messures listed for lmpactJ-12: lncreaseinRecreationUse-Days for Increase in Recreation Use-Days for Hunting in the

Hunting in the Delta (B) Alternative 1 are the same for Alternative 2. Hunting in the Delta (B) Delta

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact J-2: Change in Regional Hunter Success Impact J-13: Increase in Recreation Use-Days for
outside the Projec~ Area (LTS) Boating in the Delta (B)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.
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Alternative I .Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Proje~ Alternative

Impact J-3: Increase in Recreation Use-Days fcr Impact J-14: Change in the Quality of the
Boating in lhe Delta (B) Recreational Boating Experience in Delta Channels

(su)
¯ No mitigation is required.

¯ No mitigation is available.
Impact J-4: Change in th¢ Quality ofth¢
Recreational Boating Exl~rien~e in Delta Channels Impact J-15: Increase in Recreation Use-Days
(SU) Other Re~.ational Uses in the Delta (B)

¯ No mitigation is available. ¯ No mitigation is requirod.

Impact J-5: Increase in Recreation Use-Days fcr Impact J-16: Reduction in the Quality of Views of
Other Recreational Uses in th¢ Delta (B) Bacon Island and Webb Tract Interiors from Island

Levees (LTS)
¯ No mitigation is required.

¯ No mitigation is required.
Impact J-6: Reduction in the Quality of Views of
the R~ervoir Island lnterio~ flora Island Levees Impact J-17: Potential Conflict with the Scenic
(LTS) Designation fcr Bacon Island Road (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is r¢quirod. ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact J-7: Potential Cotaqict with the Scenic Impact J-18: Reduction in the Quality of Views of
Designation fcr Ba~on Island Road (LTS) Bacon Island and Webb Tract from Adjacent

Waterways and from the Santa Fe Railways Arntrak
¯ No mitigation is required. Line (SU)

imlmctJ-8: ReductionintheQualityofViewsof ; ¯ MitigationMensureJ-l: Partially Screen
th¢ Res~voir Islands from Adjace, tt Watetavays and Proposed Recreation Facilities and Pump and
from the Santa Fe Railways Amtrak Line (SU) Siphon Stations from Important Viewing Areas

¯ Mitigation Measure J-l: Partially Sereen * Mitigation Measure J-2: Design Levee
Proposal Recreation Facilities and Pump and Impmvement~ Siphon and Pump Stations, and
Siphon Stations from Important Viewing Areas Recreation Facilities and Boat Docks to Be

Consistent with the Surrounding Landscape (SU)
¯ Mitigation Measure J-2: Design Levee

Imla’ovements, Siphon and Pump Stations, and Impact J-19: Change in Views Southward from
Recreation Facilities and Boat Do~ks to Be SR 12 (LTS)
Consistent with the Surrounding Landscape (SU)
No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact J-9: Enhanced Views of Bouldin Island from Impact J-20: Reduction in the Quality of Views of
SR 12 (B) Holland Tract tixan the Island Levee (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.
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Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Project Alternative

Impact J-10: Reduction in the Quality of View~ of Impact J-21: Reduction in the Quality of Viewa of
the Habitat blanch from Adjacent Waterways (S) Bculdin Island and Holland Tract from Adja~mt

Waterways (SU)
¯ Mitigation MemureJ-l: Paaially Screen

Propmed Recreation Facilities and Pump and ¯ Mitigation Meaaure J-l: Partially Screen
Siphon Statiom from lmpot~ Viewing Are~ Prop~uxl Recreation Facilities and Pump and

Siphon Stations from ~ Viewing Are~

¯ Mitigation Memure J-2: Design Levee ¯ Mitigation Measure J-2: Design Levee
Improvemen~ Siphon and Pump Statiom, and Improvements, Siphon and Pump Station~ and
Recreation Facilities and Boat Docka to Be Recreation Facilities and Boat Docks to Be
~3mi~ent with the Sunounding Lan~ (LTS) Consistent with the Surrounding Lan~ (SU)

Imlmct J-ll: Increase in Viewing Opportunities and Impact J-22: Increase in Opportunities for
the Quality of View~ of Island ln~rior~ and the DW Recreation Facility Members to View Reservoh- Island
Project Vicinity for Recreation Facility Memben (B) Interiors and Other Area~ in the DW Projea Vicinity

¯ No mitigation is required.
¯ No mitigation is required.

Cumulative Impam

Impact J-23: Inc~ase in Recreation Ol~tie~The cumulative i~ listed for Alternative I are theThe cumulative impa,:ts listed for Alternative I are the
in the Delta (B) ~ame for Alternative 2. same for Alternative 3.

¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact J-24: Enhancement of Waterfowl
Populatiom and ~ Hunte~ Succe~ in the
De~ (B)

¯ No mitigation is r~quired.

CHAPTER 3K. ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND EFFECTS

Because e~onomi¢ effects are not ~onsidered environmental impac~ under CEQA and NEPA, no ~onclusion~ are made regarding the significance of e~onomic effects.

CHAPTER 3L. TRAFFIC

lmpactL-l: lnc~ease in Traffi~ on Delta geadwaysThe impacts and mitigation measures l~ed for Impact L-II: lncrease in Traffic on Delta Roadways Increase in Traffic on Delta Roadways
during Project Construction (LTS) Alternative 1 are the same for Alternative 2. during Project Construction (LTS)

Creation of Safety Conflicts on Delta Roadways
¯ No mitigation is required.                                                                 ¯ No mitigation is required.

¯ Clearly Mark lntenections with Poor Visibility in
the Vicinity of Agricultural Operations

Decrease in Circulation on Delta Roadways

¯ Restrict Agricultural Vehicle Operato~ from Using
Delta Highways during Peak Hours
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Alternative I Altenmive 2 Alternative 3 No-Project Altenuttive

Impact L-2: Increa~ in Traffic on Delta Roadways Impact L-12: Increase in Traffic ~ Delta Readways
dm-ing Project Opcmion (SU) duri~ Project Operation (SU)

¯ No mitigation i~ availabb. ¯ No mitigation is available.

Impact L-3: Creation of Safety Conflicts on Delta Impact 1.,-13: Creation of Safety Conflicts on Delta
Roadways during Project Construction (S) Roadways during Project Comtruction (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure L-I: Clearly Mad~ ¯ Mitigation Measure L-l: Clearly Mark
lntersectiom with Poe¢ Visibility in the DW Intersections with Po~ Visibility in the DW Project
Project Vicinity (LTS) Vicinity (LTS)

Impact L-4: Reduction in Safety Conflicts on Delta imimct L-14: Reduction in Safety Conflicts on Delta
Roadways during Project Operation (B) Roadways during Proje~ Operation (B)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact L-S: Decrease in Circulation on or Access to Impact L-I~: Decrease in Circulation on or Access
Delta Roadways during DW Project ~ction to Delta Roadways during DW Project Construction
(LTS) (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact 1-6: Change in Circulation on Delta Impact L-16: Change in Circulation on Delta
Roadways during DW Project Operation (LTS) Roadways during DW Project Operation (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.                                                                 ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact L-7: Increase in Boat Traffic and Impact L-17: Increase in Boat Traffic and
Congestion on Delta Watatway~ during DW Project Congestion on Delta Waterways during DW Project
Opention (SU) Overation (SU)

¯ No mitigation is available. ¯ No mitigation i$ available.

Impact L-8: Change in Navigation Conditions on Impact L-18: Change in Navigation Conditions on
Delta Waterways Surrounding the DW Project Del~a Waterways Surrounding the DW Project Islands
Islands during Project Operation (LTS) during Project Operation (LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact L-9: Creation of Safety Conflicts on Delta Impact L-19: Creation of Safety Conflic~ on Delta
Waterways during DW Project Construction (S) Waterways during DW Projed Construction (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure L-2: Clearly Mark the ¯ Mitigation Measure L-2: Clearly Mark the
Barge and Notify the U.S. Coast Guard of Barge and Notify the U.S. Coa.~t Guard of
Construction Activities (LTS) Construction Activities (LTS)
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Al/emagve I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Proje~ Aliemative

Impact I,-10: Increase in th~ Potemial for Saf~y Impact L-20: Increase in the Po~-ntial for Safety
Problems on Waterways Surr~ the DW Project Problems on Waterway~ Surro~ the DW Project
Islands (S) l$1~nds (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure L-3: Clearly Pcet ¯ Mlti|a//on M~ure L-3: CIeady Poet Waterway
Waterway Int~sections, Speed Zone, and In~,seetions, Speed Zoos, and Pcte~tial Hazards
Potential Hazards in the DW Project Vicinity in the DW Project Vicinity (LTS)
(LTS)

Cmnulaflve Impacts

Impact L-21: Inerea~e in Traffic on Delta RoadwaysThe cumulative impac~ and mitigation mcesure~ The cumulative impacts and mitigatim measures Increase in Tralfic m Delta Roadways during
during Operation of Future Pmje~t~, Including the listed for Alternative I are the same for Alternative 2. listed for Alternative I are the same for Alternative 3. Operation of Future Projects, Including the No-Project
DW Project (SU) Alternative

¯ Mitigation Measure L-4: Impleme~ Caltrans’ ¯ Implement Callrans’ Ronte Concepts for SR 4 and
Route Concepts for SR 4 and SR 12 (SU) SR 12

Implementation of Mitigation Measure L-4 could Creation of Safety Conflicts on Delta Roadways during
reduce this impa~ to ¯ le~4han-sigaificant level. Operation of Future Projects, Including the No-Projeet
Howevor, there is no funding for implementation Altamative
of this mitigation measure; therefore, this impa~ is
�omidered significant and unavoidable ¯ Clearly Ma~k Inter~ions with Poor Visibility in

Impact L-22: Reduction in Safety Con/]i~s on Delta
the Vicinity of Agricultural Operations

Roadways during Operation of Future Projects,
Including the DW Project (B)

¯ No mitigation is required.

Impact L-23: Cumulative Increase in Safety
Problems on Delta Watenvays (SU)

¯ Mitigation Measure L-S: Develop and Enforce ¯
Boater Safety Program for DW Private Boat Usen

¯ ¯ ¯
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Summary

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Project Alternative

CHAPTER 3M. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact M-l: Disturbance of Buried Resources (If The impa~ts and mitigation measures listed fo~ Impact M-7: Disturbance of Buried Resources (If Disturbance of Buried Resources (If Pre~-nt) in the
Pre~nt) in the Archaeologically Sensitive Pipe~ Alternative 1 are the same for Alternative 2. Present) in the Archaeologically Semitive Piper SandsArchaeologically Semitive Pipe~ Sands on Webb Tract
Sands on Webb Tract (S) on Webb Tract (S) as a Result of Agricultural Activitie~

¯ MitigationMen~ureM-l: Prepare an HPMP to ¯ Mitigation Measure M-l: Prepare an HPMP to ¯ Prepara an HPMP to Provide for the Long-Tenn
Provide for the Long-Term Monitoring and Treat- Provide for the Long-Term Monitoring and Monitoring and Tren~at of Archaeologically
ment of Archaeologically Sensitive Areas on Webb Treatment of Archaeologically Semitive Area~ on Semitive Areas on Webb Tract
Tract (LTS) Webb Tract (LTS)

Damage to Known and Unknown Prehistoric Sites
Impact Mo2: Disturbance oflntac~ Burials at CA- Impact M-& Damage or Destn~ction of Known Resulting from Agricultural Activities m Holland Tract
CCo-593 (If Preumt) on Holland Tract (S) Archaeological Sites Resulting from Inundation,

Wave Action and Erosion, or Vandalism on Holland ¯ l~pere an HeMP to Provide for the Long-Term
¯ Mitigation Minute M-2: Design Habitat Tract (SU) Monitoring of Known and Unknown Archaeological

Management and Enhancement Activities to ere- Sites on Holland Tra~
vent Disturbance of CA-CCo-593 on Holland ¯ Mitigation Measure M-10: Prepare an HeMP
Tract (LTS) and Conduct Data Recovery Excavations (Only Damage to Historic Stru~ures Resulting from

Al~ate for CA-CCo-147) for Archaeological Agricultu~. Practices on Bacon Island
Impact M-3: Disturbance of Intact Burials in CA- Materials on Holland Tract
CCo-593 (If present) Resulting fi-om Vandalism on ¯ Prepare an HeMP to Provide for the Long-TermHolland Tract (S) ¯ MttigationMea~ureM-ll: Cap Archaeological Maintenance and prote~tion ofHL-toric Properties on

Sites on Holland Tract                         Bacon bland
¯ Mitigation Measure M-3: Prepare an HeMP to

Address Disturbance of Human Remains at CA- * Mitigation Men~ure M-12: Construct Fencing or
CCo-593 on Holland Tract (LTS) Othe~ Batrien to Prevent Site A~e~ on Holland

Tract
Impact M-4: Disturbance of Buried Resources (If
Present) in the Archaeologically Sensitive Pipe~ ¯ Mitigation Measure M-13: Construct Levees or
Sands on Holland Tract (S) Beach Slepes aroumi Archaeological Sites to

Deorcase Wave A~ion and Erosim on Holland
¯ Mitigation Me~ure M-4: Prepare an HeMP to Tract (SU)

Provide for the Long-Term Monitoring and Treat-
merit of Archaeologically Semitive Areas on ¯ Mitigation Measure M-14: Prepare an HeMP to
Holland Tract (LTS) Provide for the Long-Term Monitoring of Known

Archaeological Sites on Holland Tract (SU)
Impact M-5: Demolition ofthe NRHpoEligible
Historic District on Bacon Island (SU) Impact M-9: Disturbance ofBuried Resonrce~ (ff

Present) in the Archaeologically Sensitive Piper Sands
¯ Mitigation Me~ure M-5: Prepare an HeMP on Holland Tract (S)

and a Data Recove~ Plan for Archaeological
Deposils on Bacon lsla~i ¯ Mitigation Measure M-4: Prepare an HeMP to

Provide for the Long- Term Monitoring and Treat-
. Mitigation Me~ure M-6: Prepare a Videotape ment of Archaeologically Sensitive Areas on

of Public Broadcasting System Quality ofthe Holland Tract (LTS)
NRHP-Eligible Historic Distrig on Bacon Island

Impact M-10: Disturbance of Unknown Resources
¯ MitigationMea~ureM-7: Prepare a Popular on Unsurveyed Portions ofHolland Tract (S)

Publication on Bac~on island Resources for U~e by
Museuw~ Cultural Centers, and Schools ¯ Mitigation Measure M-I$: Survey Unsurveyed

Portions of Holland Tract and Determine Eligibility
for NRHP Listing and Appropriate Treatment
(LTS)
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Alternative ! Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Project Alternative

¯ Mitigation Measure M-~: Complete Historic Impact M-II: Dcmoliti~ ofth~ NRHP-Eligible
American Building Sus~w/Historic American Historic District on Bacon Island (SU)
Engineering Record Forms, Including
photostat Document¯lira, That Prese~e ¯ Mltigatiom Measure M-S: Prepare an HPMP and
Infmmation about lhe NRHP.Eligible District on a Data Recovery Plan fo~ Archaeological Depceits
~ Island (SU) m Bacon Island

Impact M-6: Disturbance of Archaeological Site ¯ Mitigation Measure M-6: Prepare a Videotape
CA-SJo-208H on Bonldin Island (S) of Public Broadcasting System Quality of the

NRHP-Eligible Historic District on Bacon bland
Mlti|ation Me~ure M-9: Prepare an HPMP
and ¯ Data ReooveW Plan for Archaeological ¯ Mitigation Measure M-7: Prepare a Popular
Deposits on Bculdin Island (LTS) Publication on Bacon Island Resources fo~ Use by

Museums, Cultural Center, and Schools

Mitigation Measure M-8: Complete Historic
American Building Survey/Historic American
Engineering Record Forms, Including Photographic
Documentation, That Preserve Information about
lhe NRHP-Eligible District on Bacon Island (STY)

Impact M-12: Disturbance of Archaeological Site
CA-SJo-20gH on Bon|din Island (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure M-9: Prepare an HPMP and
a Data Recovery Plan for Archaeological Deposits
on Bonldin Island (LTS)

Cumulative Impact

Impact M-13: Destruction of or Damage to Pre- The cumulative impacts and mitigation meaanrm Impact M-IS: Destruction of or Damage to Destruction of or Damage to Prehistoric Archaeological
historic Archaeological Sites in the Delta (LTS) listed for Alternative ! are the same for Altm’native 2 Prehistoric Archaeological Sites in ~e Delta (SU) Sites and H~ork R~ in the Delta

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ Mitigation Measure M-4: Prepare an HPMP to ¯ Prepare an HPMP to Provide for the Long-Term
Provide for the Long-Term Monitoring and Monitoring and Treatment of Archaeologically

Impact M-14: Destruction of or Damage to the Treatment of Archaeologically Sensitive Areas an Sensitive Areas on Webb Tract

NRHP-Eligible Historic Districts Representing Holland Tract
¯ Prepare an HPMP to Provide for the Long-TermAgricultural Labor Camp Systems in the Delta (SU)

¯ Mitigation Meaanre M-I 1: Cap Ardmeological Monitoring of Known and Unknown Archaeological
¯ Mitigation Measure M-S: Prepare an HPMP Sites on Holland Tract Sites on Holland Tract

and ¯ Data Recovery Plan for Archaeological
Deposits on Bacon lsland ¯ MiflgetionMeasureM-lI:ConstructFencing~ ¯ Prepare an HPMP to Provide for the Long-Tenn

Othe~ Baniers to Prevent Site Access on Holland Maintenance and Protection of Historic Properties on

¯ Mitigation Measure M-6: Prepare a Videotape Tract Bacon Island

of public Broadcasting System Quality of the
NRHP-Eligible Historic District on Bacon Island ¯ Mitigation Measure M-13: Construct Levees or

Beach Slopes around Archaeological Sites to
Decrease Wave Action and Erosion on Holland
Tract

¯ ¯
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Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Pmjeot Alternative

¯ Mitigation Memure M-7: Prepare a Popular ¯ Mitigation Measure M-14: Prepare an HPMP to
Publication on Bacon Island Re~mrc.es for Use by Provide for the Long-Term Monitoring of Known
Museums, Cultural Centers, and Scheols Archaeological Sites on Holland Tract

¯ Mitigation Memure M-g: Complete Historic . ¯ Mitigation Measure M-IS: Survey Umurveyed
American Building Survey/Historic American Portions of Holland Tract and Determine Eligibility
Engineexing Record Forms, Including for NRHP Listing and Al~’owiate Treatme~ (SU)
Photographic Documentatio~ That Presexve
Infonnation about lhe NRHP-Eligible Dislfict on Impact M-16: Destruction ofo~ Damage to the
Bacon Island (SU) NRHP-Eligible Historic Districts Representing

Agricultural Labor Camp Systems in the Delta (SU)

Mitigation Me.are M-S: Prepare an HPMP and
a Data Recovery Plan for Archaeological l~its
on Ba~,n Island

¯ Mitigation Measure M-6: Prepare a Videotape of
Public Broadcasting System Quality of the NRHP-
Eligible Historic District on Bacon Island I~.

¯ Mitigation Measure M-7: Prepare a Popular
Publication on Bacon Island Resonrc~ for Use by
Museums, Cultural Centers, and Schools

¯ Mitigation Measure M-g: Complete Historic
American Building Survey/Historic American
Engineering Reeo~d Fo~ras, Including Photographic
Documentation, That Preserve Information about

Ithe NRHP-Eligible District on Bacon Island (SU)

CHAPTER 3N. MOSQUITOS AND PUBLIC HEALTH

Impact N-l: Reduction or Elimination of Mouluito The impa~s and mitigation measure listed for Impact N-4: Reduction or Elimination of Moequito Reduction in Mmquito Abatement Activities on the
Ahatemem Activities during Full-Storage Periods onAlternative I are the same for Alternative 2. Abatement Activities during Full-Storage Periods on DW Project Islands
the Reservoir Islands (B) the Reservoir Islands

Increase in Morquito Production Levels as a Result of
¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation is required. Increased Corn Production

Impact N-2: Increase in Abatement Levels on the Impact N-5: Increase in Abatement Levels during ¯ Coordinate Project Activities with SJCMAD and
Habitat Islands and during Partial-Storage, Shallow- Partial-Storage, Shallow.Storage, or Shallow-Water CCMAD
Storage, or Shallow-Water Wetland Periods on the Wetland Periods on the Reservoir Islands and in the
Reservoir Islands (S) NBHA (S)

¯ Mitigation Measure N-I: Coordinate Project ¯ Mltigetlon Measure N-l: Coordinate Projec~ .
Activities with SJCMAD and CCMAD (LTS) Activities with SJCMAD and CCMAD (LTS)

Impact N-3: Increase in Potential Exposure of
People to Wildlife Species That Transmit Diseas~
(LTS)

¯ No mitigation is required.
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Alternative 1 Alternative 2 ~ive 3 N~j~ ~ve

C~unul~tive

~i~ti~ ~ SJCM~ ~ CCM~ (LTS)

Furze ~j~ ~clud~g ~ DW ~j~ (S~

No mitigation h available.

~oj~ hl~ ~fing ~im (LTS) ~t~tive 1 ~e ~e ~ f~ ~ative 2. ~oj~ lsl~ ~g C~im (LTS)

O
~j~ Isl~ ~g ~j~ ~ti~ (LTS) ~j~ lsl~ dung ~j~ ~m (LTS)

No ~tig~ion is ~u~ ¯ No mitigatim is r~uk~

Mitigation M~u~ 0-2: Ch~ ~w SR~ ¯ Mitigation M~u~ 0-2: Ch~ ~w Sit~

Miflg~on Me~u~ 0-3: ~bit U~ ¯ ~flgafl~ M~u~ 0-3: ~hibit U~
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Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative 3 lqo-proje~t Alternative

Impact 0-4: In.ease in NOx Emissions on the DW Impact O-12: In.ease in NOx Emi~iom on the DW
project Islands during Comlruction (SU) Project Islands during Comtm~tion (SU)

¯ Mitigation Mea*ure O-1: Perform Routine ¯ Mitigation Men~ure 0-1: Perform Rontine
Maintermn~e off.ion Equipment Malr~enan~ of Construction Equipment

¯ Mitigation Meaanre 0-2: Cho~e Borrow Site~ ¯ Mitik~tion Me~ur~ 0-2: Choose Borrow Sit~
CIo~e to Fill Locatin~ Close to Fill Location~

¯ Mitigation Measure 0-3: Prohibit Unnecessary ¯ Mitigation Measure 0-3: Prohibit Unnece~ary
Idling of Consh’uction Equipment Engin~ (SO) Idling of C.onstm~ion Equipment Engine~ (SO)

Impact 0-$: lnctea.~ in ROG Emimion~ on the DW Impact O-13: Inorease in ROG Emissio~ on the
Project Islands during Project Operation (SO) DW Project Iflands during Project Ope~tion (SO)

¯ Mitigation Meaanre 0-4: Coordinate with Local ¯ Mitigation Menanre 0-4: Coordinate with Local
Air Di~i~ts to Reduce or Offset Emissio~ (SO) Air Distri~’t~ to Reduce or Offset Emissiom (SO)

Impact 0-6: Increase in NOx Emi~iom on the DW Impact 0-14: I~crease in NOx Emissions on the DW
Project hlands during Project Ol~eration (SO) Project Islands during Project Operation (SU)

¯ Mitigation Mea~m’e 0-4: Coordinate with Lo~l ¯ Mitigation Me~ure 0-4: Coordinate with Local
Air Districts to Reduce or Offr.et Emi~iom (SU) Air Distfict~ to Reduce or ~ Emissions (SO)

Impact O-7: Increase in PMI0 Emi~ion$ on rite Impact O-15: In.ease in PMI0 Emissions on lhe
DW Project Islands during Construction (SU) DW Project Islands during Cor~ruction (SU)

¯ Mitigation Monanre 0-1: Peffonn Routine ¯ Mitigation Measure O-1: Perform Routine
Maintenance of Comtm~tion Equipment Maintenance of Construction Equipment

¯ lVlltigaflon Measure 0-2: Choose Bon’ow Site~ ¯ Mitigation Me~ure 0-2: Choose Borrow Site~
Close Io Fill Locafiom Close to Fill Locations

¯ Mitigation Measure 0-3: Prohibit Urmecessa~y ¯ Mitigation Measure 0-3: Prohibit Unnecessa~
Idling of Constru~ion Equipment Engines Idling of Construction Equipment Engines

¯ Mitigation Measure 0-5: Implement Con- ¯ Mitigation Measure 0-5: Implement Com-
t~ru~tion Pra~tice~ That Reduce Generation of truction Practice~ That Reduce Generation of
Particulate Matte~ (SO) Particulate Matte~ (SO)

Impact O-~: Decrease in PMI0 Emissiom onthe Impact O-16: De.’tease in PMI0 Emi~siom on the
DW Project Islands during Project Operation (B) DW Project Islands during Project Operation (B)

¯ No mitigation is required. ¯ No mitigation.is required.
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Altentttive ! Altenuttive 2 Alternative 3 No-Project Alternative

Cumulative Impacts

Imlmt’t O-17: Increase in Cumulative Production of The cumulative impact and mfligation measure lis~ed    The cumulative ~ and mitigati~m measure lis/ed    Increase in Cumulative Production of Oz~e
Ozorte Precurto~ and CO in the Delta (SU)          for Alternative I are the same for Alternative 2.        for Alternative I are the same for Alternative 3.       Precunu~ CO, and PMI0 in the Delta

¯ Mai|ation Measure 0-4: Coo~nate with Local
Air Distric~ to Reduce or Off~ Emi~i~ (SU)

Key:

LTS = Le~ than significant.
$ = Significant.
SU ffi Significant and unavoidable.
B = Beneficial.

¯ ¯


