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Public Outreach Summary

In April 2015, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) mailed the following letter to local
landowners and stakeholders, and posted a notice, to announce public scoping of the Knoxville Wildlife Area
(KWA) Land Management Plan (LMP). The notice (included at the end of this appendix) was posted at the
KWA’s front gate, at the CDFW office in Yountville, at the Napa County Library in Yountville, and at the

Bureau of Reclamation Lake Berryessa Visitor Centet.

To: Interested Stakeholders and Members of the Public
From: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Lead Agency
Subject: Notice of Public Scoping Meeting for the Knoxville Wildlife Area Land Management Plan

Project location and description: The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is
preparing a land management plan (LMP) and associated environmental compliance document for
the Knoxville Wildlife Area (KWA). The KWA is a 21,509-acre mix of oak woodland, grassland,
chaparral, and riparian habitats, located approximately 1.5 miles north of Lake Berryessa in eastern
Napa County.

An LMP was prepared in 2005 for the northern portion of the KWA; however, significant land has
been added to the KWA since that time. CDFW is updating the LMP to account for these land
acquisitions, to reflect current resource conditions in the KWA, and to respond to changes in CDFW
policy. The LMP will establish management goals and tasks that will ensure the long-term
conservation of wildlife (invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals), special-status
plants and plant communities, and their habitats on the KWA. The LMP also will describe
appropriate public uses of the KWA and provide environmental analysis of land management tasks
and public uses, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The LMP and
CEQA document will be developed over approximately 18 months, with a final LMP and CEQA
document expected in September 2016.

Public scoping meeting: Interested stakeholders and members of the public are invited to attend a
public scoping meeting to provide input on development of the LMP. Representatives of CDFW will
give an overview of the KWA and the LMP process. They will solicit written and verbal input on
goals, objectives, and tasks that could be integrated into the LMP and that are consistent with
CDFW’s mission and overall goals for management of the KWA. All public comments will be
recorded and considered duting development of the LMP and CEQA document.

Comments also may be submitted by email or regular mail until 11 June 2015. Comments emailed or
postmarked after this date will not be considered during initial development of the LMP; however,
the public will have another opportunity to comment once the public draft LMP and CEQA
document are complete, in spring or summer 2016.

Meeting date and time: Tuesday, May 12, from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m.

Location: Bureau of Reclamation Lake Berryessa Visitor Center, 5520 Knoxville Road, Napa, CA
94558
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Contact information: To obtain additional information or to provide written comments, contact:

Mr. Conrad Jones

Senior Environmental Scientist Supervisor
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Bay/Delta Region (3)

7329 Silverado Trail

Napa, CA 94558

707-944-5544

Please include your name and address when submitting written comments.

On May 12, 2015, the public scoping meeting was held at the ILake Berryessa Visitor Center. A map of the
KWA and posters showing photographs of popular public uses were on display. Mr. Conrad Jones of CDFW
made a brief presentation explaining the LMP and CEQA process. Attendees were invited to write on

comment cards or make verbal comments.

The following section lists the attendees and summarizes the discussion at the public scoping meeting,.
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS
(Verbal; Recorded on May 12, 2015, and Summarized by Heather Ogston)

Attendees

Name and Contact Information Organization
Mike Malone. Mmalonegeologist@gmail.com. 707-829-5511. Member of public, KWA user
1247 Jean Drive, Sebastopol, 95472
Damon Brown. Dbrown@ebagroup.com. 707-544-0784. Member of public, KWA user
Box 521, Sebastopol, 95473
Geotge Gamble. Ggambull@aol.com. 707-966-9205. Member of public, neighboring landowner
11060 Knoxville Road, Napa (Gamble Ranch)
Tracy Cline. Tcline@blm.gov. 707-468-4058. 2550 N. St. Street, Ukiah. Bureau of Land Management
Stacy Martinelli California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Conrad Jones California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Theresa LeBlanc California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Matt Wacker, John Hunter, Heather Ogston H. T. Harvey & Associates

The following topics and main points were discussed at the public scoping meeting.

LMP/CEQA Process

e The attendees asked if and how the land management plan (LMP) would dovetail with
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review.

e California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) representatives were asked to
summarize the differences between the old and new LMPs. (CDFW emphasized the grazing
plan addition, identification of major new sensitive habitats and watersheds; revision of
management actions to address new resources; prioritization of water resources and
biological resources.)

Biological Resources
e Restoration/rehabilitation of ponds and other surface water resources was encouraged—
CDFW should focus on and fund maintenance of these priority resources.
e CDFW was exhorted to achieve its goals using sound science—avoid overprotecting some
resources (e.g., serpentine soil-based rare plants) based on perceived sensitivities.
e Some attendees pointed out that grazing is not always bad for sensitive plants.
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Biological Monitoring
e The group discussed problems and solutions for monitoring the deer population. Attendees
asked to know what other biological resources were receiving attention, besides the deer
population and rare plants. (CDFW responded that camera monitoring of deer would yield
data on predators and other organisms. CDFW also is doing surveys for western pond turtle
and foothill yellow-legged frog. Deer are the most costly to manage because of the major
public use component.)

Public Uses

Access

o The attendees appreciate the level of access currently provided at the KWA. Part of
its appeal is the tough landscape and the low visitation.

o They do not want either more or less access: closing roads, requiring permits, or
designating a “wilderness area” would reduce access undesirably and concentrate
people around the limited access points. Improving or adding roads or parking
would increase visitation and diminish the appeal of the KWA. CDFW should
maintain a balance between preservation and access.

o “Wildlife areas” are sometimes misinterpreted to mean “wilderness areas.” The
attendees felt that there is pressure to restrict hunting and fishing in more and more
places, and that a “wilderness” designation would exacerbate the problem. The group
discussed possibly reiterating and underscoring an assessment done by UC Davis for
the existing LMP that distinguishes between “wilderness” and “wildlife” areas.

Hunting/Deetr Management
o The group discussed putting limits on deer hunts, by setting a tag limit per season or
other period, enacting a draw for the opener or for the whole season, or some other
approach. The reasons for limiting deer hunting are several-fold:
* Deer populations don’t recover from one season to the next.
* Hunters arriving after opening day find that few deer are left to hunt.
* Deer hunts on neighboring properties are adversely affected when the KWA
is “shot out.”
* Crowding during the opener creates an unpleasant and potentially unsafe
experience for people.
o 'The attendees were concerned primarily with the health and resilience of the deer
population. They asked about deer surveys and how CDFW can better inventory and
manage the population.

Infrastructure and Facilities Maintenance

e Attendees asked CDFW to integrate more positive information about hunting into its
sighage, website content, and information distributed to other user groups. CDFW was
encouraged to explain hunting’s role in wildlife conservation to inform, rather than frighten,
other users. It can point out that hunting provides a revenue stream that can fund
conservation, monitoring, and infrastructure projects.

e The group discussed restoring ponds and other surface water sources, many of which are in
disrepair. Restored ponds, ‘guzzlers,” and other water facilities should be wildlife-friendly and
not easily damaged or removed by animals or people.

e The attendees were not in favor of adding or expanding parking facilities or roads.
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Administration and Funding

e The attendees were concerned that the KWA would be changed, or have a change of
management, if a National Monument were designated nearby. The Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) representative at the meeting stated that there would be more
coordination between BLM and CDFW, and possibly more visitation, but that CDFW
would continue to own and manage the KWA.

e The attendees asked who the other authorities in the area are. (CDFW named the State
Water Resources Control Board and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. BLM
has no authority.) They also asked which other organizations are expected to provide
teedback on the LMP.

e As mentioned above, the group favored restoring/repairing ponds and other sutface water
sources.

e The group discussed sources of revenue for the KWA, such as from cattle grazing leases,
federal funds, and Natural Resources Conservation Service funds awarded to lessees.
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What is the Knoxville Wildlife
Area (KWA)?

The KWA is a 21,509-acre mix of oak
woodland, grassland, chaparral, and riparian
habitats, located approximately 1.5 miles north
of Lake Berryessa in eastern Napa County. The
area is managed by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to conserve
native plants, animals, and habitats and to
allow compatible public uses, including
hunting. Some of the resources in the KWA
are rare or are protected by federal or state
laws.

What is the Land Management

Plan (LMP)?

The LMP is a planning document that will set
out KWA management goals and objectives to
ensure the long-term conservation of wildlife
(invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and
mammals), special-status plants and plant
communities, and their habitats. The plan will
describe current natural resources in the area
and list the specific tasks involved in meeting
management goals. The LMP also will describe
appropriate public uses of the KWA, such as
hiking and hunting. Lastly, the plan will provide
an analysis of the environmental effects of the
management tasks and public uses, pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).
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Why is the plan going through
a public review process?

An LMP was prepared in 2005 for the northern
portion of the KWA, but significant land has
been added to the KWA since then. CDFW is
updating the LMP to account for these land
acquisitions, to reflect current resource
conditions in the KWA, and to respond to
changes in CDFW policy. The plan and its
attendant goals and tasks represent a “project”
under CEQA because a state agency (i.e.,
CDFW) is considering approval of a plan that
may result in changes in the physical
environment. Therefore, the management tasks
and public uses detailed in the LMP must go
through a public review process, and their
environmental effects will be disclosed to the
public in a CEQA document.



What is the process for
developing the LMP and CEQA

document?
Broadly, the process is as follows:

1.

Through surveys and mapping, CDFW will
document the current status of natural
resources in the KWA.

CDFW will conduct scoping to identify issues
of concern to the public, neighboring
landowners, and agencies.

CDFW will write the LMP based on state
policy, management goals, and the results of
public scoping and surveys.

CDFW will prepare an initial study of possible
environmental effects, and propose mitigation
for potentially significant effects.

If all potential significant effects can be
effectively avoided or mitigated, CDFW will
prepare a mitigated negative declaration
(MND) under CEQA.

CDFW will issue a notice of availability (NOA)
to initiate public review of the IS/MND and
LMP.

The public and agencies will review the
IS/MND and LMP for adequacy over a 30-day
period, and will provide comments.

Review comments will be considered; CDFW
decision-makers will approve the IS/MND if it
is found to be adequate.

CDFW will issue a notice of determination
(NOD), allowing the LMP to be adopted.

What are the next steps?

The LMP and CEQA document will be developed over
approximately 18 months, with a final LMP and
CEQA document expected in September 2016.

All public comments received will be recorded and
considered during development of the LMP and
CEQA document.

How can I submit comments

or questions?

At the public scoping meeting, you can fill
out a comment form or submit a comment
verbally. After the meeting, and until 11 June
2015, contact:

Mr. Conrad Jones, Senior Environmental
Scientist and Supervisor; California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bay/Delta
Region (3); 7329 Silverado Trail, Napa, CA
94558. You can also call Mr. Jones at 707-
944-5544.

Comments postmarked or telephoned after
11 June 2015 will not be considered during
initial development of the LMP, but you will
have another opportunity to comment once
the public draft LMP and CEQA document
are complete, in spring or summer 2016.
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Negative Declaration

Pursuant to Sections 15070 and 15071 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
(State CEQA Guidelines), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) proposes to adopt this

negative declaration.

1. Title and Short Description of Project: Knoxville Wildlife Area (KWA) Land Management Plan
(LMP):

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is proposing to adopt an LMP for the KWA to help
guide maintenance, operations, and planning for the wildlife area. The KWA is an approximately 20,900-
acre mix of oak woodland, grassland, chaparral, and riparian habitats, located in eastern Napa County and
western Yolo County. An LMP was prepared in 2005 for the northern portion of the KWA; however,
significant land has been added to the KWA since that time. CDFW has updated the LMP to account for
these land acquisitions, to reflect current resource conditions in the KWA, and to respond to changes in

CDFW policy.

CDFW, as part of the Resources Agency of the State of California, has the following mission to guide its
planning and operations: “to manage California’s diverse fish, wildlife, and plant resources, and the

habitats upon which they depend, for their ecological values and for their use and enjoyment by the
public.”

CDFW develops management plans for all lands that it administers. Its purpose in preparing each plan is

multifold:

1. Guide the adaptive management of habitats, species, and programs to achieve the department’s

mission to protect and enhance wildlife values.
2. Serve as a guide for appropriate public uses of the property.
3. Serve as a descriptive inventory of fish, wildlife, plants, and habitats that occur on the property.

4. Provide an overview of the property’s operation and maintenance and the personnel needed to

implement management goals. Serve as a budget planning aid for annual regional budget preparation.

5. Present the environmental documentation necessary for compliance with state and federal statutes
and regulations, provide a description of potential and actual environmental impacts that may occur

during plan management, and identify mitigation measures to avoid or lessen these impacts.
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In addition, the KWA LMP applies an ecosystem approach to the management of the KWA, in a manner

that promotes cooperative relationships with owners and managers of adjoining private and public lands.

2. Location of Project: The KWA is approximately 20,900 acres in size, and is located north of Lake
Berryessa in eastern Napa County. A small northern portion of the KWA overlaps Yolo County.

3. Project Proponent: California Department of Fish and Wildlife.
4. Said project will not have a significant effect on the environment for the following reasons:

The proposed project is the adoption of a land management plan, which by itself would cause no
environmental impacts. Implementation of the LMP may result in actions that would physically alter the
environment. Actions that may result from the implementation of the LMP were anticipated and

analyzed at a programmatic level.

Although implementation of some elements of the LMP could cause environmental impacts, these would
not be substantial. The LMP includes required tasks that, when implemented, would avoid significant
impacts. Also, most management activities would enhance rather than degrade the environment. Lastly,
all activities that may be implemented in the future as a result of adopting the LMP will be subjected to
CEQA review according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, in light of the information in this
document, to determine whether additional CEQA documentation is needed. The type of additional
CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on State CEQA Guidelines Sections
15162-15164.

5. As a result thereof, the preparation of an environmental impact report pursuant to CEQA
(Division 13 of the Public Resources Code of the State of California) is not required. In
accordance with CEQA Section 21082.1, CDFW has reviewed and analyzed the initial
study/negative declaration for the proposed project and finds that it reflects the independent
judgment of CDFW.
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1.0 Environmental Checklist

PROJECT INFORMATION

1. Project Title:

2.Lead Agency Name and Address:

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:

4. Project Location:

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

6. General Plan Designation:

7. Zoning:

Knoxville Wildlife Area (KWA) Land Management Plan
(LMP)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Bay/Delta Region (3)
7329 Silverado Trail
Napa, CA 94558

Mr. Conrad Jones, Senior Environmental Scientist

Supervisor

707-944-5544

Except for its northeast corner, the KWA is located in
northeast Napa County, centered roughly 5 miles north
of Lake Berryessa, along Berryessa—Knoxville Road. The
northeast corner of the KWA extends into northwestern
Yolo County. The KWA can be found on the U.S.
Geological Survey’s Brooks, Guinda, Knoxville, and
Walter Springs 7.5-minute quadrangle maps.

CDFW Bay/Delta Region (3)

7329 Silverado Ttail
Napa, CA 94558

Agriculture, Watershed & Open Space (Napa County),
Open Space and Agriculture (Yolo County)

Agricultural Watershed (Napa County), Public Open
Space and Agricultural Extensive (Yolo County)

8. Description of Project: (Desctibe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of the

project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation. Attach additional

sheets if necessary.)

CDFW has prepared an LMP for the KWA. The KWA is an approximately 20,900-acre mix of oak woodland,

grassland, chaparral, and riparian habitats, centered approximately 5 miles north of Lake Berryessa in eastern

Napa County. A small northern portion of the KWA overlaps Yolo County. An LMP was prepared in 2005 for

the northern portion of the KWA; however, significant land has been added to the KWA since that time. CDFW

has updated the LMP to account for these land acquisitions, to reflect current resource conditions in the KWA,
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and to respond to changes in CDFW policy. The LMP establishes management goals and tasks that will ensure

the long-term conservation of wildlife (invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals), special-status

plants and plant communities, and their habitats on the KWA. The LMP also desctibes appropriate public uses of

the KWA and provides environmental analysis of land management tasks and public uses. See Section 1 of the

LMP for additional information on the purpose and content of the LMP.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Briefly

describe the project’s surroundings:

10: Other public agencies whose approval is required

11.

(e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation

agreement):

Have California

traditionally and culturally affiliated with the

Native American tribes
project area requested consultation pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.17? If so,
has consultation begun?

Note: Conducting consultation early in the
CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the
level of environmental review, identify and
address potential adverse impacts on tribal
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for
delay and conflict in the environmental review
process. (See Public Resources Code Section
21083.3.2.) Information may also be available
from the California Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public
Code Section 5097.96 the

Historical Information

Resoutrces and

California Resources
System administered by the California Office of
Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public
Resources Code Section 21082.3(c) contains

provisions specific to confidentiality.

See Section 2 of the LMP for a description of the
property.

None.

In compliance with Public Resources Code Section
21080.3.1 and the CDFW Tribal Communication and
Consultation Policy, CDFW requested a list of tribes
potentially affected by the LMP from the Native
American Heritage Commission. Upon receipt of the
listed tribes and their contacts, CDFW provided official
notification of the LMP to those tribal contacts on May
6, 2015, which resulted in one request for formal
consultation on the LMP. An informational meeting
occurred on July 17, 2015, with the Yocha Dehe Wintun
Nation at the Middletown Rancheria. At the meeting,
the range of alternatives to be considered in the plan
was described. Additional information regarding the
project timeline and recent cultural surveys was
requested by the tribe and was provided by CDFW. No
potential for significant impacts to affect tribal cultural
resources was identified during correspondence or

meetings with tribal representatives.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one

impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[]  Aesthetics [] Agriculture and Forestry Resources [ ] Air Quality

[l Biological Resources [] Cultural Resources [1 Geology / Soils

[l  Greenhouse Gas Emissions [l Hazards & Hazardous Materials [l  Hydrology / Water
Quality

[l Land Use/Planning [] Mineral Resources [] Noise

[l  Population / Housing [1 Public Services [] Recreation

[l  Transportation / Traffic [1 Tribal Cultural Resources [] Utilities / Service Systems

[J]  Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed Project could not have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

d I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the Project have been made by or agreed to by

the Project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

u I find that the proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) is required.

a I find that the proposed Project may have a “potentially significant impact” or ‘potentially significant
unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An EIR is required, but it must analyze only

those effects that remain to be addressed.

a I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an eatlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed Project, nothing further is required.

St ey P\ 2 200

Scott Wilson, Regional Manager Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that ate adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based
on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive

receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as

operational impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant
with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially

Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact"
to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures

from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-teferenced).

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an eatlier EIR or negative declaration. Section
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the
eatlier analysis.

¢) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the

earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources

for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared
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or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where

the statement is substantiated.

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or

individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's

environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
9) The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

This initial study was prepared in accordance with the provisions of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines
to identify and evaluate the potential environmental impacts of operating the KWA under the provisions of
the updated KWA LMP. This initial study concludes that adoption and implementation of the LMP would

result in “less-than-significant impacts” or “no impacts” on the environment.

The goals, tasks, and activities described in the LMP were evaluated for their potential effects on the
environment. Also, actions that may result from adoption of the plan were anticipated and potential
accompanying impacts were analyzed. The environmental analysis was conducted concurrent with the
development of the LMP. Impact minimization measures were incorporated into the LMP wherever possible
to help ensure that planned actions described in the LMP, including those to be implemented in the future,
will not result in significant environmental impacts. Therefore, the CEQA analysis summarized herein is
intended to be adequate for many future projects implemented in a manner consistent with the goals and
tasks of the adopted LMP.

The LMP provides the environmental and regulatory setting description, as well as the project description,
used for this CEQA analysis.

Sections 1 through 3 serve as the environmental setting: Section 1 provides the purpose of the management
plan and the KWA and gives an overview of the planning process; Section 2 describes the physical and
cultural characteristics and features of the KWA, including the history of its acquisition by CDFW, current
and past land uses, the geological and hydrological setting, and the area’s prehistoric and historical context;
and Section 3 presents an inventory of plant communities and species that are found on or that may use the

KWA.
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Sections 4 through 6 serve as the project description: Section 4 defines the elements, goals, and objectives of
the LMP; outlines the tasks that will be undertaken to meets these goals and objectives; and summarizes the
environmental impacts expected to result from land management tasks; Section 5 summarizes the operations
and maintenance tasks, personnel, and funds needed to meet the goals of the plan; and Section 6 summarizes

CDFW’s climate change strategies and actions that have been incorporated into the goals and tasks of the

plan’s elements.
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Aesthetics

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less-Than- No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e ae Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
. Aesthetics.
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] ] X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but ] ] ] X
not limited to, frees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?2
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or U ] U X
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which ] ] ] X
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?
Discussion

a, b, ¢, and d. No impact. Adopting and implementing the KWA LMP would preserve or enhance native
vegetation and natural visual resources, would not involve construction of new buildings or outdoor lighting,
and would not alter views from any scenic vistas. Facility improvements called for by the LMP would be
small in scale (e.g., signs and fencing), and goals and tasks in the LMP require that the style of these facilities
be in keeping with the rural character and natural environment of the wildlife area. Therefore, adoption of the
LMP would not adversely affect scenic vistas, views, visual character, or scenic resoutces, nor would it create

light or glare effects. There would be no aesthetic impact.
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Agriculture and Forest Resources

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

1. Agriculture and Forest Resources.

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
detfermining 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 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 of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a
Williamson Act contracte

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 fimberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code Section
51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

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

Knoxville Wildlife Area Land Management Plan
Initial Study/Negative Declaration

April 2017



Discussion

a, b, ¢, and d. No impact.

Adoption and implementation of the KWA LMP would conserve existing land resources and continue to
allow livestock grazing where it supports management goals and objectives for the preservation and
enhancement of the wildlife area. It would not result in construction of new structures or impervious
surfaces, beyond the installation of signs, kiosks, fencing, and, potentially, small devices needed for scientific
research. The project would not convert lands from forest or agricultural use to other uses. The project
therefore would not impede farming of agricultural lands, affect lands under Williamson Act contracts, or

result in the loss or conversion of forest or farmland. There would be no impact.
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Air Quality

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less-Than- No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant With Significant
s Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

. Air Quality.
Where available, the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied on to make the following
determinations.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] O X ]
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute ] ] X ]
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of ] ] X ]
any criteria pollutant for which the 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) 2
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ] ] ] X
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial ] ] ] X

number of people?

Discussion

a, b, and c. Less-than-significant impact. The KWA is located in both the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) and the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD). Thus,
the applicable air quality plans are the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (BAAQMD 2010) and the Triennial
Assessment and Plan Update (YSAQMD 2013). A project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of
these regional plans if it would be inconsistent with the growth assumptions on which the plans are based, or

would not conform to the rules and regulations by which plan objectives and goals would be attained.

The KWA LMP is consistent with the growth assumptions of these plans and conforms to the rules and
regulations by which plan objectives and goals would be attained. Implementing the KWA LMP would not
result in any population growth, nor would it increase the use of motor vehicles. Thus, implementing the

LMP would not contribute to growth. The LMP incorporates applicable rules and regulations of BAAQMD
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and YSAQMD into the activities implementing the plan (as described under the Facilities Maintenance
Element in Section 4, “Management Goals and Environmental Impacts.”) Therefore, this project (the KWA
LMP) would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan. This impact would
be less than significant.

Implementation of the LMP’s management tasks (e.g., road and parking area maintenance, weed control,
installation of fencing and signs, and performance of resource monitoring or research tasks) may temporarily
require vehicle trips or the limited use of construction equipment. The greatest emissions would result from
routine restoration and minor construction activities involving off-road machinery. Table 1 lists the estimated
emissions of criteria pollutants from such activities, and also provides the corresponding significance
thresholds established or proposed by BAAQMD and YSAQMD. The results in Table 1 are based on a 7-
day-long activity, and only one to several such activities might occur during implementation of the LMP;
other management activities would produce much lower emissions. These modeling results demonstrate that
the emissions resulting from implementing the KWA LMP are well below significance criteria, and thus do
not violate air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

This impact would be less than significant.

The KWA LMP would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard,
for two reasons. First, the size and frequency of activities requiring equipment and vehicles would not
increase measurably over current conditions. Second, as described above, the LMP is consistent with
applicable air quality plans and incorporates the associated rules and regulations, and emissions from LMP
activities would be well below the significance criteria that have been established to prevent less-than-
significant emissions from accumulating to produce a net increase in criteria pollutants (Table 1). This impact

would be less than significant.

In addition, before implementing any projects that are consistent with the LMP, CDFW would subject them
to CEQA review according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, in light of the information in this
document, to determine if additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional CEQA
documentation completed would be determined based on State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162—15164.

Knoxville Wildlife Area Land Management Plan April 2017
Initial Study/Negative Declaration 15



Table 1. Modelled Emissions of Maximum-Size Activity and Applicable Significance Thresholds
for Criteria Pollutants

Unmitigated Emissions

of Hypothetical
Maximum-Size LMP
Activity? Significance Threshold
Pounds Current Proposed
per Tons per BAAQMD BAAQMD YSAQMD Significant
Pollutant Day? Year3 Threshold4 Threshold® Threshold* Impact?
ROG 2 <0.1 80 lbs/day 54 Ibs/day 10 tons/year No
NOx 24 <0.1 80 Ibs/day 54 Ibs/day 10 fons/year No
PM10 19 <0.1 80 Ibs/day 82 Ibs/day 80 Ibs/day No
PM2.5 5 <0.1 — 54 Ibs/day — No
CcO 17 <0.1 550 Ibs/day — — No
CO2e 3,168 7 — 1,200 tons/year 1,200 tons/year” No

Notes: BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District; CO = carbon monoxide; CO2e = carbon
dioxide equivalents; Ibs = pounds; NOx = oxides of nitrogen, PM10 = particulate matter less than 10
microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter; ROG = reactive
organic gases; YSAQMD = Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District.

T The hypothetical maximum-size LMP activity was assumed to have a 1-acre footprint and involve 7
days of construction, with three pieces of off-road equipment and four worker frips per day (at 50
miles each way, with 2.5 miles on unpaved roads). Emissions were modelled using
CalEEM0d.2013.2.2. In CalEEMod modeling, “City Park” was selected as most similar land use, and
modeling assumed no off-site hauling and no operational changes (i.e., no increase in number of
visitors, water or electricity consumption, or solid waste generation).

2 Based on maximum daily emissions of any phase of construction.

3 Sum of all emissions from 7-day activity.

4 Source: BAAQMD 1999.

5 Source: BAAQMD 2011; currently, BAAQMD is not recommending use of these thresholds.
6 Source: YSAQMD 2007.

7 Not an adopted YSAQMD threshold, but a YSAQMD-recommended Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District threshold (SMAQMD 2016).

d and e. No impact. Adoption and implementation of the KWA LMP would not result in generation of
substantial pollutant concentrations, nor would it create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people. The single private residence located closest to the KWA is approximately 740 feet outside the
southwest portion of the main wildlife area. A single CDFW staff residence is located within the KWA.
Otherwise, there are no residences in or near the KWA. There are no schools, hospitals, or other sensitive
receptors nearby. The region is mostly rural and undeveloped, with scattered and isolated ranch residences,
natural area reserve residences, and small settlements such as Walter Springs and Hidden Valley Lake. These
are typically more than a mile from the boundary of the KWA. Because there are so few receptors near the
KWA, there would be no impact.
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Biological Resources

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less-Than-
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

No
Impact

Iv. Biological Resources.
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or L] L] X L]
through habitat modifications, on any species identified

as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in

local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the

Cdalifornia Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] ] X ]
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in

local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the

Cdalifornia Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally ] ] X ]
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the

Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,

vernal pool, coastal, efc.) 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 Il Ol L] X
protecting biological resources, such as a free
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Il Ol L] X
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat

conservation plan?2

Discussion

a, b, ¢, d. Less-than-significant impact. The KWA LMP was developed with the primary purpose of
adaptively managing habitats, species, and programs to achieve CDFW’s mission to protect and enhance
wildlife values. Implementation of the LMP would maintain the wildlife area in a natural state and allow only

compatible uses to occur.
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Four wildlife species designated by the Department as California species of special concern are known to
occur in the KWA: the foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana beylii), the western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata),
the long-eared owl (Asio otus), and the American badger (Taxidea taxns). Additionally, the prairie falcon (Fako
mexcicanns) is likely to occur in the KWA because suitable habitat is present, and the species has been observed
flying near the southern boundary of KWA. The species was recently downlisted from a species of special
concern to a watch-list species; however, this species is still considered a species of management interest by
the Department. Other special-status species that are likely to occur and have been documented in the
vicinity of the KWA are the California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) (federally listed as threatened and a
California species of special concern), the golden eagle (Aguila chrysaetos) (fully protected), and Townsend’s

big-cared bat (Corynorhinus townsendsi) (candidate for state listing as threatened).

Rare plant surveys were conducted between 2002 and 2004 for the 2005 LMP; for the 2016 LMP, additional
rare plant surveys were conducted in 2015 and 2016, focusing on the portion of the KWA that had been
added to the area since 2008 (CDFW 2005, 2016). No state- or federally listed plant species were documented

to occur in the KWA during either set of surveys.

The following eight species that were encountered during one or both sets of rare plant surveys are
categorized by the California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) system as rare, threatened, or endangered in California
or elsewhere (CRPR 1B):

e adobe lily (Fritillaria pluriflora)

e bent-neck fiddleneck (Amsinckia lnnaris)

o Colusa layia (Iayia septentrionalis)

o oreen jewelflower (Streptanthus hesperidis)

e Hall’s harmonia (Harmmonia hallii)

o Kruckeberg’s jewelflower (Streptanthus morrisonii)
e northern California black walnut (Juglans hindsiz)

o pink creamsacs (Castilleja rubicundula ssp. rubicundula)

Keck’s checkerbloom (Sidaleea keckii), a CRPR 1B species that is now federally listed as endangered, was
identified during the surveys that were conducted prior to 2005; however, genetic analysis conducted in 2016
indicated that the plants originally identified as §. eckzi more likely belong to a different, more widely
distributed species or a hybrid (see Appendix F of the LMP).

One species, Heller’s bush mallow (Malacothamnus belleri), is on the review list (CRPR 3).
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Fifteen species encountered during the rare plant surveys are classified as having limited distribution
(CRPR 4):

e  bare monkeyflower (Mimulns nudatus)

e Cleveland’s milk vetch (Astragalus clevelandzi)

o Cleveland’s ragwort (Packera clevelandsi)

e oreen monardella (Monardella viridis)

e Hoovet’s lomatium (Lomatium hooveri)

e Jepson’s navarretia (Navarretia jepsonii)

o marsh zigadenus (Toxzcoscordion fontanum)

e modest rockctress (Arabis modesta)

o Purdy’s fritillary (Fritillaria purdyi)

o Purdy’s onion (Alinm fimbriatum var. purdyi)

e serpentine bird’s-beak (Cordylanthus tennis ssp. brunneus)
e serpentine collomia (Collomia diversifolia)

e serpentine sunflower (Helianthus exilis)

o swamp larkspur (Delphinium uliginosuns)

e sylvan microseris (Microseris sylvatica)

The plant species that are CRPR 1B or CRPR 3 are eligible for state listing under the California Endangered
Species Act. Impacts on these species or their habitats must be analyzed during CEQA review because they
meet the definition of rare or endangered under the State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15125 (c) and 15380
(CNPS 2016). CRPR 4 species are plants with limited distribution whose vulnerability to extinction appears
low at this time. These species probably do not meet the eligibility requirements for state listing, but the
California Native Plant Society recommends that CRPR 4 plants be considered in the CEQA review process
because many of them are of local significance. The following analysis therefore applies to all of the plant and

special-status wildlife species named above.

Although the purpose of the LMP is to protect and enhance wildlife values in the KWA, some LMP tasks
could temporarily disturb natural habitats and species, including the special-status species described above
and sensitive natural communities such as streams, ponds, and wetlands. Tasks that may result in limited
ground disturbance (i.e., typically 1 acre or less) or in short-term increases in dust, noise, vibrations, human
activity, and erosion would include small-scale restoration or enhancement of stock ponds and creeks,

development of water sources for wildlife and domestic livestock, weed control, installation of fences and
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signs, performance of scientific research tasks, road and parking area maintenance, and implementation of

modified grazing management practices.

For these tasks, the LMP requires appropriate measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects on biological
resources. These measures include directing the public away from sensitive habitats, implementing erosion
and sedimentation control measures, preventing the spread of weeds, and avoiding direct impacts on
biological resources (e.g., permanent loss or alteration of habitat, mortality, or injury). Implementation of
these measures alongside other LMP tasks would ensure that any adverse effects on special-status species or

sensitive natural communities, including wetlands, are less than significant.

Furthermore, numerous federal, California, and local government agencies potentially have regulatory
authority over LMP tasks that could adversely affect special-status species and sensitive natural communities.
The LMP requires appropriate agency coordination and compliance with the terms and conditions of any
permits or other authorizations issued by these agencies to protect biological resources (see Goal 2 of the
Administration and Maintenance Element), further ensuring that any adverse effects on special-status species

or sensitive natural communities would be less than significant.

Finally, despite the potential for temporary, small-scale impacts on special-status species and sensitive natural
communities because of some LMP tasks, the primary purpose of the LMP is to protect and enhance wildlife
values in the KWA. CDFW would manage, enhance, or restore biological resources in the KWA consistent
with the LMP, with the long-term goal of improving habitat conditions and enhancing special-status plant

and animal populations in the wildlife area.

Because the LMP incorporates specific minimization and avoidance measures as required LMP tasks, the
temporary and small-scale impacts on special-status species or sensitive natural communities that could result
from LMP implementation would be less than significant, and, overall, implementation of the LMP is

expected to have a net beneficial effect on biological resources over the long term.

In addition, before implementing any projects that are consistent with the LMP, CDFW would subject them
to CEQA review according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, in light of the information in this
document, to determine if additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional CEQA
documentation completed would be determined based on State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162-15164.

e and f. No impact. The KWA LMP is consistent with the Napa County General Plan (2008), Yolo
County’s 2030 Countywide General Plan (2009), and County ordinances (see Section X, “Land Use and
Planning,” for details on zoning and land use). The LMP also is consistent with the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB’s) Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San
Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan) (2011), which identifies and seeks to protect beneficial uses of Lake
Berryessa (downstream of the KWA), including benefits to fish and wildlife (see Section IX, “Hydrology and

Water Quality,” for further discussion of the Basin Plan). There are no other applicable regional, local, or
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state plans addressing biological resources, nor do any adopted habitat conservation plans or natural
p g g > y p p

community conservation plans apply to the wildlife area. There would be no impact.
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Cultural Resources

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less-Than- No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

V. Cultural Resources.
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the L] ] X L]
significance of a historical resource as defined in Section
15064.52
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] ] Y ]
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.52
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological ] ] X Il
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred ] ] X ]

outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Discussion

a, b, ¢, and d. Less than significant. Under implementation of the KWA LMP, the KWA will remain
largely undeveloped and in a natural or seminatural state. The area will be managed for conservation of
natural resources and compatible public uses. The proposed LMP would not require any substantial
construction or excavation, and so is not expected to adversely affect any historical, archaeological, geological,

or paleontological resources, or to disturb any human remains.

On occasion, management could result in ground or vegetation disturbance or could draw attention to
cultural resources; examples of such tasks are invasive plant control efforts, fence and sign installation,
mowing, trail maintenance, and, potentially, installation of small devices for scientific research. Known
cultural resources may be present in the work areas of such activities, or work could reveal yet-undiscovered
resources. Buried cultural resources may be from the prehistoric or historical period. Prehistoric indicators
could include obsidian or chert flakes and flaked stone tools, groundstone implements (grinding slabs,
mortars, and pestles), and locally darkened midden soils containing artifacts, fragments of bone, or fire-
affected stones. Historical site indicators may include fragments of glass, ceramic and metal objects, milled or

split lumber, and structure and feature remains such as building foundations, privy pits, wells, and dumps.

Siting public-use infrastructure (such as signs) near a visible cultural resource, revealing cultural resources
through vegetation removal or ground disturbance, or otherwise disturbing cultural resources could

irreversibly damage or degrade the resource or draw undesired attention to it. Sturdy historical features, such
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as foundations and corrals, as well as prehistoric bedrock mortars, are less likely to suffer as a result of added
public attention or neatby vegetation removal than more ephemeral features, such as lithic scatters. In all
cases, if the effect could change the significance of possible historical resources, unique archaeological
resources, human remains, or paleontological or geologic resources, this impact could be potentially

significant.

However, the proposed KWA LMP contains goals and tasks to prevent degradation of cultural resources.
CDFW would review records of known cultural resources and conduct surveys if no recent records exist for
an area that might be affected by a management activity. Activities such as installation of infrastructure and
maintenance of public access routes would be sited away from cultural resources whenever possible. Any
known or newly discovered resources that cannot be avoided and that might be affected by an activity would
be evaluated and documented by a qualified professional archaeologist; if necessary, a treatment plan would
be developed to protect the resource. Treatment may include consultation with tribal representatives, as
appropriate. The LMP also contains tasks that require CDFW or its contractors to stop work if cultural
resources or human remains are discovered during an activity, and to initiate appropriate evaluation,
documentation, and treatment of the find. Because these measures incorporated into the LMP would ensure

that adverse effects on cultural resources do not occur, this impact would be less than significant.

In addition, before implementing any projects that are consistent with the LMP, CDFW would subject them
to CEQA review according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, in light of the information in this
document, to determine if additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional CEQA
documentation completed would be determined based on State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162-15164.
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Geology and Soils

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

VL Geology and Soils.
Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known
faulte Refer to California Geological Survey Special
Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

i) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

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

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

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

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

O oo oo

Oo0OoQg od

O X O OO

X OX X KX

Discussion

a, ¢, d, e. No impact. Adoption and implementation of the KWA LMP would not require the construction

of buildings or the installation of wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, LMP implementation would not

change the current exposure of people to geologic hazards or expansive soils, or involve the use of

wastewater disposal systems in unsuitable soils. There would be no impact.

b. Less-than-significant impact. The KWA LMP calls for implementation of some management tasks that

would involve ground disturbance, which could lead to soil erosion or loss of topsoil. These tasks include
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small-scale restoration of stock ponds and creeks, development of water sources for wildlife, vegetation
management and weed control, installation of fences and signs, installation of devices for scientific research,
road and parking area maintenance, and implementation of modified grazing management practices.
Although these activities have potential to temporarily cause erosion, over the long term they would achieve a
net decrease in soil loss, by supporting and protecting healthy native plant and animal communities and
habitats. Additionally, the LMP requires that measures be implemented to minimize adverse erosion effects
during management activities (see also Section IX, “Hydrology and Water Quality”). Furthermore, as
described in the LMP, all management activities would conform to regulatory requirements regarding soil
erosion (in particular, see tasks under Goal 2 of the Administration and Maintenance Flement and Goal 6 of
the Management Coordination Element). Therefore, implementation of the LMP would have a less-than-
significant short-term effect as a result of erosion and loss of topsoil, and a net beneficial effect over the long

term.

In addition, before implementing any projects that are consistent with the LMP, CDFW would subject them
to CEQA review according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, in light of the information in this
document, to determine if additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional CEQA
documentation completed would be determined based on State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162-15164.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less-Than- No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or L] ] X L]
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?e
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation ] ] ] X

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Discussion

a. Less-than-significant impact. For two reasons, the KWA LMP would not generate greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the environment. First,
the activities required to implement the LMP mostly would continue the current KWA operations and level
of public use, and so would not result in a measurable net increase in GHG emissions emanating from the
KWA or in off-site emissions related to its management and use. In fact, as described under “b” below, GHG

emissions would decrease during implementation of the LMP.

Second, the management activities that would generate the greatest emissions (routine restoration and minor
construction) would do so at levels well below proposed significance thresholds. In 2011, BAAQMD
proposed a significance threshold of 1,100 metric tons (1,213 tons) of COze (carbon dioxide equivalents) per
year for construction activities, based on consistency with California legislation to reduce statewide GHG
emissions (BAAQMD 2011). YSAQMD has not adopted a significance threshold for GHG emissions, but
has recommended application of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District standard of
1,100 metric tons (1,213 tons) of COsze per year SMAQMD 2016). Both of these thresholds were developed
based on substantial evidence. The COse emissions of LMP-related routine restoration and minor
construction activities (Table 1) are estimated to be well below these significance thresholds, even if these
activities were spread throughout the year instead of during one hypothetical 7-day-long activity, as
represented in Table 1. (At most, only one to several weeks per year of these higher-emission activities are
expected to occur during implementation of the LMP.) Other potential management actions would produce

much lower levels of emissions.

Furthermore, consistent with Sections 15064(h)(3) and 15130(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, as long as

the LMP complies with the requirements of a previously adopted plan or mitigation program for reducing
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greenhouse gas emissions, the greenhouse gases emitted during implementation of the LMP would not
constitute a cumulatively considerable, incremental contribution to a cumulative effect on the environment.
In 2011, Yolo County adopted such a plan: Yolo County Climate Action Plan: A Strategy for Smart Growth
Implementation, Greenbouse Gas Reduction, and Adaptation to Global Climate Change (Yolo County 2011). In 2012,
Napa County completed a draft plan, Napa County Climate Action Plan, which has not been adopted and is
currently under revision (Napa County 2012). BAAQMD’s Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan also addresses
reducing GHG emissions (BAAQMD 2010). The KWA LMP would be consistent with all of these plans, as

described under “b” below.

For the reasons given above, the generation of GHGs by activities implementing the KWA LMP would have

a less-than-significant impact on the environment.

In addition, before implementing any projects that are consistent with the LMP, CDFW would subject them
to CEQA review according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, in light of the information in this
document, to determine if additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional CEQA
documentation completed would be determined based on State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162—15164.

b. No impact. In 2006, Assembly Bill (AB) 32 established a goal for reduced GHG emissions by 2020, and
in 2015, Executive Order B-30-15 established additional related goals. AB 32 also directed the California Air
Resources Board (ARB) to develop a plan (known as the AB 32 Scoping Plan) for California to achieve that
goal. ARB adopted the Scoping Plan in 2008 (ARB 2008). It describes the actions that the state government
will undertake to reduce GHG emissions, and recommends that municipalities also take actions to reduce
GHG emissions. Many municipalities have since developed a GHG emissions inventory and reduction plan
(also known as a climate action plan) consistent with the Scoping Plan. In 2011, Yolo County adopted such a
plan: Yolo County Climate Action Plan: A Strategy for Smart Growth Implementation, Greenhouse Gas Reduction, and
Adaptation to Global Climate Change (Yolo County 2011). In 2012, Napa County completed a draft plan, Napa
County Climate Action Plan (Napa County 2012), which has not been adopted and is currently under revision.

Although AB 32 does not provide an explicit role for air districts, the Scoping Plan identifies air districts as
ARB partners in implementing California’s GHG program, particularly with regard to reporting, developing,
and enforcing rules and encouraging reductions in GHG emissions by municipalities. Consequently,
YSAQMD has been integrating the reduction of GHG emissions into its programs and functions, and
BAAQMD has addressed GHG emissions in its Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (BAAQMD 2010).

The KWA LMP is consistent with the adopted Yolo County plan, the draft Napa County plan, and the
BAAQMD plan. It would continue existing management and use of the KWA. Emissions in the KWA would
be reduced incrementally from cutrent levels as a result of national and state actions that reduce the emissions
of vehicles and machinery. Also, the LMP incorporates applicable measures from the Napa County, Yolo
County, and BAAQMD plans (e.g., the measures listed in Section 4.0, “Management Goals and

Environmental Impacts,” under Goal 6 of the Management Coordination Element). Furthermore,
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implementing the LMP provides opportunities to increase carbon sequestration through restoration of
riparian areas, facilitation of oak recruitment, and adjusting grazing practices to increase the potential for
carbon storage in soils. Therefore, the KWA LMP would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG. There would be no impact.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
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Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

VIIL Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Would the project:

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

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

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

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a resulf,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?2

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the project area?

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

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

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 infermixed with wildlands?

Discussion

a, ¢, d, and e. No impact. Adoption and implementation of the KWA LMP would not involve routine

transportt, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. The LMP’s management tasks do not involve generating
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hazardous emissions or handling acutely hazardous materials (also, there are no existing or proposed schools
within a quarter mile of the KWA). The KWA does not contain any sites that have been listed as hazardous
materials sites and incorporated into the State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB’s) GeoTracker
Database (2016), and no hazardous materials sites are otherwise known to be in the KWA. Lastly, the KWA
is not located near a public airport or in an airport land use plan area. There would be no hazardous materials

impacts related to these criteria.

b. Less-than-significant impact. Some LMP tasks could involve the use of heavy equipment and vehicles,
which require small amounts of hazardous materials such as oils, fuels, and other fluids. Also, weed control
may employ herbicides that could be toxic to some organisms at certain concentrations. However,
implementation of the LMP would not result in an increase in the size or frequency of activities requiring
equipment, vehicle use, or potentially toxic chemicals relative to current conditions. Furthermore, the LMP
requires the use of spill prevention and control best management practices (BMPs) during equipment use, to
avoid or minimize potential adverse effects from spills or leaks. The LMP also specifies that herbicides be
applied safely and effectively, in compliance with herbicide label instructions, California and federal law, and
CDFW rules that aim to protect the environment. With implementation of these measures, this impact would

be less than significant.

In addition, before implementing any projects that are consistent with the LMP, CDFW would subject them
to CEQA review according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, in light of the information in this
document, to determine if additional CEQA documentation is ne