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ABSTRACT:

Foresthill Public Utility District (FPUD) proposes to extend its current Water Right 15375 and install radial
gates at the District’s Sugar Pine Dam located in Tahoe National Forest in unincorporated Placer County,
California, near the community of Foresthill. This Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS) has been prepared by FPUD and Tahoe National Forest (TNF) in accordance
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), respectively.

Sugar Pine Dam and Reservoir serve as the FPUD's primary source of raw water supply. The existing
concrete spillway at Sugar Pine Dam was originally designed and constructed to receive the radial gates.
Installation of the gates would increase storage capacity at Sugar Pine Reservoir from approximately 7,000
acre-feet (AF) to 10,658 AF. As part of the proposed project/action, FPUD is requesting a 49-year
extension of its current Water Right Permit 15375. Installation of the radial gates and the replacement or
modification of TNF recreational facilities affected by the expansion of Sugar Pine Reservoir will require a
Special Use Permit Amendment from TNF.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES:

In addition to the requisite FPUD and TNF approvals, consultation with the following entities, or permits
from these entities, may be required to implement the project: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Region 2), California State Office of Historic
Preservation, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Division of Dam Safety and
Placer County Air Pollution Control District.

Public Review of the Draft EIR/EIS:

The FPUD and TNF issued this Draft EIR/EIS for public review on June 11, 2021. The 60-day review period
concludes on August 10, 2021. The Draft EIR/EIS is available online at:

https://www.foresthillpud.com/reports.html


https://www.foresthillpud.com/reports.html

For further information, please contact:

Mr. Hank White, General Manager,
FPUD

P.O. Box 266

Foresthill, CA 95631

email gm@foresthillpud.com

Mr. Tim Cardoza

U.S. Forest Service, Tahoe National Forest
631 Coyote Street

Nevada City, CA, 95959

email: tcardoza@fs.fed.us
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 INTRODUCTION

The Foresthill Public Utility District (FPUD) and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) have prepared a joint
environmental document for the proposed extension of time for FPUD's Water Right 15375 and the
installation of radial gates within the spillway of FPUD's Sugar Pine Dam (proposed project/action). The
document is an environmental impact report (EIR) for FPUD, the state Lead Agency pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the
State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15000 et seq.). For the USFS, the
document is an Environmental Impact Statement prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) (42 U.S. Code 4321-4347), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations
Implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), and Forest Service Handbook
1909.15.

This Draft EIR/EIS (DEIR/EIS) will be used by the FPUD and USFS to render decisions regarding approval of
project elements within their jurisdiction and selection of an alternative.

ES.1.1 Project Location and Background

FPUD was formed in 1950 pursuant to the provisions of Section 15501 et seq. of the California Public
Utilities Code for the purpose of providing public water service. The District's service area comprises the
unincorporated community of Foresthill, California, located in Placer County approximately 60 miles
northeast of Sacramento. The District’s service area currently encompasses approximately 13,000 acres
and contains primarily residential development.

The Sugar Pine Dam was completed by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) in 1981.
Reclamation conveyed the Sugar Pine Project to FPUD in 2003. The Sugar Pine Project is located on the
American River Ranger District of the TNF within portions of Sections 13 and 24, T15N, R10E and Sections
18 and 19 T15N, R11E, Mt. Diablo Meridian and situated on North Shirttail Creek approximately nine miles
north of the community of Foresthill. It is within the Sugar Pine Management Area according to the
Tahoe National Forest Land and Resources Management Plan (Forest Plan, 1990), as amended. The Sugar
Pine Reservoir currently has a storage capacity of approximately 6,922 acre-feet (AF). However, the Sugar
Pine Dam spillway was designed to accept two radial gates that would increase the reservoir's storage
capacity to 10,872 AF. The Sugar Pine Project is located entirely within the Tahoe National Forest.

On December 26, 2011, FPUD petitioned the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to extend
Water Right Permit 15375. Execution of the water right extension is needed in order to allow the District
more time to diligently construct the water supply project and use that water supply permitted by the
SWRCB. The water supply developed by the Sugar Pine Project is needed to meet anticipated growth in
consumptive water demand within the District’s service area under the Foresthill Divide Community Plan
that Placer County's Board of Supervisors approved in 2008. The proposed water right permit extension
would enable the District to complete the Sugar Pine Project by installing radial gates in Sugar Pine Dam'’s
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existing spillway to expand the storage capacity of Sugar Pine Reservoir. Approval of the extension would
complete construction and put the Sugar Pine Project yield to beneficial use. As required by the SWRCB,
the District was required to file for an extension of time to complete the Project and allow for the
development and use of the full water supply.

The installation of radial gates at Sugar Pine Dam and beneficial use of the resulting water supply
constitute, in part, the proposed project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for
purposes of this DEIR/EIS.

To implement the proposed project, the District has submitted a request to the USFS, specifically Tahoe
National Forest (TNF), to amend the Special Use Permit (SUP) it previously approved for the Sugar Pine
Dam and Reservoir Project. The SUP amendment would authorize completion of the Project by: (1)
increasing water storage capacity of Sugar Pine Reservoir by installing radial gates in the existing spillway
of the dam to achieve the Sugar Pine Project’s full potential water storage capacity; and (2) implementing
project design features and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce associated impacts to National Forest
System (NFS) resources as administered by USFS. The issuance of the SUP amendment and related
activities is considered the proposed action under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for
purposes of this DEIR/EIS.

FPUD is the project applicant proposing to implement the proposed project and, as the primary
state/local agency responsible for the review and approval of the proposed project, FPUD is designated as
the Lead Agency for CEQA compliance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15051). Because the proposed
project requires a federal action in the form of the amended SUP, the project must also comply with
NEPA. USFS is the designated federal Lead Agency for the proposed action under NEPA.

ES.1.2 Purpose, Need, and Project Objectives,

ES.1.2.1 USFS Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

Applications for use and occupancy of NFS lands must be consistent with the Forest Plan for those lands.
FPUD has submitted an application for the project consistent with the federal Sugar Pine Dam and
Reservoir Conveyance Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-566). The TNF's purpose in responding to FPUD’s SUP
Permit amendment application is to achieve Forest Plan desired conditions for issuance of permits, or
permit amendments by assuring such uses maximize public benefits and impacts to NFS resources are
mitigated (Forest Plan, p. V-10). The Forest Plan recognizes the importance of Sugar Pine Reservoir as a
source of domestic water supply for the FPUD and describes the future potential for installation of radial
gates in the existing spillway of the dam (Forest Plan, p. V-489). The Forest Plan emphasizes recreation
management for the Sugar Pine Reservoir basin (Forest Plan, p. V-490), while acknowledging that the
reservoir's primary function and purpose is to provide adequate water supply to existing and future water
customers of FPUD.

The TNF must respond to FPUD's application in order to comply with Title V of the Federal Land Policy
Management Act and related Forest Service land use regulations. Amendment of the permit to authorize
installation of the radial gates would be consistent with provisions of the Public Law 106-566 which
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require that changes in use or operation of Sugar Pine Reservoir facilities comply with all applicable laws
and regulations at the time of the changes.

ES.1.2.2 FPUD Project Objectives

FPUD is requesting a 49-year extension to its current water right to complete construction of Sugar Pine
Reservoir and develop the water supply necessary for M&I and other consumptive uses within the
District's service area. Continued diversions and the expansion of Sugar Pine Reservoir storage capacity
are necessary to meet current and projected future water demand. FPUD's primary objectives for
completing the proposed project include:

Ensure that water supply needs for current and future municipal, industrial and agricultural users
within the FPUD service area are met in an environmentally sound and economically sustainable

manner;

Replace any and all TNF recreational facilities that are directly affected by the proposed expansion
of Sugar Pine Reservoir with facilities as determined by TNF;

Continue to operate Sugar Pine Reservoir to maximize recreational use at the reservoir to the
extent possible given the primary use of the reservoir for water supply;

Continue to provide surplus water to downstream users in the form of periodic temporary water
transfers for municipal, industrial, agricultural or environmental use when such water is not
needed to meet FPUD customer demand;

Allow for possible future long-term transfers of stored water for downstream beneficial use for
municipal, industrial, agricultural or environmental purposes when such water is not needed to
meet FPUD customer demand;

Expand water storage capacity at Sugar Pine Reservoir to help mitigate potential decline in
project yield due to climate change and potential regulatory changes requiring bypass flows in
accordance with the SWRCB's Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan, and to supplement the
overall water supply reliability and ecosystem health for the state of California in keeping with the
Statewide Water Action Plan; and

Implement compensatory mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the potential adverse effect of
proposed project activities on downstream legal users of water, and recreational, biological,
cultural, and visual resources

ES.2 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

ES.2.1 Public Scoping Process

In accordance with NEPA regulations (40 CFR Section 1508.22), the Forest Service initiated the scoping
comment period by publishing a notice of intent in the Federal Register on September 2, 2016. Two
public scoping meetings for the project were held. The first meeting was conducted by FPUD and
occurred on September 19, 2016 at Foresthill Veterans Memorial Hall in Foresthill, CA. The second was
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conducted by USFS and was held on September 20, 2016 in Rocklin, CA. Subsequent to those meetings,
public scoping comments were submitted by 27 individuals/groups.

The notices and scoping materials for the FPUD and USFS scoping sessions are included with this DEIR/EIS
as Appendices N and O, respectively.

ES.2.2 Resources Addressed in the DEIR/EIS

Based on the results of project scoping process, coordination between state and federal Lead Agency staff
and EIR/EIS preparers, FPUD and USFS have determined that the proposed project/action has the
potential to result in significant environmental impacts on the following resources, which are addressed in
detail in this DEIR/EIS (see Sections 4.2 through 4.12):

Aesthetics/Visual Resources

Air Quality and Climate Change
Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology, Soils and Paleontological Resources
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning

Noise

Recreation

Traffic and Transportation

“Key issues” that helped inform the development of alternatives include biological resources and water
quality. For example, Alternative 1 (Layne's Butterweed Trail Realignment) was developed in order to avoid
known occurrences of Layne's butterweed (a federally listed threatened species) along the proposed
alignment for reconstruction of the Josh Hardt Memorial Trail included as part of the proposed
project/action. Alternative 2: Helicopter Harvest was developed as a means to avoid the construction of
bench-cut trails needed to accommodate timber harvest in areas where the slope exceeds 35 % under the
proposed project/action, and potential soil erosion and water quality impacts associated with such
construction.

ES.2.3 Areas of Controversy

Based on comments received during the scoping period, the major areas of interest associated with the
project/action warranting further analysis included:

Recreation;
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Water Supply;

Project Purpose and Need;
Aesthetics/Visual Resources;
Health and Safety; and
Economic Impact.

A more detailed discussion of the comments received is provide in Appendices N and O of this DEIR/EIS.

ES.24 Issues to be Resolved

As it relates to Forest Service approvals, the TNF Forest Supervisor will decide whether to require
implementation of the proposed project/action or one of the project alternatives evaluated herein. Also,
the precise content of the amendment of FPUD's Special Use Permit with TNF will require agreement by
both parties prior to project initiation. In addition, various other permits and approvals will be required
prior to project construction as shown in Table 7-1 of the DEIR/EIS.

ES.2.5 Public Review of the Draft EIR/EIS

This Draft EIR/EIS was circulated for public review on June 11, 2021 and distributed to interested agencies,
stakeholder organizations, and individuals for a comment period of 60 days. The comment period for the
DEIR/EIS closes on August 10, 2021. This distribution was meant to ensure that interested parties had an
opportunity to express their views regarding the environmental effects of the project and to ensure that
information pertinent to permits and approvals was provided to decision makers. The DEIR/EIS is available
for review by the public during normal business hours at Foresthill Public Utility District Headquarters and
Tahoe National Forest offices in Foresthill, California. The document is available online at:

https://www.foresthillpud.com/reports.html and

https://www.fs.usda.gov/projects/tahoe/landmanagement/projects

ES.3 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

NEPA and CEQA require the analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives that meet the purpose and
need/objectives of the project (40 CFR Section 1502.14[a] and 14 CCR Section 15126.6[a]). FPUD and the
USFS have identified the following five alternatives: No Project Alternative: No Action Alternative;
Proposed Project/Action Alternative; Alternative 1 (Layne’s Butterweed Trail Realignment); and Alternative
2 (Helicopter Harvest). These alternatives are described in greater detail in Chapter 3, “Description of the
Alternatives.”

As noted above, alternatives were developed, in part, in response to issues identified internally by the
Forest Service and Placer County, and externally by the public during the scoping process.
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No Project Alternative

Under CEQA, the No-Project Alternative must also be analyzed (see CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)). This
requirement encourages a Lead Agency to compare the environmental effects of approving a proposed
project with the effects of not approving it. Unlike the no action alternative, the No Project Alternative
generally assumes that the land area or current environment would remain in its existing state. This is
typically prefaced by the continuation of current plans and ongoing operation of existing available
infrastructure, and community services. Under the No Project Alternative for this EIR/EIS the following
would occur:

FPUD's Water Right 15375 would be extended to allow time for the District to put to beneficial
use the water supply developed by the existing Sugar Pine Dam and Reservoir;

Radial gates would not be installed on Sugar Pine Dam; and

Maximum storage capacity and maximum area of inundation of Sugar Pine Reservoir would
remain unchanged from current conditions.

As the No Project Alternative does not include the expansion of storage or area of inundation of Sugar
Pine Reservoir, the development of replacement recreational facilities or compensatory mitigation
measures would not be needed.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative as defined by NEPA reflects future conditions that are likely to occur without
the Proposed Action [40 CFR § 1502.14(d)]. The No Action Alternative should reflect existing management
and operational conditions that would cause current activities to continue without significant change:
activities that directly or indirectly affect resources that, in turn, could be affected by the Proposed Action.
The No Action Alternative also should include future actions that are likely to proceed regardless of
implementing the proposed action. In keeping with NEPA requirements, the No Action Alternative, in
most cases, serves as a basis of comparison for determining potential effects on the human environment
of the proposed action and other project alternatives.

For this EIR/EIS, the proposed action is USFS approval of an amendment to FPUD's existing Special Use
Permit for the operation of the Sugar Pine Project. The proposed amendment would allow an increase in
the Sugar Pine Reservoir maximum area of inundation, tree and brush removal from within the expanded
inundation area, replacement of USFS recreational facilities affected by the action, and implementation of
compensatory mitigation measures, as a result of the installation of radial gates on Sugar Pine Dam.
None of these activities would occur under the No Action Alternative.

Under the No Action Alternative, existing Sugar Pine Reservoir management and operational conditions
would continue. The No Action Alternative also incorporates foreseeable future actions likely to occur in
the absence of the project that could affect these conditions. Key among these future actions is the
proposed extension of Water Right 15375. That extension will allow FPUD to continue to serve existing
water customers as well as new customers that will be created as a result of future planned growth and
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development under Placer County’s Foresthill Community Plan, which identifies FPUD as the public water
supplier to serve the Community Plan area.

To fully define the No Action Alternative and thus help establish the parameters for the NEPA
environmental baseline, current reservoir operations, past and ongoing water transfer activities by FPUD,
and expected future increases in water demand within the FPUD service area must be described. These
conditions are described below.

Proposed Project/Action

The proposed project/action includes the 49-year extension of the FPUD’s Sugar Pine Project Water Right
Permit 15375, completion of unconstructed Sugar Pine Project facilities, i.e., installation of radial gates,
and the associated expansion of Sugar Pine Reservoir storage capacity from approximately 7,000 AF to
10,658 AF to ensure sufficient safe yield to meet existing and future residential, municipal and industrial
uses and other consumptive demands arising under the 2008 Foresthill Community Plan and FPUD's
service area. The replacement of reservoir-related recreational facilities adversely affected by the storage
expansion and the implementation of measures to compensate for adverse project effects are also
considered elements of the proposed project/action.

The existing concrete spillway was designed and constructed to receive the radial gates. Other than
installation of the gates, no further modifications to the spillway or dam are anticipated. Following
installation of the gates, the FPUD would continue to operate the dam to comply with the existing
minimum pool requirements and the existing fishery flow release schedule that are incorporated into the
Project's water right Permit.

With installation of the radial gates and expansion of the area of inundation of Sugar Pine Reservoir,
various TNF recreational facilities located adjacent to the reservoir will require removal and replacement.
In addition, various compensatory measures to avoid or reduce project effects on recreational, biological,
and visual resources would be implemented by FPUD and TNF as part of the proposed project/action.
Additionally, various USFS “management requirements” associated with issuance of the SUP are included
within the project description for the purpose of avoiding or reducing potential adverse effects on
environmental resources, particularly, biological resources. The proposed action encompasses the
issuance of the Special Use Permit (SUP) Amendment which will facilitate Sugar Pine Dam radial gate
installation, associated increase in Sugar Pine Reservoir storage capacity, recreational facilities
construction and compensatory mitigation implementation. The proposed extension of Water Right
Permit 15375 by the SWRCB pursuant to the California Water Code is not part of the federal proposed
action because it is not a federal approval.

Alternative 1 - Layne’s Butterweed Trail Realignment

Under Alternative 1, all elements of the proposed project/action described above would be implemented
with the following exception. Under Alternative 1, the proposed alignment for the reconstruction of the
JHMT described in Section 2.2.5 above, would be modified. This modification would affect the portion of
the proposed realignment between Forbes and upper Shirttail creeks. Under Alternative 1, the trail would
not run adjacent to Forbes Creek and the expanded inundation area for Sugar Pine Reservoir as proposed.
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The trail would instead extend up the hill immediately east of the bridge at Forbes Creek with the
placement of a series of switchbacks as shown in Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. Beyond these switchbacks, the
trail will run along the hillside, gradually descending to join the proposed action alignment at the location
shown in the figure.

The alternative alignment for the trail for Alternative 1 was developed in order to avoid direct disturbance
to a population of Layne’s Butterweed (a federally listed threatened species) located adjacent to the east
shore of Forbes Creek.

Alternative 2 - Helicopter Harvest

All elements of the proposed project/action described herein would be implemented under Alternative 2
with the following exception relating to proposed timber harvest operations within the reservoir
expansion area. Under Alternative 2, those areas within the reservoir inundation area where slopes exceed
35 percent would be cleared using a helicopter to collect and transport bundled logs to landings beside
the reservoir. Areas within the inundation area that exceed 35 percent cover approximately nine of the 44
acres to be cleared under the proposed project/action. The nine acres are roughly split between areas
immediately adjacent to the north and south ends of Sugar Pine Dam. Under Alternative 2, the remaining
35 acres with slopes less than 35 percent, would be harvested mechanically as would occur under the
proposed project/action.

ES.4 COMPENSATORY MITIGATION MEASURES AND MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS

The proposed project/action, Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 each would require the implementation of
Compensatory Mitigation Measures and TNF Management Requirements.

ES.4.1 Compensatory Mitigation Measures

This DEIR/EIS identifies TNF recreational features that will be adversely affected by the proposed action,
proposed action design features intended to replace/relocate those features, and the projected
environmental effects of replacing or relocating those features. Measures required to replace TNF
recreational features and measures to mitigate the impact of these activities on sensitive environmental
resources are identified in this DEIR/EIS as “Compensatory Mitigation Measures.” A comprehensive list of
Compensatory Mitigation Measures is included in Table 2-7 of this DEIR/EIS. All measures listed in

Table 2-7 would be implemented for the proposed project/action, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 unless
otherwise noted in the table.

ES.4.2 TNF Management Requirements

Implementation of TNF Management Requirements (MRs) would be mandatory with implementation of
the proposed project/action, Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. A complete list of MRs is presented in

Table 2-8 of this DEIR/EIS. These measures are designed to ensure compliance with current USFS and TNF
management direction and to reduce or prevent adverse effects of proposed actions on wildlife and
aquatic species and upland and aquatic habitats.
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ES.5 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Chapter 4, "Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,” of this DEIR/EIS describes in detail
the environmental effects that would result from implementation of the project alternatives. For the NEPA
analysis, environmental effects are concluded to be: (1) no effect, (2) adverse when there are detrimental
or negative effects, or (3) beneficial when there are positive effects. For some NEPA effects conclusions,
“minorly” is used to characterize adverse and beneficial effects (i.e., minorly adverse or minorly beneficial),
in an effort to further distinguish the effects of the action alternatives. For the CEQA analysis,
environmental effects are determined to be: (1) no impact; (2) less than significant; (3) less than significant
with mitigation incorporated; and (4) significant and unavoidable (changes in the environment that cannot
be feasibly reduced to a less-than-significant levels with mitigation measures).

As described above, the project/action and Alternatives 1 and 2 include Compensatory Mitigation
Measures and Management Requirements developed to avoid, minimize, or compensate for the potential
environmental effects of the project. The Compensatory Mitigation Measures and TNF Management
Requirements are considered part of the project and will be conditions of approval of the USFS SUP
Amendment. Where potentially adverse effects are identified in this DEIR/EIS that are not reduced to less
than significant (CEQA) or minorly adverse (NEPA), additional mitigation measures are recommended to
reduce effects to less-than-significant levels where feasible.

Table ES-1 (at the end of this chapter) summarizes the potential environmental effects that would result
from implementation of the alternatives; lists applicable TNF Management Requirements, Compensatory
Mitigation Measurement, other proposed mitigation to address significant and potentially significant
environmental effects; and identifies the significance of effects both before and after mitigation.

ES.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires that the environmentally superior alternative be selected from a range of reasonable
alternatives that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project. As discussed in Section 4.1 of this
DEIR/EIS, the assessment of the environmental superiority of alternatives in this DEIR/EIS does not
consider whether the proposed project/action would improve existing environmental conditions and does
not consider the beneficial impacts of any alternative above and beyond its ability to reduce or avoid
significant effects of the proposed project/action. Therefore, based on the analysis presented in Sections
4.2 through 4.12, and the comparison of alternatives presented above, the environmentally superior
alternative was determined under CEQA to be the No Project Alternative. Under the No Project
Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed. All environmental impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the proposed project would be eliminated and existing environmental
conditions would be unaffected and the associated benefits of the proposed project/action discussed in
Section 1.5 (Proposed Project Objectives) would not be realized.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126, subd. (d)(2) further stipulates that “if the environmentally superior
alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.” In keeping with the discussion in Section 5.3.1.4 of this DEIR/EIS, the
proposed project/action is found to be environmentally superior to both Alternative 1 and 2. Both
Alternative 1 and 2 are found to result in significant and unavoidable impacts that would be avoided
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under the proposed project/action. Implementation of neither Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 would serve
to avoid any impacts identified as significant and unavoidable under the proposed project/action.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Resource Topics with Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Resource Topics/Impacts

Environm
before

ental Effects
Mitigation

(by Alternative)

CEQA

NEPA

CEQA/NEPA Mitigation Measures and
applicable Compensatory Mitigation and
Management Requirements

Environmental Effects
after Mitigation
(by Alternative)

CEQA

NEPA

Adv = Adverse S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant

MA = Minorly Adverse NI = No Impact

NE = No Effect

SU = Significant & unavoidable

N/A = Not Applicable

4.2 Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Impact VIS-1: Adverse effectona | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
scenic vista and Alt2=NI and Alt2 =NE
Impact VIS-2: Damage to scenic Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA

resources

and Alt2=NlI

and Alt 2 =NE

Impact VIS-3: Degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings

Short-term Impact:
Project/Action, Alt 1,
andAlt2=S

Long-term Impact;

Short-term Impact:
Project/Action, Alt 1,
and Alt 2 = Adv

Long-term Impact;

Short-term Impacts: Mitigation Measures VIS-1
through VIS-5.

Long-term Impacts: None feasible.

Short-term Impact; =
LTS

Long-term = SU

Short-term Impact: =
NE

Long-term Impact =

Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, Adv
and Alt2=SU and Alt 2 = Adv
Impact VIS-4: Creation of a Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measure VIS-6 LTS NE
substantial new source of light or andAlt2=S and Alt 2 = Adv
glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area
Impact VIS-5: Result in an Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measure VIS-3 LTS NE

inconsistency with applicable visual
quality objectives of the TNF Land
and Resources Management Plan

andAlt2=S

and Alt 2 = Adv

4.3 Air Quality and Climate Change

Impact AIR-1: Resultin a

Project/Action and

Project/Action and

Management Requirement AQ1 for prescribed burns

Project/Action and

Project/Action and

cumulatively considerable net Alt1=LTS Alt1=MA to occur under the project/action, Alt 1 and 2. Alt1=LTS Alt 1=MA
increase of any criteria pollutant for Alt2=S8U Alt 2 = Adv Alt2=SU Alt2 =MA
which the project region is No feasible mitigation measures are available to
nonattainment under an applicable reduce Alt 2 helicopter emissions to levels considered

LTS.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Resource Topics with Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Effects

Environmental Effects

before Mitigation CEQA/NEPA Mitigation Measures and after Mitigation
Resource Topics/Impacts (by Alternative) applicable Compensatory Mitigation and (by Alternative)
Management Requirements
CEQA NEPA CEQA NEPA
Adv = Adverse S =Significant LTS = Less than significant MA = Minorly Adverse NI =No Impact NE =No Effect SU = Significant & unavoidable ~ N/A = Not Applicable
federal or state ambient air quality
standard
Impact AIR-2: Result in the Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measure AIR-1 LTS NE
exposure of sensitive receptors to andAlt2=3S and Alt 2 = Adv
substantial pollutant concentrations
Impact AIR-3: Result in other Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
emissions (such as those leadingto | and Alt2 =LTS and Alt2 = NE
odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people
Impact AIR-4: Conflict with or Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
obstruct implementation of the and Alt2 =Nl and Alt 2 =NE
applicable air quality plan
Impact AIR-5: Generate Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
greenhouse gas emissions, either and Alt2=LTS and Alt2 =NE
directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the
environment
Impact AIR-6: Conflict with any Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
applicable plan, policy, or and Alt 2 = NI and Alt2=NE
regulation of an agency adopted for
the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases
4.4 Biological Resources
Impact BIO-1: Adversely affect, Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Compensatory Mitigation: L1, M1, N1, O 1-2, P 1-2, LTS MA
either directly or through habitat andAlt2=S and Alt 2 = Adv Q1.
modifications, species identified as
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Table ES-1. Summary of Resource Topics with Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Effects o Environmental Effects
before Mitigation CEQA/NEPA Mitigation Measures and after Mitigation
Resource Topics/Impacts (by Alternative) applicable Compensatory Mitigation and (by Alternative)
Management Requirements
CEQA NEPA CEQA NEPA

Adv = Adverse S =Significant LTS = Less than significant MA = Minorly Adverse NI =No Impact NE =No Effect SU = Significant & unavoidable ~ N/A = Not Applicable
a candidate, sensitive, or special- Management Requirements: IS 1-6, BOT 1-4, TW 1-
status species 16, WAR 1-3, RCA 1-4, PFA 1-3, WSU 1-11.
Impact BIO-2: Adversely affect Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Management Requirements IS 1-6. LTS MA
native habitats through the and Ait2=LTS and Alt 2 = MA
introduction of invasive, non-native,
or noxious plant species
Impact BIO-3: Adversely affect Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Compensatory Mitigation: P2. LTS MA
riparian habitat and other sensitive and Alt2=LTS and Alt 2 = MA
natural communities Management Requirements: IS 1-6, BOT 1-4, TW 1-

16, WAR 1-3, RCA 1-4, PFA 1-3, WSU 1-11.
Impact BIO-4: Adversely affect Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Compensatory Mitigation: O 1-2 and P2. NA NA
federally protected wetlands and Alt2=LTS and Alt 2 = MA

Management Requirements: WAR 1-3, RCA 1-4,

WSU1-13, PFA 1-3, and IAW1.
Impact BIO-5: Affect movement of | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required for project/action NA NA
native resident or migratory fish or and Alt2=LTS and Alt 2 = MA and Alt 1.
wildlife species, established native
resident or migratory wildlife Management Requirements: TW 1-6 and TW9 are
corridors, or the use of native applicable to Alt 2.
wildlife nursery sites
Impact BIO-6: Conflict with the Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Management Requirements IS 1-6 and TW 6-7. NA NA
goals and policies of TNF and and Alt2=LTS and Alt2 =NE
Sugar Pine management plans
Impact BIO-7: Adversely affect fish | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
resources in Sugar Pine Reservoir andAlt2=S and Alt 2 = MA
and lower North Shirttail Creek
Executive Summary ES-13 June 2021




Sugar Pine Dam Radial Gates Installation and Water Right Extension Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Table ES-1. Summary of Resource Topics with Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Resource Topics/Impacts

Environm
before

ental Effects
Mitigation

(by Alternative)

CEQA

NEPA

CEQA/NEPA Mitigation Measures and
applicable Compensatory Mitigation and
Management Requirements

Environmental Effects
after Mitigation
(by Alternative)

CEQA

NEPA

Adv = Adverse S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant

MA = Minorly Adverse NI = No Impact

NE = No Effect

SU = Significant & unavoidable

N/A = Not Applicable

4.5 Cultural Resources

Impact CUL-1: Resultin a Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Compensatory Mitigation Measures CR1 through CR9. LTS NE
substantial adverse change in the andAlt2=S and Alt 2 = Adv Mitigation Measure: CUL-1

significance of a historical or

archaeological resource or result in

an effect to a historic property

Impact CUL-2: Disturb any human | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measure: CUL-2 LTS NE
remains, including those interred and Alt2=S and Alt 2 = Adv

outside formal cemeteries

4.6 Geology and Soils

Impact GEO-1: Result in the Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measures: GEO-1 and GEO-2. LTS MA

potential for substantial soil erosion
and/or loss of topsoil

andAlt2=S

and Alt 2 = Adv

Impact GEO-2: Potential geologic

Project/Action and

Project/Action and

No mitigation required for Project/Action and ALT 2

Project/Action and

Project/Action and

hazards related to construction in Alt2=LTS Alt2=NE Alt2=NA Alt2=NA
unstable soils Alt1=8 Alt 1 =Adv Mitigation Measure: GEO-2 required for Alt 1. Alt1=LTS Ait1=NE
Impact GEO-3: Directly or indirectly | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measure: GEO-3. LTS MA
destroy a unique paleontological andAlt2=3S and Alt 2 = Adv

resource or site or unique geologic

feature

Impact GEO-4: Cumulative Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
geologic hazards related to and Alt 2: Less than | and Alt 2 = Less than

substantial soil erosion and/or loss cumulatively cumulatively

of topsoil considerable. considerable.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Resource Topics with Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Effects

Environmental Effects

before Mitigation CEQA/NEPA Mitigation Measures and after Mitigation
Resource Topics/Impacts (by Alternative) applicable Compensatory Mitigation and (by Alternative)
Management Requirements
CEQA NEPA CEQA NEPA
Adv = Adverse S =Significant LTS = Less than significant MA = Minorly Adverse NI = No Impact NE = No Effect icant & unavoidable ~ N/A = Not Applicable
Impact GEO-5: Cumulative Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
geologic hazards related to and Alt 2: Less than | and Alt 2 = Less than
unstable soils cumulatively cumulatively
considerable. considerable.
4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact HAZ-1: Require the Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | WSU 2, 3, 4, and 5; Mitigation Measures GEO-1 and LTS NE
transport, storage and use of andAlt2=S and Alt 2 = Adv GEO-2
hazardous materials common for
such activities and could result in
their inadvertent release to the
environment
Impact HAZ-2: Require heavy Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
machinery and personal in an area and Alt2=LTS and Alt2 =NE
that is currently forestlands
4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact HYD-1: Could violate any Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measure: HYD-1 LTS NE
water quality standards andAlt2=S and Alt 2 = Adv
Impact HYD-2: Substantially alter | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measure: HYD-1 LTS NE
the existing drainage pattern of the andAlt2=S and Alt 2 = Adv
site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream
or river
Impact HYD-3: Result in substantial | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
erosion or siltation in and around to and Alt2=LTS and Alt 2 =NE
future reservoir and downstream of
the dam
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Table ES-1. Summary of Resource Topics with Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Effects

Environmental Effects

before Mitigation CEQA/NEPA Mitigation Measures and after Mitigation
Resource Topics/Impacts (by Alternative) applicable Compensatory Mitigation and (by Alternative)
Management Requirements
CEQA NEPA CEQA NEPA
Adv = Adverse S =Significant LTS = Less than significant MA = Minorly Adverse NI =No Impact NE =No Effect SU = Significant & unavoidable ~ N/A = Not Applicable
Impact HYD-4: No features of the Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
would be constructed within 100- and Alt2=NI and Alt2 = NE
year flood hazard area
Impact HYD-5: Installation of radial | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
gates will not expose people or and Alt2=LTS and Alt2=NE
structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving
flooding as a result of the failure of
adam
4.9 Land Use and Planning
Impact LU-1: Disturb existing land | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measures: LU-1 and LU-2. LTS NE
uses at or near Sugar Pine Dam andAlt2=S and Alt 2 = Adv
and Reservoir during construction
Impact LU-2: Divide an established | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
community or result in and Alt2=LTS and Alt2 =NE
disproportionately high adverse
effects on minority or low-income
populations
Impact LU-3: Conflict with Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Mitigation Measure: LU-3. LTS NE
applicable land use plans, policies, andAlt2=S and Alt 2 = Adv
or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect
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Table ES-1. Summary of Resource Topics with Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Effects

Environmental Effects

before Mitigation CEQA/NEPA Mitigation Measures and after Mitigation
Resource Topics/Impacts (by Alternative) applicable Compensatory Mitigation and (by Alternative)
Management Requirements
CEQA NEPA CEQA NEPA

Adv = Adverse S =Significant LTS = Less than significant MA = Minorly Adverse NI =No Impact NE =No Effect SU = Significant & unavoidable ~ N/A = Not Applicable
4.10 Noise
Impact NOISE-1: Generation ofa | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
substantial temporary increase in and Alt2=LTS and Alt2 =NE
ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of the project in excess of
standards
Impact NOISE-2: Result in the Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA

excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels

and Alt2=NI

and Alt2 =NE

4.11 Recreation

Impact REC-1: Require the
replacement of camping, day use,
trail and boat ramp facilities

Project/Action and
Alt2=LTS
At1=8

Project/Action and
Alt2 = MA
Alt 1 = Adv

No mitigation measures are required for
Project/Action.

No mitigation available for Alt 1.

Project/Action and
Alt2 =NA.
Alt1=SU

Project/Action and
Alt2 =NA.
Alt 1 = Adv

Impact REC-2: Affect user/guest
recreational experience at Sugar
Pine Reservair for recreation
activities

Project/Action and
Alt2=LTS.
At1=8

Project/Action and
Alt2 = MA.
Alt 1 = Adv

No mitigation measures are required for
Project/Action.

No mitigation available for Alt 1.

Project/Action and
Alt2 = NA.
Alt1=SU

Project/Action and
Alt2 = NA.
Alt 1 = Adv

Impact REC-3: During project
construction, Sugar Pine
recreational facilities would be
closed to the public in order to
avoid potential safety hazards to
recreational users that could result
from timber harvest, radial gate
installation, and recreational
facilities construction.

Project/Action, Alt 1,
and Alt 2 = NI.

Project/Action, Alt 1,
and Alt 2 = Adv.

Impact Determination: no impact (CEQA) and adverse
(NEPA) for the proposed project/action and
Alternatives 1 and 2.

Project/Action, Alt 1,
and Alt 2 = NA,

Project/Action, Alt 1,
and Alt 2 = NA.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Resource Topics with Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Resource Topics/Impacts

before

Environmental Effects

Mitigation

(by Alternative)

CEQA

NEPA

CEQA/NEPA Mitigation Measures and
applicable Compensatory Mitigation and
Management Requirements

Environmental Effects
after Mitigation
(by Alternative)

CEQA

NEPA

Adv = Adverse S = Significant

LTS = Less than significant

MA = Minorly Adverse NI = No Impact

NE = No Effect

SU = Significant & unavoidable

N/A = Not Applicable

4.12 Traffic and Transportation

Impact TRA-1: Potential to result in | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
a change in air traffic patterns, and Alt 2 = NI and Alt 2 = NE

including either an increase in

traffic levels or a change in location

that results in substantial safety

risks

Impact TRA-2: Potential to result in | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
inadequate emergency access and Alt2=LTS and Alt2=NE

Impact TRA-3: Potential to result in | Project/Action, Alt 1, | Project/Action, Alt 1, | No mitigation measures are required. NA NA
short-term traffic impacts and Alt2=LTS and Alt2=NE
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This report is entitled Water Right 15375 Extension of Time and Sugar Pine Dam Radial Gate Installation
Project and Special Use Permit Amendment Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIR/EIS). This chapter of the report includes a general introduction to the proposed
project/action and environmental review process (Section 1.1), project background (Section 1.2), project
overview (Section 1.3), purpose and need for the project as it applies to the federal agencies and tribal
lands (Section 1.4), the project applicant’s objectives for pursuing the project (Section 1.5), and the
intended use of the joint DEIR/EIS by the state and federal lead agencies (Section 1.6). The organization
and content of the DEIR/EIS are described in Section 1.7.

1.1 Infroduction

Foresthill Public Utility District (FPUD or the District) was formed in 1950 pursuant to the provisions of
Section 15501 et seq. of the California Public Utilities Code for the purpose of providing public water
service. The District's service area comprises the unincorporated community of Foresthill, California,
located in Placer County approximately 60 miles northeast of Sacramento. The District’s service area
currently incorporates approximately 13,000 acres and contains primarily residential development.

The Sugar Pine Project, consisting primarily of Sugar Pine Dam and Reservoir, serves as the District’s
primary source of raw water supply. The Sugar Pine Dam was completed by the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) in 1981. Reclamation conveyed the Sugar Pine Project to FPUD in 2003. The
Sugar Pine Reservoir currently has a storage capacity of approximately 6,922 acre-feet (AF). However, the
Sugar Pine Dam spillway was designed to accept two radial gates that would increase the reservoir’'s
storage capacity to 10,872 AF. The Sugar Pine Project is located entirely within the Tahoe National Forest.

On December 26, 2011, FPUD petitioned the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to extend
Water Right Permit 15375. Execution of the water right extension is needed in order to allow the District
more time to diligently construct the water supply project and use that water supply permitted by the
SWRCB. The water supply developed by the Sugar Pine Project is needed to meet anticipated growth in
consumptive water demand within the District’s service area under the Foresthill Divide Community Plan
that Placer County’s Board of Supervisors approved in 2008. The proposed water right permit extension
would enable the District to complete the Sugar Pine Project by installing radial gates in Sugar Pine Dam'’s
existing spillway to expand the storage capacity of Sugar Pine Reservoir. Approval of the extension would
complete construction and put the Sugar Pine Project yield to beneficial use. As required by the SWRCB,
the District was required to file for an extension of time to complete the Project and allow for the
development and use of the full water supply.

The installation of radial gates at Sugar Pine Dam and beneficial use of the resulting water supply
constitute, in part, the proposed project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for
purposes of this DEIR/EIS.

To implement the proposed project, the District has submitted a request to the United States Forest
Service (USFS), specifically Tahoe National Forest (TNF), to amend the Special Use Permit (SUP) it
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previously approved for the Sugar Pine Dam and Reservoir Project. The SUP amendment would authorize
completion of the Project by: (1) increasing water storage capacity of Sugar Pine Reservoir by installing
radial gates in the existing spillway of the dam to achieve the Sugar Pine Project’s full potential water
storage capacity; and (2) implementing project design features and mitigation measures to avoid or
reduce associated impacts to National Forest System (NFS) resources as administered by USFS. The
issuance of the SUP amendment and related activities is considered the proposed action under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for purposes of this DEIR/EIS.

FPUD is the project applicant proposing to implement the proposed project and, as the primary
state/local agency responsible for the review and approval of the proposed project, FPUD is designated as
the Lead Agency for CEQA compliance (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15051). Because the proposed
project requires a federal action in the form of the amended SUP, the project must also comply with
NEPA. USFS is the designated federal Lead Agency for the proposed action under NEPA.

After considering results from pubic scoping processes carried out by FPUD and USFS, and after the
evaluation of the context and intensity factors contained in 36 CFR §1508.27, USFS, in collaboration with
FPUD, determined that a joint EIR/EIS is the appropriate means to review, analyze and document the
effects on the human, physical, and biological environment anticipated with the issuance of a SUP
Amendment and installation of radial gates in the spillway of Sugar Pine Dam in the TNF.

1.2 Project Background

Construction of the existing Sugar Pine Project including the Sugar Pine pipeline was completed by
Reclamation in 1983 as part of the Central Valley Project pursuant to a water right Permit approved by the
SWRCB in 1967. The existing reservoir occupies approximately 160 acres. In 1985, Reclamation entered
into an agreement with the TNF for administration of NFS and Reclamation resources, including recreation
facilities, at the Sugar Pine Project site (1985 Agreement). Pursuant to the Sugar Pine Dam and Reservoir
Conveyance Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-566), the United States, in 2003, conveyed the Sugar Pine Project,
its water right, rights and responsibilities of Reclamation under the 1985 Agreement and other interests to
FPUD. In 2003, the USFS issued the Permit authorizing use and occupancy of public lands to FPUD for
the dam, reservoir and appurtenant facilities pursuant to Public Law 106-566.

The Sugar Pine Project was constructed to provide a reliable water supply for existing and future users
within the FPUD service area located in and around the town of Foresthill in Placer County, California.
FPUD, in turn spent $817,000 to construct the drinking water treatment plant and $3.4 million for
upgrades to its potable water distribution system.

The spillway for Sugar Pine Dam was originally designed by Reclamation to accommodate the future
installation of radial gates to increase water storage capacity of the reservoir. Installation of the radial
gates would flood approximately 44 additional acres by raising the reservoir's maximum water surface
elevation by 20 vertical feet to an elevation of 3,638 feet above sea level, which would increase the
reservoir's storage capacity by approximately 57 percent to 10,872 AF, up from the existing capacity of
6,922 AF.
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The entire dam, reservoir and surrounding basin are located entirely on NFS lands. In support of the Sugar
Pine Project, Reclamation acquired for the United States several parcels of private land comprising a total
of approximately 700 acres within and adjacent to the project site. 380 of these acres were acquired as
wildlife mitigation for permanently impacted habitat and 320 acres were acquired for siting the dam,
reservoir and appurtenances; portions of the 320 acres acquired for project construction remain
unencumbered by infrastructure and provide additional wildlife habitat and recreation resource values in
the reservoir basin. The wildlife mitigation lands were intended to offset permanent impacts from
construction of the original 160 acre reservoir and appurtenances, without radial gates installed (Sugar
Pine Dam, Reservoir and Conduit Final Environmental Statement, pp. 33, 37, 50). Management jurisdiction
for the acquired lands was subsequently transferred to the TNF.

In addition to construction of the dam, Reclamation developed several recreation facilities adjacent to the
reservoir as part of the project including: two family campgrounds, a group camp, a day use area, a
swimming beach, a boat ramp and a multi-use trail. Pursuant to the 1985 Agreement, the above
recreation improvements were transferred from Reclamation to TNF management upon their
construction. Since that time the TNF has made additional investments in recreation facility infrastructure
in the area, such as surfacing and dedication of the accessible Joshua M. Hardt Memorial Trail JHMT).
Based on visitor use and recreation fee revenue data collected from the reservoir campgrounds and day
use area by the TNF, the recreation facilities at Sugar Pine Reservoir have become popular.

In 1983, the SWRCB approved an expansion of the “place of use” for the Sugar Pine Project's water supply
to encompass 36,152 acres based on "present or future potential for agricultural and/or subdivision
development.” In 1985, approximately two years after the existing Sugar Pine Project facilities were
completed and the reservoir was filled, consumptive use of the Project's yield for municipal and industrial
(M&) purposes was approximately 674 AF per year (AFY). As of 2001, M&I use had grown to
approximately 991 AFY. However, because an "economic recession reduced Foresthill rate of growth," the
State Board approved an extension of time to December 31, 2011, to complete the project and put its
yield to beneficial use. To comply with CEQA, the SWRCB adopted a Notice of Exemption for the time
extension.

In 2003, FPUD as the Permittee, acquired ownership and control of the Sugar Pine Project from
Reclamation, and M&I use of Sugar Pine Project rose to 1,090 AFY. By 2008, M&I use rose to 1,284 AFY.
That same year, the County of Placer adopted the Foresthill Divide Community Plan (Community Plan) to
guide future growth and development in the region encompassing the District's service area and sphere
of influence. The water supply chapter of Placer County's environmental impact report (EIR) for the
Community Plan analyzed actual historic hydrology from 1957 through 2003, identified 1975-1978 as the
critical dry period (Critical Period), and projected that in the last year of the Critical Period the existing
reservoir would yield 2,150 AFY as is and 3,450 AFY with the radial gates (i.e., the Project’s safe yield with
and without the gates). The safe yield reflects a minimum pool requirement ranging from 1,100-3,560 AF,
a downstream fishery flow release schedule ranging from natural reservoir inflow to 5 cubic feet per
second (cfs), and a requirement to release flows for any downstream prior rights.

FPUD has indicated that the additional water storage capacity which would be achieved by installing the
radial gates is necessary to ensure a reliable long-term water supply for the community of Foresthill under

Introduction and Overview 1-3 June 2021



Sugar Pine Project Water Right Permit 15375 Extension and Radial Gates Installation
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

the Community Plan that the County of Placer approved in 2008. The water supply impacts analysis in the
EIR certified for the Community Plan concluded that installation of the radial gates and the associated
increase in water storage would avoid significant water supply impacts by ensuring adequate supplies to
meet water demand from build-out under the Community Plan despite anticipated climate change and
droughts effects on water supply availability.

The EIR certified for the Community Plan analyzed growth-related impacts arising from the development
authorized by the Community Plan. The County EIR identified the District's Sugar Pine Project as the
principal source of water supply available to serve the Community Plan area. The EIR projected that
existing development and new development of planned future land uses in the District's existing service
area would demand up to approximately 3,069-3,269 AFY of water to serve a population of approximately
13,750. The EIR concluded that additional demand from development of a then-pending 2,200-unit senior
housing and mixed-use project proposal would cause cumulative demand for District water to exceed the
Sugar Pine Project's safe yield, unless the Sugar Pine Project’s existing storage volume were augmented as
mitigation (i.e., by installing the radial gates). The Community Plan was approved by the County in 2008.

FPUD has indicated that prior to full implementation of the Community Plan, FPUD anticipates that it
would continue to temporarily transfer stored water from the Sugar Pine Project to reduce water
shortages in downstream communities or for other beneficial purposes approved by the SWRCB pursuant
to the state’s water transfer programs and policies. For example, in 2018 FPUD transferred 932 AF of water
to Kern County Water Agency and Dudley Ridge Water District, and in 2015 FPUD transferred 2,000 AF of
stored water for use to reduce water shortages in communities served by the Santa Clara Valley Water
District.

1.3 Overview of the Proposed Project and Action

FPUD proposes to extend its Water Right 15375 and install radial gates at the dam's spillway to increase
reservoir storage. This increase in storage will enable FPUD to meet the water needs of anticipated
growth and development under the approved 2008 Foresthill Community Plan.

The existing concrete spillway was designed and constructed to receive the radial gates. Other than
installation of the gates, no further modifications to the spillway or dam are anticipated. Following
installation of the gates, the FPUD would continue to operate the dam to comply with the existing
minimum pool requirements and the existing fishery flow release schedule that are incorporated into the
Project's water right Permit.

FPUD is requesting a 49-year extension of its current water right Permit to complete construction of
Sugar Pine Reservoir and develop the water supply necessary for M&I and other consumptive uses within
the District's service area. Continued diversion and use of water from the reservoir is necessary to meet
current and projected future water demand. The proposed project includes the 49-year extension of the
FPUD's Sugar Pine Project Water Right Permit 15375, completion of unconstructed Sugar Pine Dam
facilities, i.e., installation of radial gates, and the associated expansion of Sugar Pine Reservoir storage
capacity from approximately 7,000 AF to 10,658 AF to ensure sufficient safe yield to meet existing and
future residential, M&I and other consumptive demands arising under the 2008 Foresthill Community Plan
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and FPUD's service area. The replacement of reservoir-related recreational facilities adversely affected by
the storage expansion and the implementation of measures to compensate for adverse project effects are
also considered elements of the proposed project/action.

With installation of the radial gates and expansion of the area of inundation of Sugar Pine Reservoir,
various TNF recreational facilities located adjacent to the reservoir will require removal and replacement.
In addition, various compensatory measures to avoid or reduce project effects on recreational, biological,
and visual resources would be implemented by FPUD and TNF as part of the proposed project/action.
Additionally, various USFS “management requirements” associated with issuance of the SUP are included
within the project description for the purpose of avoiding or reducing potential adverse effects on
environmental resources, particularly, biological resources. The proposed action encompasses the
issuance of the SUP Amendment which will facilitate Sugar Pine Dam radial gate installation, associated
increase in Sugar Pine Reservoir storage capacity, recreational facilities construction and compensatory
mitigation implementation. The proposed extension of Water Right Permit 15375 by the SWRCB pursuant
to the California Water Code is not part of the federal proposed action because it is not a federal
approval.

1.4 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

Applications for use and occupancy of NFS lands must be consistent with the Forest Plan for those lands.
FPUD has submitted an application for the project consistent with the federal Sugar Pine Dam and
Reservoir Conveyance Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-566). The TNF's purpose in responding to FPUD’s SUP
Permit amendment application is to achieve Forest Plan desired conditions for issuance of permits, or
permit amendments by assuring such uses maximize public benefits and impacts to NFS resources are
mitigated (Forest Plan, p. V-10). The Forest Plan recognizes the importance of Sugar Pine Reservoir as a
source of domestic water supply for the FPUD and describes the future potential for installation of radial
gates in the existing spillway of the dam (Forest Plan, p. V-489). The Forest Plan emphasizes recreation
management for the Sugar Pine Reservoir basin (Forest Plan, p. V-490), while acknowledging that the
reservoir's primary function and purpose is to provide adequate water supply to existing and future water
customers of FPUD.

The TNF must respond to FPUD'’s application in order to comply with Title V of the Federal Land Policy
Management Act and related Forest Service land use regulations. Amendment of the permit to authorize
installation of the radial gates would be consistent with provisions of the Public Law 106-566 which
require that changes in use or operation of Sugar Pine Reservoir facilities comply with all applicable laws
and regulations at the time of the changes. FPUD proposes to increase the water storage capacity of
Sugar Pine Reservoir to ensure the availability of a reliable long-term water supply for existing
development and planned future land uses within the existing water right place of use for SWRCB Water
Right Permit 15375 and the Foresthill Community Plan. The additional water storage provided by the
proposed project is also intended to enhance water supply reliability needed to protect FPUD's customers
(homes, schools, workplaces and public amenities) from a prolonged drought; climate change concerns
and state initiatives to increase water storage in California are other factors which support the need for
action on Foresthill's requested water right Permit extension.
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Prior to full implementation of the Foresthill Community Plan, or build-out, FPUD may continue to carry
out short-term water transfer contracts of stored reservoir water to help mitigate water shortages in
downstream communities, to provide ecological benefits or to provide for other beneficial uses consistent
with the California Water Code and SWRCB's water transfer program. FPUD used revenue generated from
a 2015 water transfer to help fund replacement of an aging drinking water storage tank used to provide
potable water for the Foresthill community and to maintain water system pressure necessary to comply
with state requirements for firefighting. Similarly, revenue generated by FPUD from future water transfers
under the proposed project/action could be used to help fund construction of the proposed
project/action as well as the repair and replacement of aging water system infrastructure and thus avoid
or reduce the need to raise water service rates on FPUD customers.

1.5 Proposed Project Objectives

As noted above, FPUD is requesting a 49-year extension to its current water right to complete
construction of Sugar Pine Reservoir and develop the water supply necessary for M&I and other
consumptive uses within the District's service area. Continued diversions and the expansion of Sugar Pine
Reservoir storage capacity are necessary to meet current and projected future water demand. FPUD's
primary objectives for completing the proposed project include:

Ensure that water supply needs for current and future municipal, industrial and agricultural users
within the FPUD service area are met in an environmentally sound and economically sustainable
manner;

Replace any and all TNF recreational facilities that are directly affected by the proposed expansion
of Sugar Pine Reservoir with facilities as determined by TNF;

Continue to operate Sugar Pine Reservoir to maximize recreational use at the reservoir to the
extent possible given the primary use of the reservoir for water supply;

Continue to provide surplus water to downstream users in the form of periodic temporary water
transfers for municipal, industrial, agricultural or environmental use when such water is not
needed to meet FPUD customer demand;

Allow for possible future long-term transfers of stored water for downstream beneficial use for
municipal, industrial, agricultural or environmental purposes when such water is not needed to
meet FPUD customer demand;

Expand water storage capacity at Sugar Pine Reservoir to help mitigate potential decline in
project yield due to climate change and potential regulatory changes requiring bypass flows in
accordance with the SWRCB's Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan, and to supplement the
overall water supply reliability and ecosystem health for the state of California in keeping with the
Statewide Water Action Plan; and

Implement compensatory mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the potential adverse effect of
proposed project activities on downstream legal users of water, and recreational, biological,
cultural, and visual resources.
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1.6 Agency Use of this Draft EIR/EIS and Permits Required

1.6.1 FPUD Decision Framework

FPUD is the lead agency for CEQA compliance in evaluation of the Water Right Permit 15375 extension
and Sugar Pine Dam radial gate installation project and, along with TNF, has directed the preparation of
this EIR/EIS. In this role, FPUD is responsible for compliance with CEQA and for coordinating with other
state, local and federal agencies that will use this EIR/EIS in their permitting processes.

This EIR/EIS will be used by the FPUD, in conjunction with other information developed in the FPUD’s
formal record, to implement the proposed project. Under CEQA requirements, the District will determine
the adequacy of the Final EIR/EIS and, if adequate, will certify the document as complying with CEQA and
make a final decision whether to approve the proposed project.

1.6.2 USFS Decision Framework

The USFS is the federal lead agency for the preparation of this EIR/EIS in accordance with the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act at 40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) 1501.5. Consistent with its obligations under the Sugar Pine Dam and Reservoir
Conveyance Act (Public Law 106-566), and using the analysis in the EIR/EIS and supporting
documentation, the Forest Supervisor will determine how to condition a Special Use Permit Amendment
authorizing the use of TNF lands as needed to allow installation of radial gates at Sugar Pine Dam and the
expansion of reservoir storage capacity and area of inundation, vegetation removal from the expanded
area of inundation, and the removal and replacement of existing USFS recreational facilities affected by
the expanded inundation area. Approval of the SUP Amendment would also be contingent on the
implementation of compensatory mitigation measures and management requirements for the proposed
action. Approval of any of the action alternatives considered would require a project-level plan
amendment to the TNF Land and Resource Management Plan (1990, as amended) to address impacts to
visual resources.

Following issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS, public comments will be accepted and considered in preparing a
Final EIR/EIS. Following or concurrent with issuance of the Final EIR/EIS, the Forest Supervisor will issue a
Draft Record of Decision (Draft ROD). The Draft ROD may contain requirements that reduce or eliminate
adverse environmental impacts from the proposed project on TNF lands.

1.6.3 Permits Required

As listed in Table 1-1, several other state and federal agencies may rely on information in this EIR/EIS to
inform their decisions regarding issuance of specific permits related to project construction or operation.
In addition to FPUD, state agencies such as California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Regional Water
Quality Control Board, and the Office of Historic Preservation would be involved in reviewing and/or
approving activities associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project/action. In
addition to the USFS, federal agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) are also federal agencies with potential reviewing and/or permitting authority.
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FPUD is responsible for obtaining any permits necessary for its activities. Table 1-1 lists the federal, state,

and local permits and authorizations that FPUD anticipates requesting for the proposed project prior to

construction. Section G.6 lists all applicable federal environmental regulations and policies.

Table 1-1. Permits or Other Actions Required by FPUD Prior to Construction

Agency

| Jurisdiction

Permit Regulatory Requirement

Federal

U.S. Forest Service

Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA), 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.

.

Special Use Permit Amendment

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531-
1544; Migratory Bird Treaty Act; Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act

Section 7 Consultation

Army Corps of Engineers

Clean Water Act

Clean Water Act Section 404
Nationwide Permit or Individual
permit

State

California Department of Water
Resources: Division of Safety of Dams

Manage the enlargement of existing dams
under DSOD jurisdiction. California Water
Code Sections 6200-6206

Dam enlargement application
approval.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Manage fish, wildlife, plant resources, and
habitats; California Endangered Species
Act, California Native Plant Protection Act,
California Fish and Game Code Section
1601

Streambed Alteration 1601 Permit
Incidental Take Permit for foothill
yellow-legged frog (FYLF)

California Office of Historic Preservation

Potential to affect cultural or
paleontological resources

National Historic Preservation Act,
Section 106 Consultation

Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Region 5

Clean Water Act, Sections 401 and 402;
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act;
California Water Code

Division 7. Water Quality

Clean Water Act Section 401
Certification

General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with
Construction Activities

Local

Placer County Air Pollution Control District

Enforces federal and state air quality
requirements and establishes County air
quality rules and regulations

Asbestos Dust Control Plan

1.7

This EIR/EIS is organized as follows:

Organization of this Draft EIS/EIR

Executive Summary. A summarized description of the proposed project, proposed action and

alternatives; a summary of their respective environmental impacts; a listing of recommended mitigation

measures; and determinations of the Environmentally Superior Alternative under CEQA and Agency

Preferred Alternative under NEPA.

Chapter 1 (Introduction/Overview). A discussion of the background of the proposed project, an

overview of the key elements of the proposed project and proposed action; the purpose and need for the

federal action; the project objectives under CEQA; a discussion of the public agency use of the EIR/EIS;

and a description of the DEIR/EIS organization.
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Chapter 2 (Project Description). This section contains a detailed description of the proposed project and
proposed federal action including project location, construction and site preparation requirements and
assumptions; project operations; and anticipated compensatory mitigation measures to be carried out
with project implementation.

Chapter 3 (Alternatives). A description of the alternatives to the proposed project/action evaluated in
this DEIR/EIS and the process of deriving those alternatives. Section 3 describes the statutorily mandated
alternatives under CEQA and NEPA, namely the No Project and No Action alternatives, respectively. The
section also lists the alternatives considered but eliminated from further analysis and the rationale for that
elimination in accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements.

Chapter 4 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences). A comprehensive analysis and
assessment of impacts and mitigation measures for the proposed project/action and alternatives,
including the No Project and No Action Alternatives. This section is divided into nine (10) environmental
issue areas: Aesthetics/Visual Resources; Air Quality and Climate Change; Biological Resources; Cultural
Resources; Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Land Use and
Planning; Noise; Recreation; and Traffic and Transportation. The evaluation of each issue contains a
description of the environmental setting/affected environment pertinent to that issue and an assessment
of the environmental consequences of proposed project/action and each alternative. In addition, each
section describes relevant regulations, plans, and standards applicable to that issue.

Chapter 5 (Comparison of Alternatives). An analysis of the relative advantages and disadvantages of
the proposed project/action in comparison with the proposed alternatives and identification of the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” as required under CEQA and "Agency Preferred Alternative” in
accordance with NEPA. Consistent with Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives analysis
includes “a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project” (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 15000 et seq.). Similarly,
consistent with CEQ’s NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1502.14), the environmental impacts of the proposed
action and alternatives are provided in comparative form, defining the issues and providing a clear basis
for choice by decision makers. Ultimately, the analysis includes identification of the CEQA
"Environmentally Superior Alternative,” consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2), and the
NEPA “Environmentally Preferred Alternative” consistent with the Forest Service NEPA Handbook, Section
23.3 (USFS 2011).

Chapter 6 (Cumulative Impacts). A summary/synthesis of the cumulative context and cumulative impact
assessments presented in Section 4.

Chapter 7 (Required CEQA/NEPA Topics). A discussion of topics required by CEQA and NEPA that are
not covered in previous sections of this DEIR/EIS, include growth-inducing effects, irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of resources and environmental changes, adverse unavoidable impacts, the
relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of
long-term productivity, effects not found to be significant, and compliance with applicable federal
environmental regulations and policies.
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Chapter 8 (List of Preparers). A listing of individuals who contributed to the preparation of this DEIR/EIS.

Chapter 9 (Public Participation). An explanation of the distribution of the DEIR/EIS and opportunities
for public comment and a description of the project scoping process and future opportunities for public
participation in the environmental review process.

Chapter 10 (References). A compilation of all citations included in the DEIR/EIR.
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CHAPTER 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Infroduction

FPUD is requesting a 49-year extension to its current water right Permit to operate Sugar Pine Reservoir to
provide a public water supply meeting the needs of its customers, including their homes, workplaces,
schools and other public amenities within the District's service area. Continuing and increasing use of
water developed by the Sugar Pine Project’s reservoir is necessary to meet current and projected future
water demand. The proposed project includes the 49-year extension of the FPUD's Sugar Pine Project
Water Right Permit 15375, completion of the Sugar Pine Project facilities (i.e., installation of radial gates),
and the associated expansion of Sugar Pine Reservoir storage capacity from approximately 6,922 AF to
10,872 AF. The completion of Sugar Pine Dam facilities is needed to ensure sufficient safe yield to meet
existing and future customer water demand within the District's service area. The replacement of
recreational facilities affected by the reservoir expansion and the implementation of measures to mitigate
adverse project effects are also elements of the proposed project.

With installation of the radial gates and expansion of the area of inundation of Sugar Pine Reservoir,
various TNF recreational facilities located adjacent to the reservoir will require removal and replacement.
In addition, various compensatory measures to mitigate project impacts on recreational, biological,
cultural, and visual resources will be implemented by FPUD and TNF. The proposed action encompasses
the issuance of the SUP Amendment which will facilitate Sugar Pine Dam radial gate installation,
associated increase in Sugar Pine Reservoir storage capacity, recreational facilities construction and
compensatory mitigation implementation. The proposed extension of Water Right Permit 15375 is not
part of the federal proposed action under NEPA because the SWRCB decides whether to approve water
right permit extensions based on California law, not federal law.

As noted, FPUD has submitted an application to the TNF to amend its SUP for the Sugar Pine Dam and
Reservoir Project (Sugar Pine Project). The Permit amendment is (1) to increase municipal water storage
capacity by installing radial gates in the existing spillway of the dam to achieve the Sugar Pine Project's
full potential water storage capacity and (2) to implement project design features and mitigation
measures to offset associated impacts to NFS resources.

2.2 Proposed Project/Action

2.2.1 Project Location

The Sugar Pine Project is located on the American River Ranger District of the TNF within portions of
Sections 13 and 24, T15N, R10E and Sections 18 and 19 T15N, R11E, Mt. Diablo Meridian and situated on
North Shirttail Creek approximately nine miles north of the community of Foresthill (see Figure 2-1
Project Vicinity and Figure 2-2 Project Location). It is within the Sugar Pine Management Area
according to the Tahoe National Forest Land and Resources Management Plan (Forest Plan, 1990), as
amended (see Figure 2-3 Sugar Pine Management Area).
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2.2.1.1 Radial Gates Installation and Construction Activities

The existing concrete spillway was originally designed and constructed to receive radial gates and raise
the maximum water level in the reservoir by 20 vertical feet and increase the footprint and maximum
surface area of the reservoir by approximately 44 acres (see Figure 2-4 Existing and Proposed
Maximum Area of Inundation). Other than installation of the radial gates, no further modifications to
the spillway or dam are anticipated. Radial gate installation will be accomplished in three phases: 1) Pre-
installation site preparation, 2) gate installation, and 3) site cleanup and equipment removal.

2.2.2 Pre-Installation site preparation

The spillway at Sugar Pine Dam was designed and constructed with a three-foot-wide center pier to
accommodate the future installation of radial gates (see Figure 2-5 Sugar Pine Dam Spillway). Stainless
steel sill beams and side rubbing plates are currently in place, as are the concrete anchors to which the
trunnion arm brackets of the radial gates will attach. Pre-installation activities within the spillway will be
limited to debris removal and cleanup of the sill beams and side rubbing plates. These activities may
require traffic control at the dam or access restrictions to the dam parking lot if the activities present a
safety risk to the general public. The dam parking lot will serve as the temporary staging area for gate
installation. Prior to the start of installation activities, it may be necessary to remove fencing that currently
restricts public access to the spillway. Prior to the start of construction activities, one or two portable
toilets will be placed in the staging area for use by construction personnel.

2.2.3 Gates Installation

Both radial gates will be transported to the dam site fully assembled with side and bottom seals in place
and the trunnion, gate arms, brackets, pins and bearings already installed on the gate assembly (see
Figure 2-6 Radial Gates General Design). Once in place, each gate will be operated by a hoist assembly.
The hoist assembly will include a wire rope system with stainless steel cables (one per side of each gate),
machine grooved drums, drum support bearings, cross shaft, couplers, main gear box, electric motor and
brake. Each hoist assembly will be mounted on a bridge that will span the spillway.

Both radial gate assemblies and both hoist assemblies will be transported to the staging area at the dam
by truck. In addition, one crane will be transported to the site to accommodate gate installation and
placement of the hoist assemblies. Transport of gates, hoist assemblies, and crane may require traffic
management activities and/or temporary road closures. Consideration will be given to scheduling gate
installation during the off-season when traffic on lowa Hill and Sugar Pine roads is relatively low. During
gate installation, public access to the parking areas on Sugar Pine Dam will be prohibited.
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Figure 2-5 Sugar Pine Dam Spillway
2015-019 FPUD Sugar Pine Reservoir
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With equipment and materials in place at the project staging area, installation of the gates and hoist
assemblies is expected to take three to five days. Each gate will be lowered into place by crane and the
gate trunnion attached to the existing concrete anchors. After both gates are in place, the hoist
assemblies will be lowered into place. The hoist assembly bridge will then be attached to the top of the
spillway walls. With hoist assembly installation complete, the hoist cables will be attached to each side of
the radial gates. The final step of gate/hoist installation will be to provide each hoist with electrical power
from facilities currently in place at the dam site.

2.24 Site Cleanup and Equipment Removal

Following installation of radial gates and hoist assemblies, all construction equipment and materials will
be collected and removed from the project site. Any fencing that was removed to accommodate gate
installation will be reinstalled. The parking area will be returned to pre-project conditions.

2.2.5 Reservoir Operations

The operation of Sugar Pine Reservoir is currently subject to the direction and guidance contained in
several key documents; these documents are attached as Appendices A through E with this DEIR/EIS.
Appendix A, the 2016 Sugar Pine Reservoir Operations Plan, includes: FPUD's State Water Right Permit
15375 (Attachment A), the 1967 Memorandum of Agreement between Reclamation and the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) (Attachment B), the 1985 Memorandum of Agreement between
Reclamation and the TNF (Attachment C), the 2000 agreement between FPUD and the USFS
(Attachment D), and the Key Sugar Pine Reservoir Storage and Elevation Levels for Long-Term
Operations (Attachment E). Operations described in Appendix A served as the basis of evaluating the
effects of the proposed project/action on hydrology and water-dependent resources. In the course of
that evaluation, proposed operations were refined. These refinements are reflected in description of
reservoir operations in this section (Section 2.2.5) of the DEIR/EIS.

Appendix B includes the 2003 Special Use Permit issued by the TNF authorizing use and occupancy of
NFS lands. Appendix C includes the USFS TNF Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) section for
region 096 Sugar Pine. Appendix D includes Public Law 106-566. Appendix E includes the California
Water Action Plan. The obligation to operate Sugar Pine Reservoir according to requirements contained
in these documents was transferred to FPUD upon purchase of the project. The following description of
reservoir operations was developed using these documents, as appropriate, for guidance and direction.

Maximum storage capacity of Sugar Pine Reservoir as gauged from the dam'’s spillway sill is currently
6,922 AF. With the proposed installation of radial gates, reservoir storage capacity at Sugar Pine would be
increased to 10,872 AF: an increase of 3,950 AF compared to existing conditions. Average annual inflow
to the reservoir is approximately 14,000 AF. Typically, the reservoir fills (achieving maximum storage
capacity to the dam's spillway) and spills (passes water over the spillway and into lower Shirttail Creek).
This occurs even in years with extended drought conditions such as was experienced recently from 2012
through 2016.

Under the proposed action and based on historical hydrology within the Sugar Pine watershed, it is likely
that the reservoir would fill in the first year following the installation of the gates. During that first year,
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spills to Shirttail Creek would be substantially reduced relative to conditions that would occur without the
gates as the additional storage capacity established by gate installation (3,950 AF) is filled via inflow from,
primarily, upper Shirttail Creek and Forbes Creek.

As part of the proposed action, the 2003 SUP would be amended to accommodate installation of the
radial gates, expansion of the reservoir's area of inundation and the replacement of affected recreational
facilities. Visual Quality Objectives contained within the USFS TNF LRMP section for region 096 Sugar Pine
would also need to be amended to ensure consistency of the proposed action with the LRMP. Current
minimum flow requirements for releases to Shirttail Creek downstream of the dam that are referenced in
FPUD's existing water right would remain unchanged under the proposed project.

2.2.5.1 Minimum Shirttail Creek Release Requirements and Minimum Reservoir Storage
Requirements

Currently, the water right permit requires compliance with the January 26, 1967, Memorandum of
Agreement with the CDFG for the Protection and Preservation of Fish and Wildlife and Recreational
Resources of North Shirttail Canyon Creek, which includes minimum release requirements and minimum
pool requirements as follows:

5 cfs or natural inflow from February 1 to May 31, whichever is less, must be released to Shirttail
Creek at Sugar Pine Dam;

2 cfs or natural inflow from June 1 through January 31, whichever is less must be released to
Shirttail Creek;

a minimum of 0.5 cfs must be released to Shirttail Creek at all times, regardless of the natural
inflow;

3,560 AF storage at Sugar Pine Reservoir should be maintained during the recreation season from
May 1 through September 30, subject to District water use; and

at no time should FPUD maintain a minimum pool less than 1,100 AF of water.

For reference purposes, the reservoir has two boat ramps: An upper boat ramp that operates at water
level elevations down to 3,590 feet (3,159 AF of water storage), and a lower boat ramp that operates at
water level elevations down to 3,565 feet (1,106 AF of water storage).

The 1985 Memorandum of Agreement between Reclamation and the TNF contains some additional
instruction on reservoir operations. Paragraph 5 includes a statement that Reclamation reserves the right
to vary, as it deems necessary, the water surface elevation of the reservoir. The normal level of operation
will be between 3,618 and 3,639 feet. Those elevations correspond to approximately 6,922 and 10,872 AF,
respectively. The design minimum elevation of 3,530 feet corresponds to approximately 92 AF. This is the
lower limit beyond which the reservoir cannot physically be drawn down.
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2.2.52 Water Deliveries to the FPUD Service Area and Tahoe National Forest

FPUD's water right permit authorizes direct diversion of up to 18 cfs to serve customers within its service
area. In addition, FPUD may divert to storage up to 15,400 AF annually. Total authorized diversion and
use of water from Sugar Pine Reservoir is 24,076 AF annually under FPUD's water right permit. “Use of
water” includes deliveries to customers within the FPUD service area, deliveries to TNF, and the transfer of
“surplus” water” to downstream users or for environmental purposes. As discussed in Section 2.2.5.3
(Water Transfers under the Proposed Project) below, “surplus” water is water that can be withdrawn from
storage without impairing minimum required releases to Shirttail Creek, water demand within the FPUD
service area and TNF, and minimum pool requirements for Sugar Pine Reservoir.

Between July 1 and November 1, FPUD relies on rediversion of Sugar Pine Reservoir storage to meet
consumptive demands. In recent years, consumptive demands within FPUD's service area have averaged
about 1,200 AF per year. The TNF may take up to 50 AF per year from the reservoir for water-based
public recreation uses, including dust abatement on roads, and for fire control, and may use the existing
power and water system located at the Dam.

FPUD's long-term plan is to secure the water supply necessary to meet existing and future demand from
anticipated growth within the service area under the Foresthill Community Plan approved in 2008 by the
County of Placer. Figure 2-7. Sugar Pine Reservoir Place of Use Analysis shows the FPUD's Place of Use
for Sugar Pine water, the boundary of the Foresthill Community Plan, the current FPUD service boundary
and the FPUD Sphere of Influence. As build-out under the Foresthill Community Plan occurs, more
reservoir water will be delivered for consumptive use each year, which will result in greater seasonal
variation in reservoir water levels particularly during the spring-to-fall dry season, when water demand
within Foresthill peaks every year. With greater drawdowns of the reservoir relative to historical
conditions, the ongoing operation of the existing Sugar Pine Reservoir Project will increase exposure of
bare unvegetated areas between the reservoir's annual high water line (in late winter/early spring), and its
annual low water line (in late fall, before winter rains start refilling the reservoir). This will occur
increasingly over time, with or without the proposed installation of radial gates at Sugar Pine Dam.

2253 Water Transfers under the Proposed Project

California Water Code sections 109 and 475 encourage water transfers to help efficiently meet California’s
evolving water needs. In accordance with guidance from the California Water Code and state policies like
the 2014 California Water Action Plan and subsequent updates, FPUD has temporarily transferred to other
public water supply agencies stored water from the Sugar Pine Project that is not presently needed to
meet FPUD service area demand. Such transfers help the buyer/transferee agencies avoid or reduce water
shortages, which can threaten existing levels of economic activity or even jeopardize human health and
safety. California Water Code section 1745.07 provides that use of transfer water by a buyer/transferee
counts as use of this water by a seller/transferor.
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The first water transfer by FPUD was carried out in spring of 2015. FPUD released 2,000 AF of water to
Shirttail Creek which enters the North Fork American River which in turn flows to Folsom Reservoir. From
Folsom Reservoir, the transferred water entered the lower American River for ultimate delivery to the
Santa Clara Valley Water Agency. A second transfer was carried out in late summer/early fall of 2018. For
that transfer, 932 AF was released from Sugar Pine Reservoir between September 8th and September 26th
for ultimate delivery to Kern County Water Agency and Dudley Ridge Water District.

As discussed above, FPUD only transfers stored water that is not needed to meet service area demand
and is thus considered “surplus.” Surplus water is water that can be withdrawn from storage without
impairing minimum required releases to Shirttail Creek, water deliveries to meet demand within the FPUD
service area and TNF, and minimum pool requirements for Sugar Pine Reservoir. FPUD also must comply
with any applicable refill agreements formed in connection with undertaking a water transfer. To
accommodate transfers, water would be released from Sugar Pine Reservoir to Shirttail Creek for storage
in, or delivery through, Folsom Reservoir. That water would be diverted from Folsom (i.e., to a local water
agency buyer) or released to the American River for delivery to a downstream buyer to meet consumptive
use and/or environmental water needs. (Figure 2-7).

At the present level of water demand within the FPUD service area, the proposed installation of radial
gates and increased reservoir storage capacity under the proposed project would allow for periodic water
transfers of up to 5,000 AF. This would exceed by approximately 3,000 AF the historical transfer maximum
of 2,000 AF. The potential frequency of transfers of up to 5,000 AF under the proposed project/action is
dependent on a number of variables including, but not limited to: the availability of a willing buyer; local
hydrology; spill conditions at Folsom Reservoir: the ability of FPUD to timely complete regulatory
permitting requirements through the SWRCB's water transfer procedures; and expected future growth in
water demand within the FPUD service area. These conditions preclude a precise prediction of the
frequency and amounts of potential future transfers with implementation of the proposed project/action.
Assuming consistently ideal conditions (i.e., conditions that would support the highest possible frequency
of transfers of up to 5,000 AF), a transfer of up to 5,000 AF could occur as often as once every three-
years. Transfers of less than 5,000 AF could possibly be performed more frequently than once every three
years but, again, that frequency would be contingent on a number of unpredictable variables that FPUD
does not control.

Upon buildout of the approved Foresthill Community Plan for which Placer County has identified FPUD as
the public water supplier, it is expected that the Sugar Pine Project would not produce sufficient water
supplies to meet service area demand while also performing water transfers, in which case transfers would
not be performed. Prior to Community Plan buildout, FPUD anticipates that implementation of the
proposed project/action would make water available for transfers in some years.

There are two annual water transfer timing scenarios: early-season and late-season transfers. When
transfers would occur in spring under the proposed project/action (early-season transfers), the resulting
operation would draw the reservoir down prior to or during the peak recreation season (May to
September). The extent of this drawdown will depend on variables such as local hydrology in that given
year and the size of the transfer. Releases in support of early-season transfers will likely occur in the late
spring and be completed by June 1. The June 1 target date is based on established requirements of the
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United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), the operator of Folsom Reservoir. Folsom provides multiple
benefits to the Sacramento and Delta areas. Those include flood control, water supply and environmental
releases for the protection of anadromous salmonids and contributing to the Delta’s ecological health.

Reclamation is required to operate Folsom Reservoir from October 1 through June 1 to protect the
greater Sacramento area from flooding. Reclamation is required to make flood releases if the storage at
Folsom encroaches into the flood reservation space once the flood threat is over. The risk of flood control
releases diminishes as the calendar approaches June 1 when USBR is allowed to fill Folsom Reservoir to its
capacity. This also means that transfers that occur earlier in the year have the potential to encroach on the
Folsom flood space increasing the flood risk. Reclamation is also required to keep Lower American River
water temperatures as cool as possible through the fall to support the health of anadromous salmonids.
Historically, Reclamation has required operators upstream of Folsom to release all transfer water by June 1
to maximize the cold water pool at Folsom. The intent of this June 1 requirement is to meet the criteria of
the Modified Flow Management Standard for the Lower American River for the protection of anadromous
salmonids. The following link provides detailed information: https://www.waterforum.org/the-river/flow-
management-standard/

Early-season transfers that would occur under the proposed project action, would reduce reservoir water
levels during much of the recreation season at the Sugar Pine Project, which increases distances between
campgrounds and day use areas, on one hand, and the reservoir's waterline, on the other hand, in

comparison to non-transfer years. As noted, transfers of up to 2,000 AF have been previously carried out
by FPUD. Any future transfers greater than 2,000 AF would exceed that established baseline for transfers.

Under the proposed project/action, FPUD may also execute “late-season” transfers as was carried out in
2018. These late season transfers would begin in mid- to late-August and continue through late
September, depending upon the purpose of the transfer and other factors. The storage space created by
the transfer would be refilled during the following winter and spring runoff period, reducing reservoir
spills compared to operations without a transfer. As noted, releases to meet the current minimum flow
requirements will continue during the reservoir refill. In years where FPUD does not transfer water,
reservoir elevations will be as much as 20 feet higher than currently occurs at maximum storage with
existing facilities (i.e., no radial gates). This higher elevation results in a larger reservoir water surface and
expanded shoreline available for recreational use. Additionally, transfers made under the proposed
project/action that are comparable in size to historical transfers (e.g., approximately 2,000 acre-feet),
would result in substantially less noticeable change in the reservoir water surface area and extent of
exposed reservoir bed around its perimeter, because these smaller transfers would be made from a
substantially larger reservoir.

It should be noted that the Folsom Reservoir cold water pool is used to achieve flow and temperature
goals of the Modified Flow Management Standard (MFMS) for the improvement of habitat for salmonids
in the lower American River. As a result of any late season transfer USBR claims there could be, under
certain circumstances, an overall loss of power generation at the Folsom Power plant. This condition
occurs when there is a need to release both the Central Valley Project water and the transfer water from
the cold water pool. This cold water pool slowly diminishes in size over the summer months as Folsom
Lake is operated to meet the MFMS. Water released from Sugar Pine Reservoir late in the season is
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warmer than the cold water pool at the bottom of Folsom Lake. To achieve the desired temperatures in
the lower American River, the warmer transfer water entering Folsom Lake, must be exchanged for the
colder water at the bottom of the lake.

Depending upon the size of the cold water pool, releases from levels in the reservoir lower than the intake
used to generate power may be needed. This condition results in the need reduce or shut down the
Folsom Power plant. This operation can significantly limit the volume of water for transfer, making them
difficult to execute.

As discussed above, the District has previously carried out transfers of Sugar Pine Project stored water to
users downstream of Folsom Reservoir and, with or without the proposed project/action, anticipates
continuing to perform periodic water transfers in the future. The volumes of these future transfers would
be limited by then existing water demand in FPUD's service area, the minimum pool requirements
specified in the 1985 Agreement and 1967 MOA, and fishery flow releases specified by the MOA.

Operational considerations for potential transfers under various conditions are described below.

Spill-Year Transfers (Early Season)

As noted, future anticipated transfers would typically occur in spring and conclude by June 1st. These
transfers are referred to as “early season” transfers. Transfers occurring in years where inflow to Sugar
Pine Reservoir is large enough to cause the reservoir to fill and spill are referred to as “spill year” transfers.
As noted, Sugar Pine Reservoir fills and spills in most years. In spill years, FPUD would begin the release
of water to be transferred while the spill is occurring. This will allow the transition from the spill event to
the transfer water release rates. This is done in order to avoid significant fluctuations in flow rates and
resulting water surface elevations in Shirttail Creek caused by transfer releases. Such fluctuations, i.e., the
repeated raising and lowering of the creek’s water surface could have an adverse effect on aquatic
resources such as foothill yellow-legged frog, particularly during critical life stages such as egg-laying,
larval development, and metamorphosis.

To minimize the potential effects of future spring transfers on aquatic resources within Shirttail Creek,
operating criteria for conducting such transfers would be implemented under the proposed
project/action. These criteria are described below. It is important to note that water release rates during
future transfers would remain well-within the range of historic release/spill rates from the reservoir. The
purpose of this approach is to provide a smooth transition from uncontrolled spill to a controlled release.

In years when downstream Folsom Reservoir is also spilling, the transfer release may need to be delayed
until the Bureau of Reclamation regains control of Folsom releases, so that Sugar Pine Reservoir transfer
water is not spilled at Folsom. In some cases, only water released at Folsom (not spilled) can be
transferred to a purchasing party. Once most of the transfer water is released from the Sugar Pine
Reservoir, the remainder of the transfer water will be released over a multi-day period to ramp down to
the minimum fishery flow release specified by the MOA. The following Table 2-1 illustrates the ramp
down schedule from 40 cfs.
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Table 2-1. Ramp Down Schedule
Ramp Down Flow, cfs

Day 0 40
Days1-6 20
Days 7-11 15
Days 12 -17 10
Days 18 —22 5

Day 23 Minimum flow

Figure 2-8. Early Season Spill-Year Transfer shows the change in reservoir storage and reservoir
elevation, respectively, that would occur during a typical early-season transfer (yellow line) and reservoir
storage/elevation that could be anticipated in the absence of a transfer (“baseline operation indicated by
the dark blue line). Figure 2-8 also shows minimum storage/elevation to accommodate use of the upper
and lower portions of the boat ramp (light blue and green lines, respectively) and the storage required to
maintain the mandatory minimum recreation pool (red line).

Figure 2-8 Early Season Spill-Year Transfer
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Figure 2-9. Early Season Non-Spill-Year Transfer]
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Non-Spill Year Transfers (Early Season)

In a year when Sugar Pine Reservoir does not spill, FPUD would use the transfer water to gradually ramp

up releases to Shirttail Creek from the minimum flow requirement to the calculated transfer flow rate,

then carefully ramp down to the minimum flow requirement to provide a smooth transition from

minimum flow to transfer rates and back down again. Table 2-2 illustrates the Ramp Up Schedule in a

Non-Spill Year. The Ramp Down Schedule would be the same as shown in Table 1.

Table 2-2. Ramp Up Schedule
Ramp Up Flow, cfs

Day 0 2

Day 1 27
Day 2 52
Day 3 77
Day 4 102
Day 5 122

An example of how an early-season, non-spill-year transfer would occur is illustrated in Figure 2-9. Early

Season Non-Spill-Year Transfer.
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Late Season Transfers

As noted above, the District carried out a water transfer in late summer/early fall 2018. This transfer and
future proposed transfers carried out in roughly the same timeframe are referred to as “late season”
transfers. The way these transfers would be executed under the proposed action are described below and
would be the same in both spill and non-spill years.

Under the proposed action, late season transfer releases to Shirttail Creek would begin no earlier than
August 15 and not extend beyond September 25. Transfers to buyers taking delivery south of the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta) currently are limited by a July 1 through September 30
“transfer window"; this is imposed by the operational constraints at the Central Valley Project and State
Water Project export pumping facilities as a result of certain biological opinions issued by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act. If there is a willing buyer north of the Delta, this transfer window would not apply as a
limitation on the timing of delivery transfer water. The actual start date for future late season transfers
will be contingent on conditions within Shirttail Creek relative to sensitive aquatic biological resources.
These conditions and proposed restrictions on transfer release dates are detailed in Section 4.4.
Biological Resources of this DEIR/EIS.

Future late season transfers would be carried out in a manner similar to non-spill year transfers described
above. The District will use the transfer water to carefully ramp up from the minimum flow requirement to
the calculated transfer flow rate, then carefully ramp down to the minimum flow requirement to provide a
smooth transition from minimum flow to transfer rates and back down again. Ramping rates up to the
transfer rate will be per the Table 2 — Ramp Up Schedule. Ramping rates down to the minimum flow
requirement will be per the Table 1 — Ramp Down Schedule..

Within the parameters discussed above, the District will have some flexibility in determining actual release
rates for future late season transfers relative to the duration of transfers, maximum release rates, and
ramping rates to the extent that ramping rates could be lower than the prescribed maximum. For
purposes of this DEIR/EIS, the effects of a "worst-case” late-season transfer scenario are evaluated to
determine potential impact and mitigation requirements. Under this scenario, the maximum allowed
ramping rate would be employed to execute a short duration (30-day) transfer of 5,000 AF (the maximum
annual transfer volume under the proposed action). During this transfer, Sugar Pine Reservoir release
rates would reach approximately 120 cfs , which is considered the maximum release rate that would occur
during any future late-season transfer under the proposed action. The effects of this transfer on Sugar
Pine Reservoir storage and elevation and its effect on releases to Shirttail Creek are illustrated in Figure 2-
10. Late Season Maximum Transfer.

Refill Operations

Any water transfer executed by FPUD must be water that would not have been released without the
transfer (sometimes referred to as “new water”). For FPUD this means additional storage withdrawals
from Sugar Pine Reservoir equal to the transfer volume. After a transfer, FPUD will seek to refill Sugar Pine
Reservoir as soon as possible, while making fishery flow releases specified in the MOA and diverting water
from the reservoir to meet FPUD service area demand. As the reservoir fills, FPUD will monitor hydrologic
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conditions to identify whether the conditions specified in the transfer’s refill agreement allowing Sugar
Pine Reservoir to refill are met. Typical conditions include adequate inflow to cause a spill at Folsom
Reservoir. Generally, once Folsom spills, any water flowing into Sugar Pine Reservoir that is stored will not
reduce water available for storage at Folsom Reservoir. If the conditions are met, FPUD may return to
normal Sugar Pine Reservoir operations. If the conditions are not met, FPUD will need to release to
Folsom Reservoir an amount of Sugar Pine Reservoir water equal to the deficiency in Folsom caused by
refilling the storage deficit at Sugar Pine resulting from the transfer. To date, FPUD has re-filled Sugar Pine
Reservoir completely after each water transfer while complying with all refill requirements.

Figure 2-10. Late Season Maximum Transfer
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2254 Spills

The proposed action will affect the frequency and general volumes of spills in both the short term and
long term. As discussed above, the annual average inflow to Sugar Pine Reservoir is about 14,000 AF. The
addition of the radial gates will increase storage by about 3,950 AF to a total of about 10,872 AF.
Assuming the inflow following the installation of the gates is near the average, filling the newly created
storage will reduce the anticipated spill by 3,950 AF in the first year. In the short term, after the initial fill
there will be no change in the volume of spills at the reservoir unless a water transfer is executed. In the
year, following a transfer, the spill will be reduced by the volume of the transfer. It is likely that the
volume of future transfers will be between about 1,000 and 5,000 AF. Historic hydrology data indicates
that volume can be refilled in a few days to a few weeks, depending upon the hydrology at a particular
point in time. Water transfers will occur periodically contingent on whether there is a need and
opportunity, i.e.,, a willing buyer. Anticipated future transfers may occur on average every three years until
local demand approaches build out. In the long-term, the transfers will become less frequent or be
reduced in magnitude as local water demand increases through implementation of the Foresthill Divide
Community Plan approved by Placer County. Growing consumptive demand and the corresponding
reservoir draw down to support that growth will result in reduced spill volumes and frequency relative to
historic conditions.

2255 Other Operational Considerations

FPUD must consider potential growth within the service area as it develops plans for the future. As part of
that process, FPUD has anticipated the need for additional storage capacity at Sugar Pine Reservoir and is
thus pursuing implementation of the proposed action. The installation of two radial gates at Sugar Pine
Dam will increase storage capacity from 6,922 to 10,872 AF. Additional storage would provide
opportunities to perform water transfers while water supply is in excess of local consumptive demand. The
following list includes operational considerations that would be evaluated in determining annual
operations:

Hydrology;

Local consumptive demand;

Current storage capacity (existing facility);

Increased storage capacity (installation of radial gates);

Potential water transfer opportunities;

Appropriate timing of releases to Shirttail Creek and ramping rates for those releases; and
Maximizing reservoir recreation opportunities to the extent possible.

These considerations will necessitate flexibility in Sugar Pine Reservoir operations to best serve the
interests and needs of FPUD's service area customers while conserving TNF resources and recreation
opportunities. This flexibility of operations will be particularly crucial as local water demand increases. As
demand increases, the availability of surplus water to execute water transfers will decrease. The projected
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increase in water demand was evaluated in the utilities/water supply chapter of Placer County’s Foresthill
Divide Community Plan EIR. That EIR uses the period from March 1975 — March 1978 in the historical
record as the critical dry period in determining the safe yield of the FPUD'’s Sugar Pine Project. The safe
yield is the amount of water that can be delivered in a repeat of the critical period hydrology. If a repeat
of this hydrology occurred when the local consumptive demands reach the projected maximum at build
out, there is only enough water supply to meet local demand, limiting or eliminating transfer
opportunities. As a public water supplier, FPUD cannot risk a water transfer at full build out knowing that
a repeat of the critical period hydrology may occur the following year, preventing full delivery to its
customers. Until the consumptive demand reaches project yield, however, there will be opportunities in
most years to transfer stored Sugar Pine Reservoir water both with and without radial gates installed. The
draw down schedule for transfers in any particular year will be dependent upon the combination of
operational considerations in the bulleted list above.

2.2.6 Timber Harvest and Vegetation Management Activities

Implementation of the proposed action will require a variety of timber harvest, vegetation removal and
vegetation management activities. Timber and other non-saleable vegetation occurring within the
expanded reservoir inundation area will be removed, to the extent practicable. This is needed in order to
reduce the potential for adverse water quality impact to the reservoir that may result from the
decomposition of submerged vegetation and to reduce potential safety hazards to recreational users of
the expanded reservoir. Additionally, the proposed action will require the expansion of USFS’s ongoing
Hazard Tree Abatement Program designed to help protect the users of recreational facilities and trails at
Sugar Pine from tree and branch fall from dead, diseased or damaged trees in high-use areas. The
expansion of the hazard tree abatement program is needed because of the proposed relocation of the
JHMT and various campsites at GGCG under the proposed action. Lastly, fuel management activities in
and near the project area will be expanded as part of the compensatory mitigation program to
compensate for lost forest and riparian habitat that would result from the proposed action.

2.2.6.1 Timber and Vegetation Removal from the Expanded Inundation Area

Under the proposed action, the area inundated by Sugar Pine Reservoir at maximum storage would be
expanded by approximately 44 acres relative to current conditions. Timber and other vegetation within
these 44 acres would be removed to the extent practicable. These areas would be clear-cut and all trees,
shrubs and biomass with stems 1 inch or greater below the proposed new high-water line for the reservoir
would be removed. Narrow strips of small trees, shrubs and biomass may be left in place along North
Shirttail Creek and Forbes Creek stream channels to provide structural fish habitat after inundation.

Stumps of felled trees within the inundation area would be left in place and “flush cut” to afford enhanced
soil stability and reduced erosion potential. Stumps located within 300 feet on either side of Giant Gap
Campground, Manzanita Day Use Area and the Sugar Pine Boat Ramp will be removed to enhance views
and safety at high-use areas. In these areas, stumps greater than eight inches in diameter would be
removed and disposed of off-site. Some stumps may be used for project-related stream restoration
mitigation measures for habitat enhancement.
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To carry out timber harvest/vegetation removal operations, FPUD would retain the services of a private
contractor to prepare and execute a timber harvest/vegetation removal plan to clear vegetation from the
proposed area of inundation in advance of radial gate installation and reservoir reoperation. While the
details of such a plan have not yet been fully developed, reasonable assumptions can be made concerning
the likely timber harvest system(s) to be employed by the future contractor, equipment to be used,
duration of harvest activities, road construction requirements, number of truck trips to haul merchantable
timber and waste material from the project site, and haul routes in order to assess the potential
environmental effects of these activities.

2262 Logging Systems Considered for the Proposed Project/Action

Three logging systems for tree removal are considered under the proposed project/action: mechanical
logging, cable logging, and helicopter logging. Each of these options has constraints and advantages that
are discussed below.

Mechanical Harvest System

This system involves felling trees either by hand or by mechanical means (generally a “feller buncher”, a
tractor with a special grabbing and cutting head), packaging a bundle of trees (a doodle), and skidding it
to a landing with either a rubber tired skidder or a track laying skidder. This is a conventional harvest
system in California, with the main constraint being the slope that a skidder can haul trees across. With
appropriately cut skid trails, however, steeper sections, i.e., areas with slopes greater than 35 percent can
still be worked using this harvest system. The timber harvest contractor may also chose to employ a
“winch assist” method to move felled timber. With this process, mechanical equipment may be attached
to a winch or cable system that assists movement up and down the slope to move timber from the fell site
instead of a skidder. Without the use of skidders, the need for “bench cut” construction (see below) is
reduced or eliminated. For purposes of this DEIR/EIS, however, we assume that contractor will use
skidders to move felled timber.

Approximately nine acres of the inundation area is situated on slopes greater than 35 percent (see Figure
2-11. Inundation Area on Slopes Greater Than 35%). In these locations mechanical logging operations
would require construction of bench cut skid trails to facilitate access for mechanical harvesting
equipment and “directional felling” of timber. Where possible the bench cut would be located on the
existing accessible and multi-use trails, which would later be inundated below the new high waterline. The
remaining approximately 35 acres within the expanded inundation area is situated on slopes less than 35
percent and skid trails in these areas would not require bench cuts to facilitate access by feller-bunchers
and rubber tired skidders. Landing areas and skid-trails will be located below the new high waterline
where practical. Upon completion of vegetation removal, harvested areas would be graded and
contoured as needed to approximate pre-harvest conditions.
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Cable Harvest Systems

Cable harvest requires that trees and vegetation be cut exclusively by hand (i.e. felled with a chainsaw),
with “choker setters” and ground workers setting up bundles of harvested materials or "doodles” and
attaching them to the cable yarding system to be removed from the site. For a cable yarder to be
deployed there must be slopes greater than 35 percent, an appropriate tail-hold tree(s), and a great
enough span to allow for the right deflection on the cable system. The tail-holds are placed on the far side
of the span furthest from the landing areas or roads to which the harvested materials will be delivered. It
is uncertain that terrain on the south side of Sugar Pine Reservoir would provide enough “lift" to provide
an adequate angle of deflection for a cable system to operate. It is assumed therefore that operation of a
cable system would be limited to areas of 35 percent slope or greater north of the reservoir. In general,
cable harvest systems are substantially more expensive to implement than mechanical harvest systems.

Helicopter Harvest Systems

Helicopter harvest was considered for inclusion in the proposed project/action but was rejected for
reasons discussed below. Helicopter harvest is however, evaluated herein as an alternative to the
proposed project/action and is discussed in greater detail below. Helicopter harvest is much faster and
efficient relative to mechanical and cable harvest methods, requiring less preharvest ground preparation
and ground disturbance, but is more expensive and, in many applications, found to be prohibitively
expensive and, is some applications, could have adverse effects related to air quality and noise that could
be avoided by using mechanical harvest methods.

2263 Proposed Action: Mechanical Timber Harvest

For purposes of this DEIR/EIS, timber harvest and vegetation removal within the proposed expanded
reservoir inundation area would be carried out using a mechanical harvest system exclusively. FPUD would
solicit the services of a private contractor to prepare and execute a timber harvest/vegetation removal
plan to clear vegetation from the proposed area of inundation in advance of radial gate installation and
reservoir reoperation.

As noted, the details of such a plan have not yet been fully developed, but for purposes of this DEIR/EIS,
reasonable assumptions have been made concerning the likely timber harvest and vegetation removal
activities to be employed, duration of harvest activities, road construction requirements, number of truck
trips to haul merchantable timber and waste material from the project site, and haul routes in order to
assess the potential environmental effects of these activities.

Mechanical harvest under the proposed action will involve felling trees either by hand or by a feller
buncher, packaging a bundle of trees (a doodle), and skidding it to a landing with a rubber tired skidder.
To accommodate harvest in areas where slope exceeds 35 percent, bench cut skid trails will be
constructed, as needed, and directional felling of large trees employed. All removed material including
timber and vegetation will be taken to one of three wood sorting and utilization landings to be located at
selected locations around the reservoir. In these landings, the biomass may be put to the following uses,
in order of priority:
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Conifer logs: Once harvested softwood logs will be taken to the landing to be limbed, cut to
length, decked, and loaded onto log trucks to be hauled to a sawmill for milling. Softwood log
markets are active in California and there are multiple mills available which will accept the logs for
domestic processing.

Firewood: Logs not suitable for milling can be bucked, split and loaded off-site for sale or give-
away as firewood if determined to be practicable by the selected contractor.

Biomass Chips (mixed): Both softwood and hardwood pieces not suitable for logs or left over from
log processing will be chipped and removed off-site and delivered to a licensed commercial
facility for composting.

Disposal: Waste wood generated from vegetation removal activities such as stumps, brush and
other non-merchantable materials will be exported from the site and delivered to an appropriate
location for composting. Some stumps will be left in place or moved to upper Shirttail Creek and
Forbes Creek for the purpose of fish habitat enhancement.

Timber harvest and vegetation removal operations for the proposed action will require the use of a variety
of work crews and equipment. Table 2-3 below lists the equipment requirements and projected
operational periods for the proposed action:

Table 2-3. Timber Harvest/Vegetation Removal Equipment and Operations

Harvest System Operational Period Equipment Required Quantity/ side

Mechanical Harvest 4-6 months Hand falling crew 1

Feller Buncher
Skidder

Shovel Loader

Chip Van
Tub Grinder
Masticator

1
1
1
Log Trucks 3
2
1
1

22464 Wood Sorting and Utilization Yards

To facilitate the sorting of saleable timber, timber loading, and the treatment and transport of non-
saleable vegetation, a maximum of three areas will be designated as temporary wood sorting and
utilization landings. We estimate that timber storage, sorting, processing, chip piling, preparation for
transport and loading will require approximately one acre at each site. For purposes of this DEIR/EIS we
assume that each two-acre landing will be located within the proposed expanded inundation area and
above the current maximum reservoir elevation. Prospective locations for each of the three landings are
shown in Figure 2-12 Wood Sorting and Utilization Yards and were selected based on suitable
topography, proximity to harvest areas, and reduced need for stream crossings at Forbes and upper
Shirttail creeks.
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The execution of processing and loading activities at existing Giant Gap Campground/Manzanita Day Use
Area parking areas and the Sugar Pine Boat Ramp was considered and ultimately rejected due to the
prospect of pavement damage.

2246.5 Project Construction Schedule

Timber harvest and vegetation removal within the expanded inundation area would require four to six
months to complete. Timber harvest would be conducted in three phases. Phase 1 would begin with
preparation of a landing on the north side of the reservoir at Giant Gap Campground. This landing would
accommodate timber and vegetation processing and transport of material removed from the area
extending from Sugar Pine Dam to the north bank of upper Shirttail Creek. Prior to any ground disturbing
activities in Phase 1, the contractor would install erosion control and water quality best management
practices (BMPs) measures downslope of all proposed Phase 1 activities in keeping with TNF Standard
Management Requirements. The landing at Giant Gap Campground would be cleared and prepared for
use. Once ready, timber harvest, processing and sorting equipment would be transported to the site and
timber harvest operations would commence.

Prior to the completion of Phase 1 harvest operations, the Phase 2 landing will be prepared for use in a
manner similar to that described for Phase 1. Upon completion of Phase 1 harvest, processing and
transport operations, equipment would be relocated to the Phase 2 landing. Likewise, upon completion
of Phase 2 sorting and utilization activities, equipment would be relocated to the Phase 3 landing located
adjacent to the Sugar Pine Boat Ramp. Although the actual year of potential project implementation
remains uncertain, Table 2-4 presents a projected schedule for timber harvest activities and
implementation of compensatory mitigation features included as part of the proposed action.

As shown in Table 2-4, Phases 1, 2, and 3 of timber harvest operations will require up to 236 days to
complete. The construction of compensatory mitigation features (i.e., trail replacement and campground
and boat ramp modifications) would take approximately 11 months, The construction of these features
would occur concurrently with ongoing timber harvest activities to the extent practicable, but could not
commence until Phase1 of the timber harvest is complete. Radial gate installation and replacement of the
potable water pipeline would occur concurrently with compensatory mitigation feature construction.

In summary, completion of proposed timber harvest operations, radial gate installation, and recreational
facilities replacement will require approximately 14 months from the initiation of Phase 1 timber harvest
operations to the completion of all facilities replacements. Project construction would be initiated in the
fall after closure of Sugar Pine campground and day use areas. Construction activities, therefore, will span
a maximum of one recreation season.
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Table 2-4. Estimated Construction Timeline for Sugar Pine Reservoir Project

Construction Activities \ Duration
Phase 1: North Shore / Giant Gap Campground (Timber harvest)
BMP Placement One Week
Landing Development One Week
Equipment Import and Setup Three Days
Road/Skid Path Development Two Weeks
Salable Timber Harvest and Sorting Two Weeks

Timber Transport for Milling

Ongoing during harvest activities plus two weeks

Non-salable vegetation removal/processing/transport

Ongoing during Timber Transport plus two weeks

Road removal and regrading One week
Landing area cleanup and repair One Day
TOTAL: PHASE 1 (Timber Harvest) 81 days
Phase 2: Shirttail/Forbes Creeks (Timber harvest)
BMP Placement One Week
Landing Development One Week
Equipment Import and Setup Three Days
Road/Skid Path Development One Week
Salable Timber Harvest and Sorting Two Weeks

Timber Transport for Milling

Ongoing during harvest activities plus two weeks

Non-salable vegetation removal/processing/transport

Ongoing during Timber Transport plus two weeks

Road removal and regrading One week
Landing area cleanup and repair One Day
TOTAL: PHASE 2 (Timber Harvest) 74 Days
Phase 3: Boat Ramp Area
BMP Placement One Week
Landing Development One Week
Equipment Import and Setup Three Days
Road/Skid Path Development Two Weeks
Salable Timber Harvest and Sorting Two Weeks

Timber Transport for Milling

Ongoing during harvest activities plus two weeks

Non-salable vegetation removal/processing/transport

Ongoing during Timber Transport plus two weeks

Road removal and regrading One week

Landing area cleanup and repair One Day
TOTAL PHASE 3 (Timber Harvest) 81 Days

Compensatory Mitigation Implementation

Recreational Facilities Construction’ 11 Months

Potable Water Supply Line Installation Three Weeks

Habitat Restoration and Management To be Determined

Radial Gate Installation One Week

! Facilities include: recreational trails replacement (JHMT, Sugar Pine Multi-Use Trail, North Shirttail Creek bridge,
Forbes Creek bridge improvements, interpretive displays, and benches); Campground improvements at Giant Gap
and Shirttail Creek; Manzanita Day Use Area improvements; swimming and boat access improvements; and Sugar
Pine Boat Ramp replacement.
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2.2.6.6 Estimated Biomass of Timber and Other Vegetation within the Inundation Zone

In order to estimate the biomass (i.e., the weight of vegetative material) of vegetation within the projected
future Sugar Pine Reservoir Project inundation zone, the EIR/EIS preparer used information from the
Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA). This database is created and maintained by the USFS (see
Woudenberg et. al 2010). The FIA database compiles data collected from standardized plots located
throughout USFS lands. All FIA data are publicly available in the online FIA DataMart ( HYPERLINK
"https://apps.fs.usda.gov/fia/datamart/CSV/datamart_csv.html"https://apps.fs.usda.gov/fia/datamart/CSV/
datamart_csv.html). The CA_Plot database within the FIA database was used to identify the plots that exist
within the same elevation band (3,500-4,000 feet above mean sea level) and within counties that
encompass the western slope of the northern Sierra Nevada Mountains. The CA_Plot database within the
FIA database was used to identify the plots that exist within the same elevation band (3,500-4,000 feet
above mean sea level) and within counties that encompass the western slope of the northern Sierra
Nevada Mountains.

There are eight vegetation community types mapped by USFS within the inundation zone: Barren,
Douglas-fir, Montane Chaparral, Montane Hardwood, Montane Hardwood-Conifer, Montane Riparian,
Ponderosa Pine, and Sierra Mixed Conifer. We assigned a vegetation community type to each selected FIA
subplot based on the identity and abundance of trees recorded in each subplot. There were no FIA plots
representative of Barren or Montane Chaparral vegetation communities.

USFS estimates the dry above ground biomass for every censused tree within each FIA subplot. The total
above ground biomass was calculated by summing the values for every tree within each subplot. These
values were then converted from Ibs/24th acre to tons/acre. With that information, the average above-
ground biomass per acre for each vegetation community type was calculated with the variation within
each type represented in terms of standard error. These biomass estimations were then used to calculate
a range of total potential aboveground biomass for all vegetation within the expanded inundation zone.
Tables 2-5 and 2-6 list the results of this analysis for both “bole” biomass, (i.e., merchantable timber), and
non-bole biomass (i.e., trunk, top, and branches, chipped onsite).

Table 2-5. Estimation of the total bole biomass (i.e., whole log, merchantable timber) for each vegetation type within
the inundation zone

Acres in Low Biomass Average Biomass High Biomass
Vegetation Community Type Inundation Area Estimate (tons) Estimate (tons) Estimate (tons)
Douglas Fir 0.61 191.2 251.5 311.8
Montane Hardwood 0.48 32.8 38.1 43.4
Montane Hardwood-Conifer 5.84 1,237.9 1,518.3 1,798.7
Ponderosa Pine 5.04 909.1 1,240.1 1,571.2
Sierra Mixed Conifer 29.04 10,238.3 11,516.3 12,794.3
Montane Chaparral 1.22 - - -
Perennial Grassland 0.63
Barren 0.65 - - -
Total 43.51 12,609 14,564 16,519
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Table 2-6. Estimation of the total non-bole biomass (i.e. trunk, top, and branches, chipped onsite) for each vegetation
type within the inundation zone
Acres in Low Biomass Average Biomass High Biomass
Vegetation Community Type Inundation Area Estimate (tons) Estimate (tons) Estimate (tons)
Douglas Fir 0.61 36.9 48.2 59.5
Montane Hardwood 0.48 9.6 111 12.5
Montane Hardwood-Conifer 5.84 257.0 310.2 363.4
Ponderosa Pine 5.04 169.3 232.3 295.3
Sierra Mixed Conifer 29.04 1,954.72 2,190.0 2,425.3
Montane Chaparral 1.22 - - -
Perennial Grassland 0.63
Barren 0.65 - - -
Total 43.51 2,428 2,792 3,156

Based on the results presented in Tables 2-3 and 2-4, a total range of 15,037-19,675 tons of dry
aboveground biomass exists within the inundation zone of Sugar Pine Reservoir. This represents the
amount of vegetative material that would be removed from the inundation zone, processed, and
transported from the project area for sale or disposal. The estimation does not include the biomass of
6.75 acres of Montane Chaparral vegetation, 0.63 acres of annual grassland or 1.36 acres of Barren
vegetation. These vegetation types will contribute relatively little to the total overall biomass within the
inundation zone.

2.2.6.7 Hazard Tree Abatement

Hazard trees pose risk to the safety users of recreational facilities at Sugar Pine Reservoir. USFS TNF
currently conducts a hazard tree abatement program at the Sugar Pine recreational area under which
hazard trees that are within 150 feet of high-use areas such as the JHMT, Sugar Pine multi-use trail,
campgrounds, day-use areas and the boat ramp are removed or otherwise managed to protect public
safety. Under the proposed project, some recreational facilities will be relocated and, as a result, the
current hazard tree abatement area would need to be expanded. This expansion would cover
approximately 110 acres. Hazard trees within the abatement area would be cut using directional felling;
end-lining from a skidder below would pull the trees downslope for removal through the clear-cut
inundation area. Furrows created during tree removal would be filled in and re-contoured to match the
existing slope as needed, particularly on steeper slopes. These activities would be carried out by the U.S.
Forest Service as part of their ongoing hazard tree abatement program for the Sugar Pine recreational
area.

For the affected campgrounds, day use area, parking areas, boat ramp and other locations where public
occupancy would be expected to be stationary for extended periods of time, all hazard trees would be
removed consistent with direction according to the Hazard Tree Guidelines for Forest Service Facilities and
Roads in the Pacific Southwest Region (USFS 2012). Stumps from hazard trees would be flush cut and
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treated with a borate compound to prevent spread of Annosus root disease. Slash from hazard tree
removal would be removed and disposed of as appropriate.

2.2.6.8 Fuels Treatments

To mitigate for the projected loss of 37.1 acres of forest habitat under the proposed action, vegetation
management would be carried out on approximately 195.5 acres selected by the USFS to reduce fire risk
and improve habitat value for spotted owl. Treatment activities would include hand thinning of material
less than 6 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) and prescribed burning. These activities would be
carried out by the USFS under a funding collection agreement with FPUD.

2246.9 Water Drafting

Although specific quantities and methods for water use during timber harvest and compensatory
mitigation facilities construction has not been determined, this DEIR/EIS recognizes the possibility that
these activities may require water drafting from the Sugar Pine Reservoir during project construction.
Types of equipment to be used and operational procedures for this equipment will be managed through
implementation of TNF Management Requirements included as part of the proposed project/action.

2.2.6.10 Recreational Facilities Closures

All reservoir public access and reservoir recreation facilities, including the campgrounds, day use area,
trails and boat ramp would be subject to closure to protect public health and safety during vegetation
management operations. Closures are expected to span one recreation season.

2.2.7 Project Design Features and Compensatory Mitigation Measures

This DEIR/EIS identifies TNF recreational features that will be adversely affected by the proposed action,
proposed action design features intended to replace/relocate those features, and the projected
environmental effects of replacing or relocating those features. These features and mitigation measures
are included as part of the proposed action in order to comply with Forest Plan direction, the terms and
conditions of FPUD'’s current Permit, and other laws, regulations and policies governing management of
TNF lands.

Resources mitigation ratios and locations for proposed habitat mitigation measures are fully described
and analyzed in Section 4 of this DEIR/EIS. A summary of the proposed project design features and
mitigation components of the proposed action which respond to projected impacts are described below
in Table 2-7. A more detailed description of the proposed replacement of recreation facilities, including
preliminary recreation facility design drawings and a narrative describing those facilities are included in
Appendix F of this DEIR/EIS.

The facilities described in Appendix F served as the basis for the evaluation of project effects presented in
this DEIR/EIS. In the course of evaluation, various modifications were made to the facilities or facilities
construction described in Appendix F. These modifications are reflected in the Project Design Features
and mitigation measures presented in Table 2-7.
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Table 2-7. Compensatory Mitigation Measures

Resource
Value Projected Impacts Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures
Recreation A. Recreation Trails and related facilities | A1. Reconstruct the paved accessible portion of Joshua Hardt
Trails would be inundated or otherwise Accessible Trail (between the Sugar Pine Boat Ramp and

adversely affected by the proposed
expansion of Sugar Pine Reservair.
Affected trails and associated features
include Joshua Hardt Memorial Trail
(2.8 miles), Sugar Pine Multi-Use Trail
(1.5 miles), Trail Bridge on N. Shirttail
Creek and Trail Bridge on Forbes
Creek, Interpretive Displays, and
Seating Benches.

A2,

A3.

Ad.

AS.

AG6.

AT.

A8.

A9.

Giant Gap Campground) within a new alignment above the
post-project projected high water line for Sugar Pine Reservaoir.
Replace unpaved multi-use trail segments between Sugar Pine
Dam and Giant Gap Campground and Sugar Pine Dam and
the boat ramp upslope of the existing trails above new high
water line.

Relocate accessible trail terminus from the end on the lower
loop road in Giant Gap Campground to the entrance to Giant
Gap Campground because of siting limitations within the
campground.

Install signage at the trail terminus at the west end of GGCG
informing users of the end of the paved accessible trail and
signage along the road indicating a shared vehicle and
pedestrian route.

Install signage at the trail terminus at the west and east
borders of GGCG that informers users how to continue the
loop trail through GGCG.

Install speed bumps along the portion of the road to be shared
with pedestrians accessing the remaining unpaved length of
trail to the dam.

Decommission existing accessible paved trail sections by
ripping asphalt and covering it with soil or rock. Asphalt on
segments of the accessible trail within 300 ft. of recreation
sites will be removed entirely.

Relocate and/or replace as needed 10 existing interpretive
displays and narratives.

Relocate and/or replace 12 existing benches along the existing
trail system to similar locations along new trail alignments.
Relocate or reconstruct N. Shirttail Creek trail bridge above
new high water line.

A10. Reinforce bridge abutments on Forbes Creek trail bridge to

protect from partial inundation, if determined to be necessary.

A11. Hazard tree abatement mitigation 150 ft. upslope of new trail

alignments would be carried out by USFS as part of its existing
hazard tree abatement program within the Sugar Pine
Management Area.

A12. Short segments of existing trails that would not be inundated

by the project (totaling approximately %4 mile) would be used
as part of the new trail alignments wherever possible.

The quality of the recreation B1. Relocate benches to shaded areas with interesting views and
experience along the trails would be scenic quality will help offset losses of some trail attributes.
affected: 1) Relocation of the trail south | B2. Install interpretive display describing the importance of
of Manzanita Day Use Area would serpentine habitat for rare plants to highlight this new section
result in a change in character of the of trail.
trail with the proposed alignment B3. Construct shade structures at two relocated picnic sites at
changing from partially shaded to Manzanita Day Use Area to help offset the lack of shade along
exposed in sparsely vegetated the relocated section of trail through the exposed serpentine
serpentine soils and outcroppings and soils and outcrops adjacent to N. Shirttail Creek.
2) Reservoir operations after
installation of the radial gates resulting
in a more dynamic shoreline view of

Project Description 2-39 June 2021




Sugar Pine Project Water Right Permit 15375 Extension and Radial Gates Installation
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Table 2-7. Compensatory Mitigation Measures

Resource
Value

Projected Impacts

Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures

exposed soil/reservoir bed as well as
periodically greater distances from the
trail to access reservoir waters.

Campgrounds | C. Portions of Giant Gap and Shirttail C1. Decommission 700 ft. of the lower loop road and six campsite
Creek campgrounds would be affected parking areas in Giant Gap CG and one campsite parking area
by inundation. in Shirttail Campground.

C2. Reconfigure 300 ft. of roadway in Giant Gap CG to connect the
lower loop road with the upper loop road.

C3. Relocate six campsites/parking spurs (including one host site
and associated improvements) affected in Giant Gap
Campground and one campsite in Shirttail Campground.

C4. Replace one double vault toilet with two single vaults to better
serve reconfigured campground. [A narrative description and
conceptual drawings of proposed recreation facilities are
included in Appendix F of this DEIR/EIS.]

C5. Hazard Tree mitigation to be carried out by USFS in relocated
campground and boat facilities, and trails.

Manzanita Day Portions of Manzanita Day Use Area D1. Relocate nine single picnic sites and one double picnic site.

Use Area would be inundated or affected. D2. Resurface / repair pavement as needed after timber harvest

operations.
Increased density of picnic sites E1. Implement Measure B1 and B3 above to help mitigate this
because of inundation and impact as well as provide scenic seating and shade nearby but
topographical limitations, and loss of outside the existing footprint of Manzanita Day Use Area.
trees with the new reservoir footprint
would adversely affect the recreation
setting.

Boat ramp The boat ramp, boat ramp access road | F1. Boat ramp, boat ramp access and parking would be
and parking would be inundated or reconfigured to accommodate new high water line.
affected. F2. Hazard tree mitigation around reconfigured facilities will be

carried out by USFS as part of their ongoing Hazard Tree
Abatement Program for Sugar Pine Management Area.c8:

F3. Paved surfaces at the boat ramp and parking area will be
repaired and/or resurfaced after timber harvest operations as
needed.

Potable Water The potable water supply line to Giant | G1. Relocate affected portions of water supply line totaling

Supply Line Gap and Shirttail Creek Campgrounds approximately 1.25 miles of pipeline and fixtures. The supply
and Manzanita Day Use Area would be line originates at a storage tank on Succor Hill approximately
partially inundated. Y4 mile southeast of Sugar Pine Dam and terminates at Giant

Gap Campground. The existing alignment is located
predominantly within the existing multiuse and accessible trail
alignments. The replacement line will be installed within the
new proposed frail alignments.

Small Boat/ Muddy shoreline from increased H1. Following implementation of the proposed action (i.e., gate

Swimming demand from County—approved growth installation and expansion of the Sugar Pine Reservoir

Access or potential future water transfers affect inundation area), FPUD and USFS will coordinate proactively
access to reservoir waters for small to mitigate impacts by informing the recreating public in
boats and swimmers at recreation advance as much as possible when a water release or low
sites. water conditions are imminent by posting notices and/or signs

in the campgrounds and day use facilities and posting notices
online on Forest Service webpages. Any additional needs for
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Resource
Value Projected Impacts Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures
mitigation will be informed by direct observation of recreational
use and/or user interviews and/or surveys. If the need for
improved access due to project effects is determined, FPUD
will implement access improvements. Options for such
improvements may include installation of a removable mat
surface or a permanent hardened surface to facilitate water
access.
The scenic and popular island adjacent | 1.  Implement Measures A1 to J1 to maintain a high quality
to Manzanita Day Use Area would be recreation setting as much as possible by replacing and adding
affected by inundation and from falling recreation amenities to offset project impacts.
water levels under more dynamic
reservoir operations.
Visual Quality Stumps remaining after clear cut of J1. Remove all stumps 8-inches diameter or more occurring within

and Recreation
Setting

timber below new high water line would
degrade visual quality of the reservoir
and pose a safety hazard for reservoir
recreation users. The existing
conditions are that very few stumps
remain below the high water line as
nearly all were removed during
construction of the reservoir.

300 feet of Giant Gap and Shirttail Campgrounds and
Manzanita Day Use Area. Some of the stumps to be removed
may be used for habitat improvements in N. Shirttail and
Forbes Creeks.

The recreation setting and character of | K1. Even without the proposed action, some adverse effects to the
Sugar Pine Reservoir would be recreation setting are unavoidable as demand growth occurs
improved by a larger reservoir at full under Placer County’s Foresthill Community Plan, which will
pool; however, the recreation character cause increased draw-dawn in reservoir water levels every
and setting would be periodically year. With the proposed action, changes in reservoir
affected negatively by more dynamic operations with the additional storage capacity from installing
reservoir operations and changing the radial gates would increase draw-down to meet FPUD
water levels as a result of the proposed service area demand growth and/or perform water transfers.
action. The setting would shift from a Mitigation measures A1 to J1 above strive to maintain a high-
reservoir with a largely static water line quality recreation setting as much as possible by replacing and
immediately adjacent to the tree line to adding recreation amenities to offset project impacts.
a reservoir with a more dynamic water
line that exposes more bare soil or lake
bed on a periodic basis depending on
FPUD service area water demand
growth, any water transfers, or both.
Biological Permanent loss of habitat, biomass L1. Improve approximately 195.5 acres of forest habitat for the
Resources productivity and carbon storage of California Spotted Owl by hand thinning material less than 6
approximately 37.1 acres of Forest inches dbh and prescribed burning. This activity to be carried
Vegetation and habitat for the out by USFS.
California Spotted Owl (Forest Service
Sensitive).
Permanent loss of habitat for M1. Construct 3.2 acres of pond habitat offsite. FPUD would
approximately 1.6 acres of Emergent coordinate with USFS to determine location and pond design.
Riparian Vegetation. Vegetation removal on the 1.6 acres of emergent riparian
vegetation shall be avoided during project construction and
operation unless that vegetation adversely affects FPUD’s
potable water supply.
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Permanent loss of approximately 6.4 N1. Improve approximately 18 acres of off-site montane chaparral

acres of Montane Chaparral habitat, habitat via a one-time eradication of non-native invasive plants

including serpentine soils. (NNIP). Activities to be designed and executed by USFS.

Permanent loss of approximately 2000 | O1. Improve existing stream habitat along upper Shirttail Creek.

feet of stream habitat in N. Shirttail and Improvements will include onetime fuel management along

Forbes creeks, including habitat for 10,000 linear feet of upper Shirttail Creek, bank erosion

foothill yellow-legged frog (Forest protection at one at-risk location on upper Shirttail Creek, and

Service Sensitive) and rainbow trout road improvements to reduce erosion and water quality

spawning. Suitable habitat for impairment to upper Shirttail Creek.

California red-legged frog is located in | 02. The proposed action would leave localized strips of non-

this area (Federally Threatened merchantable biomass untreated at stream inlets to enhance

Species). lacustrine habitat.

Habitat for resident populations of P1. Implement a temporary monitoring program in association with

foothill yellow legged frog (Forest future early season water transfer activities to assess status of

Service Sensitive/California ESA foothill yellow legged frog (Forest Service Sensitive/California

Threatened) and rainbow trout habitat ESA Threatened) during transfers that exceed 2,000 AF. The

below Sugar Pine Dam would likely be program will use separate protocols for “spill-year” and “non-

affected. Suitable habitat for California spill-year” transfers, as appropriate. These protocols are
red-legged frog is located in this area specified in Section 4.4.3.3 of this Draft EIR/EIS.

(Federally Threatened Species). P2 Implement 10+ years of bullfrog suppression in compensation
for the loss of 1,000 ft of Forbes Creek habitat and .35 acres of
pond creation for California red legged frog for the projected
loss of instream habitat associated with loss of 2,032 linear
feet of stream habitat.

Approximately 0.11 acre of a Q1. Establish permanent protection of 0.5-acre of an existing

population of Layne’s butterweed, a Layne’s population and 8.5 acres of surrounding habitat

federally listed “threatened” species, through conservation easement, fee title, or other mechanism

would be permanently lost due to to assure permanent protection of the population and adjacent
inundation. Up to 2.46 acres would be habitat. In addition, FPUD will provide a $150,000 endowment
directly affected by relocation of the to the Pine Hill State Ecological Preserve for the enhancement

JMHT recreational trail that surrounds and management of Layne’s butterweed populations at the

the reservoir. Up to 4 acres of Van preserve. Under Compensatory Mitigation Measure N1,18

Zuuk’s morning-glory (CNPS 1 B) acres of off-site montane chaparral habitat would be

would be lost due to inundation. enhanced thus benefiting Van Zuuk’s morning-glory.

Cultural Cultural resource sites would be R1. Tahoe National Forest will complete any remaining cultural

Resources inundated or affected. resource surveys needed for the proposed action. No further
tribal consultation is needed per concurrence from SHPO.

Public Safety All reservoir recreation facilities would | $1. Public outreach and notification of closures would be made

be subject to closure for up to several several months in advance and continue for the duration of

months during timber harvest and closures to minimize impacts on the recreating public and

recreation facility reconstruction maintain public safety.

operations for public safety.
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2.2.8 USFS Management Requirements

The USFS has identified “Standard Management Requirements” (SMRs) that are being integrated into the
proposed action to avoid or reduce environmental effects, based on USFS experience overseeing timber
harvests as another routine projects within the Tahoe National Forest. These measures are designed to
ensure compliance with current USFS and TNF management direction and to reduce or prevent adverse
effects of proposed actions on wildlife and aquatic species and upland and aquatic habitats. For the
proposed project/action addressed in this DEIR/EIS, a number of SMRs were determined by USFS staff to
be applicable to the proposed project/action and resources potentially affected by the project. These
SMRs were refined and modified to make them more specific to the proposed project/action by USFS
staff in coordination with DEIR/EIS preparer’s technical specialists. These refined measures are referred to
herein as Management Requirements (MRs) Implementation of the MRs would be mandatory and, as
such, are incorporated into this description of the proposed project/action. A complete list of MRs is
presented in Table 2-8, below. The MRs presented in Table 2-8 are organized by issue area (e.g.,
Terrestrial Wildlife, Water and Aquatic Resources). Each requirement is designated with an acronym
signifying the specific issue and a number.

Table 2-8. Tahoe National Forest Management Requirements for the Sugar Pine Radial Gates Installation and Water
Right Extension

Terrestrial Wildlife

TW1: If federally-listed or sensitive species are detected in or within 0.5-mile of the project area prior to or during project
activities, the District Wildlife Biologist will be notified and an appropriate limited operating period (LOP) or other protective
actions will be applied, as needed. Measures can include, but are not limited to, flagging and avoiding a sensitive site,
implementing a species-specific LOP, or designating a protected activity center.

TW2: Where overstory forest canopy must be removed, apply compensatory mitigation measures to improve stand conditions in
surrounding areas. Compensatory mitigation would include up to 196.5 acres of fuels treatments in spotted owl PACs.

TW3: Where chaparral habitat must be removed, apply compensatory mitigation measures to improve stand conditions in
surrounding areas. Compensatory mitigation would include up to 18 acres of invasive plant species treatments in
chaparral habitats near the Project.

TW4: Where emergent riparian habitat must be removed, apply compensatory mitigation measures to create 3.2 acres of
wetland habitat offsite

TW5: Where stream channel habitat would be removed, apply compensatory mitigation measures to 1) suppress bull frog
expansion in 8,500 feet of Shirttail and Forbes creeks; 2) stabilize ongoing sedimentation risks on Shirttail Creek; 3)
create 0.35 acres of wetland habitat offsite; and 4) provide 70 acres of fuels treatments in North Shirttail Creek RCA.

TWG: Maintain a yearly limited operating period (LOP) within 0.25-mile around known osprey nests during the breeding season
(March 1 to August 31) unless surveys confirm they are not nesting. Retain nest trees and existing trees over 12 inches
dbh within 200 feet of nest tree if possible.

TWT: Bald eagles are not known to occur near Sugar Pine Reservoir, but if a nest is found prior to project implementation, a
0.5-mile buffer would be subject to a LOP from January 1 to August 31. If there is a nest tree in the inundation area or that
poses a hazard to roads or facilities, retain until after young birds have fledged and develop appropriate compensatory
mitigation measures.

TW8: The Project is adjacent to several California spotted owl Protected Activity Centers. Therefore, an LOP from March 1st to
August 15th will be maintained for those portions of the project area within 0.25-mile of PAC boundaries unless surveys
confirm that California spotted owls are not nesting. Project-related disturbances such as tree removal, radial gate
installation, and hazard tree removal would be prohibited during the LOP.

TWO: Northern goshawks are not known to occur near Sugar Pine Reservoir, but if a nest is found prior to project
implementation, an LOP from February 15th to September 15th will be maintained annually prohibiting mechanical
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Table 2-8. Tahoe National Forest Management Requirements for the Sugar Pine Radial Gates Installation and Water
Right Extension

activities within approximately 0.25-mile of northern goshawk nest sites unless surveys confirm that northern goshawks
are not nesting.

TW10:

Implementation of stand thinning, mastication, piling, burning, or road maintenance will not occur in suitable habitat for
spotted owls or northern goshawks with unknown occupancy until protocol surveys are completed. If spotted owls or
northern goshawks are detected in inundation areas that would be cleared, additional compensatory mitigation may be
required.

TW11:

Incidental detections of federally-listed or sensitive aquatic or terrestrial species will be reported to the District Fisheries or
Wildlife Biologist prior to or during project implementation for protection in accordance with management direction for the
Tahoe National Forest.

TW12:

Retain shrubs, riparian vegetation, and hardwoods, such as oaks, madrone, alder, willow, and cottonwood whenever
possible.

TW13:

Do not locate log processing landings or skid trails for timber operations in northern goshawk or spotted owl PACs.

TW14:

A preconstruction survey for bats will be conducted by a qualified biologist before removal of any structures with potential
for roosting or breeding. If there is evidence of current use, removal should occur in the fall (between September 15th and
November 15th), when bats can escape because young of the year can fly and bats are not yet hibernating. Loss of
habitat occupied by sensitive bat species will require short-term compensatory mitigation such as installation of suitable
bat boxes. If a biologist determines that bats do not appear to be using the structures or it appears to be used as a night
roost only, i.e. not occupied during the day, removal may proceed between April and September.

TW15:

A preconstruction survey would occur prior to initiation of timber removal in the inundation area. If a northwestern pond
turtle is found it will be relocated out of the construction area. If a nest is found, exclusionary fencing would be installed
around the nest providing a migratory corridor outside the construction area.

TW16:

A preconstruction nesting bird survey would occur prior to construction activities in the inundation area and a 100-foot
buffer around these areas, within 14 days prior to commencement of construction if construction occurs during the nesting
season (February 1 through August 31). If active nests are found, a no-disturbance buffer around the nest shall be
established. The buffer distance shall be established by a qualified biologist in consultation with USFS. The buffer shall be
maintained until the fledglings are capable of flight and become independent of the nest, to be determined by a qualified
biologist. Once the young are independent of the nest, no further measures are necessary.

Water and Aquatic Resources

WAR1:

Limited Operating Period. During the wet season (defined as starting with the first frontal rain system that deposits a
minimum of 0.25 inches of rain after October 15 and ending April 15), do not perform mechanical operations within 300
feet of suitable habitat for California red-legged frog (e.g., intermittent or perennial streams, ponds, springs, and seeps).

WAR2:

If any California red-legged frogs are found during the pre-activity survey or at any time during the Project, vacate the
immediate area and leave the frog alone. No activity will occur in that area until such time as the frog has left the area on
its own. Do not handle California red-legged frogs during any activity related to the Project.

WAR3:

If any foothill yellow-legged frogs are sighted during the pre-activity survey or at any time during the Project, cease
operations in the sighting area, and inform a Forest Service aquatic biologist or a timber sale administrator of the sighting
immediately.

Riparian Conservation Areas

RCA1:  Establish a Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) for North Shirttail Creek, upstream of the inundated reach, encompassing
300 feet on each side of the creek, measured from bank-full edge.

RCA2:  Limit removal of hazard trees from RCAs. If removal is required, consult with a riparian specialist to develop an approach
resulting in the least disturbance to remaining habitat.

RCA3:  Consult with a riparian specialist when selecting the alignment for the relocation of Joshua M. Hardt Trail (and footbridge)
within the North Shirttail RCA.

RCA4:  Designated skid trails crossing ephemeral stream channels may be approved for access to otherwise inaccessible areas,

but only upon consultation with a riparian specialist.
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Water Source Use

WSU1:

Project area maps developed during the project preparation process will identify stream courses and other sensitive
habitats to protect, as well as project boundaries, specified roads, road use restrictions, structural improvements to
protect, water sources, and other relevant features.

WSU2:

To prevent pollutants such as fuels, lubricants, and other harmful materials from being discharged into watercourses or
into natural channels leading thereto, service and refueling areas shall be located outside of RCAs unless there are no
other alternatives. In case of a hazmat spill, the material shall be immediately contained and the Forest Service shall be
immediately notified.

WSU3:

All construction equipment (including water-drafting vehicles) shall have petroleum spill kits onboard and operators will
know how to effectively deploy them. Absorbent pads will be disposed of according to the Hazardous Response Plan.

WSU4:

To reduce the potential for adverse cumulative watershed effects, implement state certified Best Management Practices
as defined in the State Water Pollution Prevention Plan to be implemented for the proposed action.

WSUS:

Native seed will be broadcast across all exposed soils prior to the anticipated first date of fall precipitation.

WSU6:

Armor road approaches as necessary from the end of the approach nearest a stream for a minimum of 50 feet, or to the
nearest drainage structure.

WSUT:

Where overflow runoff from water trucks or storage tanks may enter the stream, effective erosion control devices shall be
installed.

WSU8:

All construction equipment (including water-drafting vehicles) shall be checked daily and shall be repaired as necessary to
prevent leaks of petroleum products from entering RCAs or water.

WSU9:

Survey all proposed drafting locations for sensitive and listed amphibians and receive approval from a biologist prior to
use. Use drafting devices with 2-mm or less screening and place hose intake into bucket in the deepest part of the pool.
Use a low velocity water pump and do not pump ponds to low levels beyond which they cannot recover quickly
(approximately one hour). If a sensitive or listed amphibian is sighted within the project area, cease operations in the
sighting area, and inform a Forest Service aquatic biologist of the sighting immediately.

WSU10:

Document each load of water drafted from the Sugar Pine Reservoir in terms of gallons per project per truck per day and
provide a written report to the Public Services Officer every two weeks.

WSU11:

Any spill into the water shall be immediately contained and reported to the Forest Service dispatch.

Prescribed Fire Activities (PFA)

PFA1:  To minimize the spread of fire into riparian vegetation during prescribed fire activities, no direct ignition will occur within
riparian buffers, unless otherwise agreed by the District Hydrologist, Botanist, or Aquatic Biologist. Fire may back into the
riparian buffer.

PFA2:  Place burn piles a minimum of 100 feet away from perennial and intermittent streams and 25 feet from ephemeral
streams. Locate piles outside areas that may receive runoff from roads.

PFA3:  Within CRLF habitat (less than 5,200 feet and within 300 feet of perennial or intermittent streams), prescribed burning

would not take place during rain or within 4 days following a rain event depositing more than 0.25 inches. Directional hand
pile lighting — all hand piles must be ignited on only one side of the pile, not to exceed half the circumference of the pile,
on the side furthest from the nearest aquatic feature.

Invasive Aquatic Wildlife (IAW)

IAW1:

Develop an invasive aquatic species control and prevention plan as required by CA state regulation 14 CCR 672.1. The
regulations require a vulnerability assessment and monitoring program. This plan would be a component of the annual
Operating and Maintenance Plan that would be approved by the Forest Service.
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Botanical (Sensitive Plants, Fungi and Watch List Species (BOT))

BOT1:  Surveys

a) If selected for implementation, the Layne’s butterweed alternative trail alignment (Alternative 3) will be subject to protocol-
level floristic surveys and the results of such surveys will inform the final layout of the proposed trail.
b) Protocol-level floristic surveys will be conducted in the following areas prior to implementation: offsite compensatory

mitigation wetland creation sites and compensatory mitigation fuels treatment sites.

BOT2: Layne’s Butterweed?

a) Outside the limits of permanent losses (inundation area & proposed Josh Harte trail alignment), completely avoid all
Layne’s butterweed occurrences during all project activities with a buffer of at least 200 feet. These areas will be flagged
in the field and indicated on project maps.

b) Employ a biological monitor during Project implementation to assist with minimizing impacts to Layne’s butterweed. The
biological monitor will be present during initial ground disturbing activities.

c) During layout and construction of the Josh Harte trail, consult District Botanist or designed representative to adjust trail
alignment and operations to minimize impacts to Layne’s butterweed plants.

d) Within the inundation area & proposed Josh Harte trail alignment (i.e. occurrences that will be irrevocably lost):

i. Collect as much viable seed as possible from Layne’s butterweed plants; collection should occur in all growing
seasons prior to inundation (at least one required). Bank seed with a conservation seed bank; seed bank to be
approved by District Botanist.

i. Collect voucher specimens of Layne’s butterweed and submit to a minimum of two herbaria within the
California Consortium of Herbarium; herbaria be approved by USFS biology staff.

il Document occurrence, including at a minimum geospatial extent, photographs, census, phenology and habitat
data; submit all documentation to USFS and California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)

BOTS3: Other Forest Service Sensitive and Watchlist Avoidance

a) Known occurrences: There are two occurrences of Sierra bluegrass and four occurrences of Sanborn’s onion in the
project area. For known occurrences that will not be inundated, occurrences will be flagged in the field and identified on
contractor maps. These occurrences will be completely avoided during construction.

b) Incidental: Incidental detections of Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive (TES) Plants or Watch List species prior to or
during Project implementation will be reported to the District Botanist for development of a recommendation regarding
how to conserve (e.g., flag and avoid) a discovered TES/Watch List species in accordance with management direction for

the TNF.

BOT4: Van Zuuk’s Morning-Glory

a) Flag and avoid any occurrences of Van Zuuk’s morning-glory outside the limits of permanent impacts.

b) Employ a biological monitor during Project implementation to assist with minimizing impacts to Van Zuuk’s morning-glory.
The biological monitor will be present during initial ground disturbing activities.

c) During layout and construction of the Josh Hardt Memorial Trail, adjust alignment and operations to minimize impacts to

Van Zuuk’s morning-glory plants to the extent feasible. If conflict arise between Layne’s butterweed avoidance and Van
Zuuk’s morning glory avoidance, Layne’s butterweed takes precedence.

d) Collect viable seed from Van Zuuk’s morning-glory plants in the Project area. Collection should occur during as many
growing seasons prior to inundation as feasible (at least one is required). Bank seed with a conservation seed bank to be
approved by District Botanist.

e) Collect voucher specimens of Van Zuuk’s morning-glory and submit to a minimum of two herbaria within the California
Consortium of Herbarium; herbaria to be approved by USFS biology staff.
f) Document occurrence, including at a minimum geospatial extent, photographs, census, phenology and habitat data;

submit all documentation to USFS and California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)

2

TNF Management Requirement BOT2: Layne's Butterweed is based on mitigation ratios, rationale, and conditions
presented in the June 30,, 2016 draft memorandum titled Layne’s butterweed (Packera layneae) compensatory
mitigation measures by Courtney Rowe, District Botanist, American River Ranger District, USFS. The draft
memorandum is included in Attachment L-11 of Appendix L of this DEIR/EIS.
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g) Van Zuuk's Morning Glory. The USFS district botanist has identified 13 occurrences of Van Zuuk’s morning-glory within %2
mile of the Project Area that are at risk from off-route recreational use. USFS shall establish protective measures on up
to 6 acres of these occurrences. Measures will include exclusionary fencing or other forms of barricade (e.g., rock
placement).

Invasive Species (IS)

1. Equipment Cleaning—All equipment and vehicles (Forest Service and contracted) operating off-road must be free of
invasive plant material before moving into the project area. Equipment will be considered clean when visual inspection
does not reveal soil, seeds, plant material or other such debris. Cleaning shall occur at a vehicle washing station or
steam-cleaning facility before the equipment and vehicles enter the project area. Reference standard contract provision
B6.35 Equipment

2. Weed-free construction materials—All gravel, aggregate, fill, mulch, topsoil, erosion control materials and other
construction materials are required to be weed-free. When possible, use onsite materials, unless contaminated with
invasive species. Otherwise, obtain weed-free materials from sources that have been certified as weed-free.

3. Project-related disturbance—Minimize the amount of ground and vegetation disturbance. As necessary, reestablish
vegetation on disturbed bare ground to reduce invasive species establishment; revegetation is especially important in
staging areas.

4, Revegetation—Seed and plant mixes must be approved the District Botanist. Neither invasive species nor persistent non-
natives (e.g., Agropyron cristatum, Dactylis glomerata, Lolium spp.) will be used in revegetation. Seed lots will be tested
for weed seed and test results will be provided to District Botanist. Seed and plant material should be collected from as
close to the Project area as possible, preferably from within the same watershed or at similar elevation.

5. Early Detection—Any additional infestations discovered prior to or during project implementation should be flagged and
avoided. Report new infestations to District Botanist.
6. All weed infestations will be “flagged and avoided” during construction according to the species present and project

constraints. If they cannot be avoided during construction, they will be treated prior to the commencement of construction.

Air Quality (AQ)

AQft: For all vegetation management activities to be carried out by USFS as mitigation for the proposed project/action, USFS
will complete a site and project-specific smoke management plan (SMP) as required by the Placer County Air Pollution
Control District (PCAPCD) prior to any proposed prescribed burns. Prescribed burns will be subject to consultation and
approval by PCAPCD.

AQ2: For all vegetation management activities to be carried out by USFS as mitigation for the proposed project/action, abate
dust caused by vehicle traffic on unpaved roads by using water or dust palliatives such as lignin sulfonate or magnesium
chloride.

Cultural Resources (CR)

CR1: Management of Sites: Protect cultural resource sites designated on the ground with flagging and identified on maps
provided by the cultural resource specialist. If any new cultural resources are discovered during project implementation,
cease operations in the area of new discovery until District Archaeologist is notified and adequate protection measures
are agreed upon. Local Native American Tribes shall be notified of any new prehistoric cultural resources discovered
during project implementation. No tracked equipment, excepting snowmobiles, shall be operated off of existing NFS
Routes within cultural resource site boundaries. Snowmobiles may be operated off of existing NFS Routes within cultural
resource site boundaries only when there is at least 12 inches of snow depth or enough snow cover to prevent resource
damage. No mechanized piling of vegetation shall be done within site boundaries. Rubber tired equipment may be
allowed within specific areas of sites, only with written approval of the Heritage Program Manager (HPM) or Designated
Heritage Preservation Specialist (DHPS). Cultural resource sites shall not be used as staging areas or for parking
vehicles and equipment.

CR2: Project administrator and/or DHPS will review all affected sites with contractors prior to the start of activities in the vicinity.
Interested Tribes will be notified of planned activities in prehistoric sites prior to start of activities in the vicinity.

CR3: Management of linear features: Existing breaches may be used to cross linear features. New breaches may be
designated by the HPM/DHPS. Trees should be directionally felled parallel to or away from linear features. Isolated trees
inside of linear features may be felled on a case-by-case basis and with on-the-ground approval of the HPM/DHPS, only if
removal benefits the feature.
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Table 2-8. Tahoe National Forest Management Requirements for the Sugar Pine Radial Gates Installation and Water
Right Extension

CR4:

CR5:

CRG:

CRT:

CRS:

CR9:

Hand Cutting and hand piling within sites: Hand cutting of vegetation less than 10 inches in diameter is permissible within
site boundaries. Hand piles may be constructed and burned within site boundaries only in specific areas designated by
the HPM/DHPS.

Felling and removal of trees greater than 10 inches dbh within sites: Implement on-site removal of trees greater than 10
inches dbh only upon written approval of the HPM/DHPS. All trees greater than 10 inches dbh should be directionally
felled and fully suspended during removal from site. Removal of trees greater than 10 inches dbh would follow the
guidelines established in the Regional PA 2018, which allow the use of rubber tire equipment, crane self-loaders or
helicopters.

Prescribed fire within sites: Cultural resource sites shall be protected from adverse effects from prescribed fire. The
HPM/DHPS will determine which sites can be burned over. It is preferred that fire control lines stay outside of site
perimeters. In cases where there is a large fuels buildup inside of a site, it may be necessary to burn within the site and/or
construct fire control lines within the site perimeters. The HPM/DHPS, will provide direction when such burning or fire
control lines are necessary.

System road work within sites: Maintenance and repairs of NFS Routes may be conducted within site boundaries within
the existing road prism. Adjacent or surrounding cultural resource site areas will be flagged for avoidance during road
work implementation. Installation of road closures or road obliteration within site boundaries may be conducted only upon
written approval of the HPM/DHPS.

Non-System Road Work within Sites: Reconstruction or obliteration of non-system routes shall not occur within cultural
resource sites without written approval of the HPM/DHPS. Adjacent cultural resource sites will be flagged for avoidance
during road work implementation.

Additional Survey: Prior to implementation, additional surveys for cultural resources are required for fire lines and areas of
proposed ground disturbance (such as landings or staging areas) outside of planned treatment units. Proposed contractor
camps outside of previously surveyed areas and treatment areas need to be cleared with the HPM/DHPS prior to use.
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CHAPTER 3 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT/ACTION

3.1 Infroduction

This section presents the process by which alternatives to the proposed project/action were developed,
considered and carried forward for analysis in this EIR/EIS. It includes descriptions of statutorily mandated
alternatives including the No Project Alternative (CEQA) and the No Action Alternative (NEPA). The
section includes a description of the initial range of possible alternatives; the screening process used to
evaluate these alternatives; the alternatives eliminated from further analysis and the rationale for their
elimination; and a description of those alternatives selected to be carried forward in this EIR/EIS for further
detailed environmental review.

3.2 No Project Alternative

Under CEQA, the No-Project Alternative must also be analyzed (see CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)). This
requirement encourages a Lead Agency to compare the environmental effects of approving a proposed
project with the effects of not approving it. Unlike the no action alternative, the No Project Alternative
generally assumes that the land area or current environment would remain in its existing state. This is
typically prefaced by the continuation of current plans and ongoing operation of existing available
infrastructure, and community services. Under the No Project Alternative for this EIR/EIS the following
would occur:

FPUD's Water Right 15375 would be extended to allow time for the District to put to beneficial
use the water supply developed by the existing Sugar Pine Dam and Reservoir;

Radial gates would not be installed on Sugar Pine Dam; and

Maximum storage capacity and maximum area of inundation of Sugar Pine Reservoir would
remain unchanged from current conditions.

As the No Project Alternative does not include the expansion of storage or area of inundation of Sugar
Pine Reservoir, the development of replacement recreational facilities or compensatory mitigation
measures would not be needed.

In consideration of the No Project Alternative, § 15126.6(e)(3)(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states in part:

If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by others,
such as the proposal of some other project, this “no project” consequence should be discussed. In
certain instances, the no project alternative means “no build” herein the existing environmental
setting is maintained. However, where failure to proceed with the project will not result in
preservation of existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result
of the project’'s non-approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would
be required to preserve the existing physical environment.

Under the No Project Alternative, it is reasonable to assume that the State Water Resources Control Board
would approve an extension of time to put to beneficial use the existing water supply developed by Sugar
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Pine Dam and Reservoir. Failure to approve the extension would allow FPUD to continue serving existing
customers in its service area but would eliminate the water supply identified to serve the economic
development (workplaces, housing, and other public amenities) approved by the County of Placer when it
adopted the Foresthill Community Plan in reliance on water supplies available from completing FPUD's
Sugar Pine Project. With the requested extension, FPUD would serve water to existing and planned future
homes, workplaces, schools and other public amenities anticipated by the Community Plan. As analyzed
in Placer County's Foresthill Divide Community Plan EIR, the existing Sugar Pine Project’s firm water supply
yield is 2,150 AF, which is the same yield used for purposes of this DEIR/EIS. Under the No Project
Alternative, FPUD would continue to execute the transfer of surplus water, as available, to downstream
users for water supply or environmental purposes in keeping with current practice.

3.3 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative as defined by NEPA reflects future conditions that are likely to occur without
the Proposed Action [40 CFR § 1502.14(d)]. The No Action Alternative should reflect existing management
and operational conditions that would cause current activities to continue without significant change:
activities that directly or indirectly affect resources that, in turn, could be affected by the Proposed Action.
The No Action Alternative also should include future actions that are likely to proceed regardless of
implementing the proposed action. In keeping with NEPA requirements, the No Action Alternative, in
most cases, serves as a basis of comparison for determining potential effects on the human environment
of the proposed action and other project alternatives. Using the no action alternative allows the analysis
to contrast the impacts of the proposed action with the current condition and expected future condition if
the proposed action were not implemented. In other words, conditions anticipated to occur under the no
action alternative serve as the environmental baseline for determining the environmental impact of the
Proposed Action (and project alternatives) under NEPA.

For this EIR/EIS, the proposed action is USFS approval of an amendment to FPUD'’s existing Special Use
Permit for the operation of the Sugar Pine Project. The proposed amendment would allow an increase in
the Sugar Pine Reservoir maximum area of inundation, tree and brush removal from within the expanded
inundation area, replacement of USFS recreational facilities affected by the action, and implementation of
compensatory mitigation measures, as a result of the installation of radial gates on Sugar Pine Dam.
None of these activities would occur under the No Action Alternative.

In keeping with NEPA requirements, the No Action Alternative for this EIR/EIS encompasses the
continuation of existing Sugar Pine Reservoir management and operational conditions. The No Action
Alternative also incorporates foreseeable future actions likely to occur in the absence of the project that
could affect these conditions. Key among these future actions is the proposed extension of Water Right
15375. That extension will allow FPUD to continue to serve existing water customers as well as new
customers that will be created as a result of future planned growth and development under Placer
County’s Foresthill Community Plan, which identifies FPUD as the public water supplier to serve the
Community Plan area.

To fully define the No Action Alternative and thus help establish the parameters for the NEPA
environmental baseline, current reservoir operations, past and ongoing water transfer activities by FPUD,
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and expected future increases in water demand within the FPUD service area must be described. These
conditions are described below.

3.3.1 Reservoir Operations

The operation of Sugar Pine Reservoir is currently subject to the direction and guidance contained in
several key documents; these documents are attached as Appendices A through E with this DEIR/EIS.
Appendix A, the 2016 Sugar Pine Reservoir Operations Plan, includes: FPUD's State Water Right Permit
15375 (Attachment A), the 1967 Memorandum of Agreement between Reclamation and the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) (Attachment B), the 1985 Memorandum of Agreement between
Reclamation and the TNF (Attachment C), the 2000 agreement between FPUD and the USFS
(Attachment D), and the Key Sugar Pine Reservoir Storage and Elevation Levels for Long-Term
Operations (Attachment E). Appendix B includes the 2003 Special Use Permit issued by the TNF
authorizing use and occupancy of NFS lands. Appendix C includes the USFS TNF Land and Resource
Management Plan section for region 096 Sugar Pine. Appendix D includes Public Law 106-566.
Appendix E includes the California Water Action Plan. The following description of reservoir operations
takes into account all applicable laws, agreements, policies and practices used to guide current and
historic operation of Sugar Pine Reservoir.

Sugar Pine Reservoir has an existing storage capacity of 6,922 AF. FPUD's water right permit authorizes
direct diversion of up to 18 cfs. In addition, FPUD may divert to storage up to 15,400 AFY. The season of
diversion for both is November 1 to July 1. Total authorized diversion and use is 24,076 AF annually.
Between July 1 and November 1, FPUD relies on rediversion of Sugar Pine Reservoir storage to meet
consumptive demands. In recent years, average consumptive demands with FPUD's service area have
averaged about 1,200 AFY. As discussed below under “Projected Future Water Demand”, maximum water
demand at full build-out within the FPUD service area ranges from 3,069 to 3,269 AFY.

FPUD was formed to obtain and deliver the water supply necessary to meet existing and planned
development approved by the County of Placer within the District's service area. As build-out under the
Community Plan occurs, more reservoir water will be delivered for consumptive use over time, which will
generally result in more rapid and frequent drawdowns of Sugar Pine Reservoir relative to historical
conditions, particularly during the spring-to-fall dry season when water demand within Foresthill peaks
every year. Future drawdowns will also generally be of greater duration as diversions from the reservoir
increase over time as a result of ongoing economic growth under the County-approved Foresthill
Community Plan.

Currently, FPUD's water right permit requires compliance with the January 26, 1967, Memorandum of
Agreement with the CDFG for the Protection and Preservation of Fish and Wildlife and Recreational
Resources of North Shirttail Canyon Creek, which includes minimum release requirements and minimum
pool requirements as follows:

5 cfs or natural inflow from February 1 to May 31, whichever is less;

2 cfs or natural inflow from June 1 through January 31, whichever is less; and
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A minimum of 0.5 cfs at all times, regardless of the natural inflow.

3,560 AF during the recreation season from May 1 through September 30, subject to District
water use; and

At no time should FPUD maintain a minimum pool less than 1,100 AF of water.

For purposes of defining the No Action Alternative and NEPA environmental baseline for this EIR/EIS, the
operational parameters for Sugar Pine Reservoir described above for past and ongoing reservoir
operations would continue for the foreseeable future. In addition, FPUD will continue to meet its
obligation to provide water to serve new growth and development within the District's service area until
demand within the service area meets or exceeds the reservoir’s “safe yield.”

“Safe yield" for this EIR/EIS is a term used to define the amount of water that could be diverted from
Sugar Pine Reservoir during a “critical dry period” without violating existing minimum pool requirements,
minimum flow requirements in lower Shirttail Creek, and reservoir release requirements to protect any
prior rights downstream of the dam. In 2008, M&I use within the FPUD service area was recorded as
1,250 AF. In that same year, the County of Placer adopted the Foresthill Divide Community Plan
(Community Plan) to guide future growth and development in the region encompassing the District’s
service area and sphere of influence. The County completed an EIR for the Community Plan, which
analyzed whether water supplies from the District would be adequate to continue meeting demand from
existing customers plus new demand arising from the economic activity and growth authorized by the
Community Plan. The County EIR’s utilities/water supply chapter analyzed actual historic hydrology from
1957 through 2003, identified 1975-1978 as the critical dry period (Critical Period), and projected that, in
the last year of the Critical Period, the existing reservoir would yield approximately 2,150 AFY. This was
determined to be the reservoir's “safe yield” without radial gates in place at Sugar Pine Dam. Under the
No Action Alternative for this EIR/EIS, the approval of future water connections for new users within the
FPUD would be limited to only those that could be accommodated within the projected safe yield of the
Sugar Pine Project,

The reader should note that, in addition to water deliveries within the FPUD service area, the TNF may
take up to 50 AF per year from the reservoir for water-based public recreation uses, including dust
abatement on roads, and for fire control, and may use the existing power and water system located at the
Dam.

Under the No Action Alternative, no modifications to existing reservoir boat ramps or any other
recreational facilities would occur aside from normal maintenance and repair. The reservoir has two boat
ramps: An upper boat ramp that operates at water level elevations down to 3,590 feet (3,159 AF of water
storage), and a lower boat ramp that operates at water level elevations down to 3,565 feet (1,106 AF of
water storage).

3.3.1.1 Water Transfers

In accordance with the California Water Code and guidance from the 2014 California Water Action Plan
and subsequent updates, FPUD began participating in water transfers using surplus stored water in 2015.
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Prior to full build-out of the Foresthill Community Plan, surplus stored water in Sugar Pine Reservoir could
be transferred to downstream users, in keeping with past practices. To accommodate these transfers,
surplus water would be released from Sugar Pine Reservoir to Shirttail Creek for storage in, or delivery
through, Folsom Reservoir. That water would be diverted from Folsom for local use or released to the
American River for delivery downstream to help meet consumptive use needs and/or to help satisfy
ecological water needs.

When transfers occur, the resulting operation may draw the reservoir down to the minimum recreation
pool during the peak recreation season (May to September). Releases in support of transfers will likely
occur in the late spring and be completed by June 1 or may be delivered gradually over the summer
months, depending upon the purpose of the transfer. However, it is also possible that some future
transfers may be carried out during late summer and fall months, again, depending upon the purpose of
the transfer. In all cases, it is anticipated that the storage space created by a transfer would be refilled
during the following winter and spring runoff period, reducing reservoir spills and instream flows
compared to the current operation. Releases to meet the current minimum flow requirements would not
change.

Transfer volumes are limited by anticipated District water demand, the minimum pool requirements
specified in the 1985 Agreement and 1967 MOA, and fishery flow releases specified by the MOA.
Operational considerations for potential transfers under various conditions are described below:

Transfer Operations in “Spill” Years

Sugar Pine Reservoir fills and spills in most years. Under those circumstances, FPUD anticipates it will
transition from the spill event to the transfer water release rates. Transfer water release rates will remain
within the range of historic release/spill rates from the reservoir. The purpose is to provide a smooth
transition from uncontrolled spill to a controlled release. In years when Folsom Reservoir is also spilling,
the transfer release will need to be delayed until Reclamation regains control of Folsom releases, so that
Sugar Pine Reservoir transfer water is not spilled at Folsom. Once most of the transfer water is released
from the Sugar Pine Reservoir, the remainder of the transfer water will be released over a three- to four-
day period to ramp down to the minimum fishery flow release specified by the MOA. The ramp down
from the transfer release rate should be no more than half the release rate from the previous day or 10
cfs, whichever is lesser. For example, if a transfer release rate is 60 cfs, the release rate for the first day of
the ramp down must be at least 30 cfs, followed by 15 cfs, followed by 5 cfs.

Transfer Operations in "Non-Spill” Years

In a year when Sugar Pine Reservoir does not spill, FPUD will use the transfer water to ramp up from the
minimum flow requirement to the calculated transfer flow rate, then ramp down to the minimum flow
requirement to provide a smooth transition from minimum flow to transfer rates and back down again.
Ramping rates up to the transfer rate will be the maximum of 10 cfs per day or double the previous day
release rate, whichever is lesser. Ramping rates down to the minimum flow requirement will be no more
than half the release rate from the previous day or 10 cfs, whichever is lesser.
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Refill Operations

After a transfer, FPUD will seek to refill Sugar Pine Reservoir as soon as possible, while making fishery flow
releases specified in the MOA and meeting customer demand with FPUD's service area. As the reservoir
fills, FPUD will monitor Folsom Reservoir operations to identify whether Folsom Reservoir meets the
conditions specified in the transfer's refill agreement. If the conditions are met, FPUD may return to
normal Sugar Pine Reservoir operations. If the conditions are not met, FPUD will need to release to
Folsom Reservoir an amount of Sugar Pine Reservoir water equal to the Folsom Storage Deficiency caused
by the transfer. In the water transfers FPUD has completed to date, the District has been able to refill
Sugar Pine Reservoir during the winter wet season immediately following the transfer. That includes
refilling the reservoir in 2016 during the most recent drought.

Other operational considerations

FPUD must consider potential growth within the service area as it develops plans for the future. The
following list includes operational considerations that would be evaluated in determining annual
operations.

Hydrology

Local consumptive demand

Current storage capacity (existing facility)

Increased storage capacity (installation of radial gates)

Potential Water transfer opportunities

Maximizing reservoir recreation opportunities whenever possible

These considerations will demand flexibility in Sugar Pine Reservoir operations to best serve the interests
and needs of FPUD as well as conservation of USFS resources, including recreation opportunities. As the
local demand increases, the opportunity for water transfers will decrease because of reduced water supply
availability. The water supply impacts analysis in Placer County’s Foresthill Community Plan EIR indicates
that the March 1975 — March 1978 is the critical dry period for the project (meaning that is the period of
least precipitation and resulting reservoir inflow for Sugar Pine Reservoir). If a repeat of this hydrology
occurred when the local consumptive demands reach the projected build out, transfer opportunities will
be limited. Until the consumptive demand reaches full build out, there will be opportunities to transfer
stored Sugar Pine Reservoir water both with and without radial gates installed, although the volume
available for transfer will diminish with time as consumptive demand increases. The draw down schedule
for any particular year will be dependent upon the combination of operational considerations in the
bulleted list above.

3.3.2 Future Demand within the FPUD Service Area

The EIR certified for the Foresthill Divide Community Plan (Placer County 2008) analyzed growth-related
impacts arising from the development authorized by the Community Plan. The County’s EIR identified
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FPUD'’s Sugar Pine Project as the principal source of water supply available to serve the Community Plan
area. The EIR projected that existing development and new development of planned future land uses in
the District's existing service area would demand up to approximately 3,069-3,269 AFY of water to serve a
projected population of approximately 13,750. The EIR concluded that additional demand from
development of a then-pending 2,200-unit senior housing and mixed-use project proposal would cause
cumulative demand for District water to exceed the Sugar Pine Project's safe yield, unless water storage
capacity were increased as mitigation.

3.4 Development of Additional Alternatives

During the preparation of an EIR/EIS, various potential alternatives to the proposed project were
considered that would meet the basic project objectives and purpose and need for the proposed action,
including alternative locations. This range of possible alternatives must then be reduced to a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that can be carried forward for more detailed analysis in the
environmental document. Typically, this winnowing of potential alternatives is best accomplished through
the implementation of a screening process. Such processes are important in that they provide a balanced
and unbiased means of reducing the initial number of identified alternatives to a reasonable range.
|deally, the various screening criteria are developed independent of the alternatives as well as prior to the
alternatives identification process, in order to maintain an unbiased evaluation.

3.4.1 Screening Criteria

Various screening criteria were identified and developed for the initial listing of potential alternatives.
These criteria are presented in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1. Identification and Description of Screening Criteria

Criterion Description

A.  Technical and Engineering Feasibility | An alternative must be technically and physically feasible. An alternative must be
based on existing and accepted state-of-the-art engineering concepts and cannot be
based on experimental technologies. Also, an alternative must not be dependent
upon either the availability or acquisition of site locations that cannot be reasonably
assured.

B. Raw Water Quality An alternative must provide a water supply or, have the capability of providing a water
supply that protects water quality and meets or exceeds State and federal water
quality standards or other applicable water quality standards associated with its use.

C. Environmental Fatal Flaw An alternative cannot have environmental impacts that are so significant as to negate
the positive attributes of the alternative or, simply transfer potential environmental
impacts from one location to another.

D. Economic - Capital and O&M An alternative cannot be economically impractical or infeasible. An alternative should
be economically attractive such that the total direct costs to the customers and
purveyors are minimized and do not significantly exceed the costs of alternatives with
similar benefits. Similarly, an alternative cannot result in excessive operation and
maintenance costs.

E. Long-term Reliability An alternative must be capable of supplying raw water reliably year round and on a
long-term basis that accounts for reasonably foreseeable changes in conditions, like
climate change.
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Table 3-1. Identification and Description of Screening Criteria

Criterion Description

F.  Public Health and Safety An alternative should be able to meet all existing and anticipated future State and
federal health and safety requirements.

G. Timing An alternative must be capable of being implemented within a reasonable timeframe
such that the benefits and needs of the proposed project are not unduly delayed.

H. Institutional An alternative cannot possess significant uncertainty that all permits, licenses, or
other logistical requirements can be reasonably obtained.

In identifying viable alternatives to the proposed project/action, consideration was also given to the ability
of the alternatives to fulfill the purpose and need of the proposed action, from a NEPA standpoint and the
basic project objectives from a CEQA standpoint. The purpose and need for the proposed action is
described in Section 1.4 above. The project objectives are described in Section 1.5, and include the
following:

Ensure that water supply needs for current and future municipal, industrial and agricultural users
within the FPUD service area are met in an environmentally and economically sustainable manner;

Replace any and all TNF recreational facilities that are directly affected by the proposed expansion
of Sugar Pine Reservoir with facilities as determined by TNF;

Continue to operate Sugar Pine Reservoir to maximize recreational use at the reservoir to the
extent possible given the primary use of the reservoir for water supply;

Continue to provide surplus water to downstream users in the form of periodic water transfers for
municipal, industrial, agricultural or environmental use;

Allow for the possible execution of a long-term service contract for the transfer of surplus water
for downstream use;

Expand water storage capacity at Sugar Pine Reservoir to help mitigate potential decline in project
yield due to climate change and regulatory changes requiring bypass flows in accordance with the
SWRCB's Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan and to supplement the overall water supply
reliability and ecosystem health for the state of California in keeping with the Statewide Water
Action Plan;* and

Implement compensatory mitigation measures to reduce or negate the potential adverse effect of
proposed project activities on recreational, biological, cultural, and visual resources.

3.4.2 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration

In preparing this DEIR/EIS various potential alternatives to the proposed project/action were considered
but rejected from further considerations because they did not meet the basic CEQA and NEPA criteria
defining what constitutes a viable alternative. As defined under the state CEQA Guidelines (CEQA

3 http://resources.ca.gov/california water action plan/
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§15126.6 et seq.) those criteria include whether the alternative has the potential to meet most project
objectives; is technically, legally and economically feasible; and has the ability to avoid or substantially
lessen significant environmental effects. Under NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14), a reasonable alternative must
meet the purpose and need; address an issue (i.e., serve to reduce the significant environmental effect of
the proposed action); and is practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using
common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.

The following alternatives were evaluated for their potential to meet CEQA and NEPA alternatives
screening criteria and were ultimately eliminated from further consideration:

3.4.21 Alternate Location for the Proposed Project/Action

Installation of radial gates at Sugar Pine Dam and expansion of reservoir storage would literally complete
the Sugar Pine Project as originally designed and would involve minor modifications to existing facilities at
the dam, expansion of the existing reservoir inundation area, and replacement of existing facilities. Two of
the key objectives of the proposed project/action are to expand water storage capacity at Sugar Pine
Reservoir to meet future water demand from implementation of the Foresthill Community Plan approved
by Placer County while using temporary surplus water (prior to Community Plan buildout) to reduce
water shortages suffered by other public water suppliers (e.g., during droughts) and/or to enhance
ecosystem health for the state of California in keeping with the Statewide Water Action Plan. An
alternative that would create additional surface water storage at an alternate location for use by FPUD was
considered but rejected from further consideration for the following reasons:

The development of new storage facilities could reasonably be expected to result in far greater
impacts on undisturbed habitat than would occur through the comparatively minor modification
of existing facilities that would occur under the proposed project/action;

Alternate sites for development of approximately 4,000 acre-feet of water storage capacity with
commensurate unappropriated water that could be lawfully obtained, stored, treated and
delivered by gravity (downhill, instead of pumped uphill at tremendous cost and attendant
reliability risks) to meet water demand growth under Placer County’s Foresthill Community Plan
do not appear to be available; and

The modification of alternate existing facilities, Big Reservoir for example, to meet the water
supply objectives of the proposed project/action, would not be consistent with the original design
of those facilities and, therefore, the feasibility of such actions is questionable.

3.4.2.2 Cable Harvest for Timber and Vegetation Removal

The use of cable harvest techniques for the transport of timber and vegetation to wood sorting and
utilization yards as described in Section 2.2.4 above, was considered as an option to proposed mechanical
harvest methods. This alternative was rejected from further consideration because there is no clear
environmental advantage to employing this methodology and because the topography of project area
likely would not afford the “lift" necessary to effectively transport timber and vegetation to sorting yards
via cable.

Project Alternatives 3-9 June 2021



Sugar Pine Project Water Right Permit 15375 Extension and Radial Gates Installation
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

3.4.2.3 Reduced Reservoir Size

A reduction in the proposed size of Sugar Pine Reservoir was considered as a potential alternative to the
proposed project/action but was rejected from consideration. As discussed in Section 1.2: Project
Background, above, in 2008 the County of Placer adopted the Foresthill Divide Community Plan
(Community Plan) to guide future growth and development in the region encompassing the District's
service area and sphere of influence. The Community Plan EIR analyzed actual historic hydrology from
1957 through 2003, identified 1975-1978 as the critical dry period (Critical Period), and projected that in
the last year of the Critical Period the existing reservoir would yield 2,150 AFY as is and 3,450 AFY with the
radial gates (i.e., the Project’s safe yield with and without the gates). The safe yield reflects a minimum
pool requirement ranging from 1,100-3,560 AF, a downstream fishery flow release schedule ranging from
natural reservoir inflow to 5 cubic feet per second (cfs), and a requirement to release flows for any
downstream prior rights. The water supply impacts analysis in the EIR certified for the Foresthill
Community Plan considered existing conditions, anticipated climate change and droughts, and concluded
that installation of the radial gates and the associated increase in water storage would be necessary to
avoid significant water supply impacts at full build-out under the Foresthill Community Plan.

The EIR certified for the Foresthill Community Plan identified the District's Sugar Pine Project as the
principal source of water supply available to serve the Community Plan area. The EIR projected that
existing development and new development of planned future land uses in the District's existing service
area would demand up to approximately 3,069-3,269 AF per year (AFY) of water to serve a population of
approximately 13,750. The EIR concluded that additional demand from development of a then-pending
2,200-unit senior housing and mixed-use project proposal would cause cumulative demand for District
water to exceed the Sugar Pine Project's safe yield, unless the radial gates or other storage augmentation
were installed as mitigation. The Community Plan was approved by the County in 2008.

In the absence of other feasible storage augmentation options to serve the Foresthill Community Plan
Area, an alternative to the proposed project that would reduce the size of the reservoir with gates in place
was rejected from further consideration.

3.4.3 Alternatives Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis

Upon completion of the alternative screening process described above, two alternatives to the proposed
project/action were developed and carried forward for analysis in this EIR/EIS, in addition to the no-
project and no-action alternatives. These include the Alternative 1 (Layne’s Butterweed Trail Realignment)
and Alternative 2 (Helicopter Harvest). Alternatives 1 and 2 are described below.

Alternative 1 - Layne’s Butterweed Trail Realignment

All elements of the proposed project/action described above would be implemented under Alternative 1
with the following exception. Under Alternative 1, the proposed alignment for the reconstruction of the
JHMT described in Section 2.2.5 above, would be modified. This modification would affect the portion of
the proposed realignment between Forbes and upper Shirttail creeks. Under Alternative 1, the trail would
not run adjacent to Forbes Creek and expanded inundation area for Sugar Pine Reservoir as proposed.
The trail would instead extend up the hill immediately east of the bridge at Forbes Creek with the
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placement of a series of switchbacks as shown in Figure 3-1 Layne’s Butterweed Trail Realignment
below. Beyond these switchbacks, the trail will run along the hillside, gradually descending to join the
proposed action alignment at the location shown in the figure.

The alternative alignment for the trail for Alternative 1 was developed in order to avoid direct disturbance
to a population of Layne’s Butterweed (a federally listed threatened species) located adjacent to the east
shore of Forbes Creek. Under Alternative 1, the trail would extend away from the reservoir shoreline and
would not be paved. This is inconsistent with nature and use of the existing section of JHMT at this
location which affords trail access to persons with disabilities and provided foreground views of the
reservoir.

As with the proposed project/action, implementation of Alternative 1 would necessitate the replacement
of FPUD's existing potable waterline that runs roughly parallel and adjacent to the JHMT. Under the
proposed project/action, the new waterline would be installed parallel and adjacent to the reconstructed
JHMT. Under Alternative 1, however, this approach would be impractical due to the numerous trail
switchbacks associated with the alternative trail alignment. Under Alternative 1, the waterline would be
constructed along the general alignment of the trail but will take a more direct path. The approximate
alignment of the proposed waterline replacement under Alternative 1 is shown in Figure 3-1.

Alternative 2 - Helicopter Harvest

All elements of the proposed project/action described above would be implemented under Alternative 2
with the following exception. Under this alternative to the proposed action, those areas within the
expanded Sugar Pine Reservoir inundation area where slopes exceed 35 percent would be cleared using a
helicopter to collect and transport bundled logs to landings beside the reservoir. Areas within the
inundation area that exceed 35 percent cover approximately nine of the 44 acres to be cleared under the
proposed action. The nine acres are roughly split between areas immediately adjacent to the north and
south ends of Sugar Pine Dam. Under Alternative 2, the remaining 35 acres with slopes less than 35
percent, would be harvested mechanically.

As part of the first of three phases of timber harvest operations at Sugar Pine, trees and vegetation on
slopes greater than 35 percent along the north shore would be cut exclusively by hand (i.e. felled with a
chainsaw) and "choker setters” and ground workers would set up bundles (or “"doodles”) of harvested
materials. Doodles along the north shore would be lifted and carried to the landing at Giant Gap
campground for processing, loading, and transport. Helicopter harvest during Phase 1 is expected to take
up to two days to complete clearance of the steep areas north of the reservoir.

With the establishment of a landing near the Sugar Pine Boat Ramp in Phase 3 of proposed timber harvest
operations, a helicopter would again be used to transport bundled trees and vegetation removed from
areas exceeding 35 percent, this time along the reservoir's south shore. Timber harvest and vegetation
removal would occur in a manner similar to that proposed for Phase 1. Timber and vegetation removed
and bundled would be lifted by helicopter and transported to the landing at the boat ramp. Helicopter
harvest during Phase 3 is expected to take two days to complete.
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CHAPTER 4 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

4.1 Introduction to the Environmental Analysis

This section describes the environmental resources directly or indirectly affected by the proposed project
and the extent and significance of those effects. This section also considers the comparative impacts of
project alternatives relative to the proposed project.

The environmental analysis contained in this section assess the following issue areas:
4.2 Aesthetics and Visual Resources
4.3 Air Quality and Climate Changes
4.4 Biological Resources
4.5 Cultural Resources
4.6 Geology, Soils and Paleontological Resources
4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
4.9 Land Use
4.10 Noise
4.11 Recreation
4.12 Traffic and Transportation

Within each issue area in this section, the discussion of project impacts is provided in the following
format:

Environmental setting/affected environment;
Applicable regulations, plans, and standards;
Methodology and assumptions;

Environmental effects of the proposed project/action relative to the No Project and No Action
Alternatives;

Environmental effects of Alternatives to the Proposed Action;
Mitigation Measures for environmental effects found to be significant;
Cumulative effects of the proposed project/action; and

Residual Impacts after mitigation.
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4.1.1 CEQA and NEPA Methods for the Environmental Analysis

4.1.1.1 Environmental Baseline under CEQA

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines (Section 15125(a)), the environmental setting used to determine the impacts
associated with the proposed project and alternatives normally is based on the environmental conditions
that existed in the project area at the time the Notice of Preparation was published. However, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15125(a) also says that where existing conditions change or fluctuate over time, a lead
agency may define existing conditions by referencing historic conditions, conditions expected when a
project becomes operational, or projected future conditions beyond the date of initial project operations,
if doing so would meet CEQA's objective of giving the public and decisionmakers the most accurate and
understandable picture practically possible of the project’s likely near-term and long-term impacts. For
purposes of this EIR/EIS, conditions arising from use of the existing reservoir’s storage capacity to meet
increasing demand from build-out of the Foresthill Community Plan that existed at the time of NOP
publication (June 26, 2015) (i.e., the No Project Alternative) constitute the CEQA environmental baseline
and will be used to determine potential project impacts under CEQA. For purposes of this EIR/EIS, the
impact on resources that will be directly affected by the proposed installation of radial gates, timber
removal activities, recreation facilities replacement, and implementation of compensatory mitigation
measures will be based on the change to these resources that will occur after implementation of the
Proposed Action relative to conditions that existed at the time of NOP publication.

The CEQA environmental baseline as it pertains to hydrology and reservoir operations is defined by
current reservoir operational practices as discussed above (see “Reservoir Operation”) and the historical
hydrologic record. Under the CEQA environmental baseline, FPUD deliveries from Sugar Pine Reservoir
would be limited to FPUD service area demand that existed at the time of NOP publication, i.e.,
approximately 1,250 AFY. The CEQA baseline includes the execution of water transfers by FPUD to
downstream users when reservoir storage conditions are such that transfers can be performed within the
parameters described above under the heading “Water Transfers.”

4.1.1.2 Environmental Baseline under NEPA

The No Action Alternative as defined by NEPA reflects future conditions that are likely to occur without
the Proposed Action [40 CFR § 1502.14(d)]. The No Action Alternative should reflect existing management
and operational conditions that would cause current activities to continue without significant change:
activities that directly or indirectly affect resources that, in turn, could be affected by the Proposed Action.
The No Action Alternative also should include future actions that are likely to proceed regardless of
implementing the Proposed Action. In keeping with NEPA requirements, the No Action Alternative, in
most cases, serves as a basis of comparison, or baseline, for determining potential effects on the human
environment of the proposed action and other project alternatives. Using the no-action alternative allows
the analysis to contrast the impacts of the proposed action with the current condition and expected future
condition if the proposed action were not implemented. In other words, conditions anticipated to occur
under the No Action Alternative serve as the environmental baseline for determining the environmental
impact of the Proposed Action (and project alternatives) under NEPA.
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For this EIR/EIS, the Proposed Action is USFS approval of an amendment to FPUD's existing Special Use
Permit for the operation of the Sugar Pine Project. The proposed amendment would allow the installation
of radial gates on Sugar Pine Dam, an increase in the Sugar Pine Reservoir maximum area of inundation,
tree and brush removal from within the expanded inundation area, replacement of USFS recreational
facilities affected by the action, and implementation of compensatory mitigation measures. In keeping
with NEPA requirements, the No Action Alternative for this EIR/EIS encompasses the continuation of
existing Sugar Pine Reservoir management and operational conditions. The No Action Alternative also
incorporates foreseeable future actions likely to occur in the absence of the project that could affect these
conditions. Key among these future actions is the proposed extension of Water Right 15375. That
extension will allow FPUD to continue to serve existing water customers as well as new customers that will
be created as a result of future planned growth and development within the District's service area under
the Foresthill Community Plan approved by Placer County.

In keeping with 40 CFR § 1502.14(d) referenced above, the parameters for the NEPA environmental
baseline are reflected in environmental conditions anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of
the No Action Alternative. Conditions relating to operation of Sugar Pine Reservoir, past and ongoing

|// |//

water transfer activities in both “spill” and “non-spill” years, and future planned increases in water demand
within the FPUD service area are of primary importance in fully defining the NEPA environmental baseline.

These conditions described in the description of the No Action Alternative presented above.

41.1.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This DEIR/EIS analyzes the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of the
proposed project/action and alternatives. The determination of whether an impact is considered
significant is based on specific significance criteria. Under CEQA, these criteria (sometimes called
thresholds of significance) are used to make a determination of significance for each environmental
impact evaluated. An adverse impact that exceeds or crosses the significance criteria is considered
significant, and an impact that does not exceed or cross the criteria is considered less than significant. The
CEQA significance criteria used in this DEIR/EIS are based on CEQA’s mandatory findings of significance
(as summarized in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15065); the checklist presented in Appendix G of the
State CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines) in effect when the Draft EIS/EIR was prepared; and where appropriate,
factual or scientific data and regulatory standards of federal, state, and local agencies. While the
significance criteria used in this EIR/EIS are primarily defined in accordance with CEQA guidance, they also
encompass the factors taken into account under NEPA to evaluate the context and the intensity of the
effects of an action.

For CEQA purposes, impacts in this DEIR/EIS are classified as:
No impact;
Less than significant;
Less than significant with mitigation incorporated; or

Significant and unavoidable.
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CEQA requires that a diligent effort be taken to identify mitigation measures that would reduce identified
significant impacts to less than significant.

Both NEPA and CEQA require the analysis of potential impacts of a proposed project and/or action and
alternatives. While CEQA requires a determination of significance for each effect discussed in an EIR based
on defined significance criteria, NEPA does not necessarily require this for an EIS. Under NEPA,
preparation of an EIS is triggered if a federal action has the potential to “significantly affect the quality of
the human environment.” All impact analyses in documents prepared to comply with NEPA must consider
the context and intensity of the environmental effects that would be caused by or result from the
Proposed Action and any alternatives that are evaluated. Under NEPA, impacts should be addressed in
proportion to their significance (40 CFR 1502.2(b)), meaning that severe impacts should be described in
more detail than less consequential impacts. This is intended to help decision makers and the public focus
on the project’s key effects. The evaluation of effects considers the magnitude, duration, and significance
of the changes. For the analysis of each resource topic considered in this EIR/EIS analytical indicators are
identified to assist in the characterization and evaluation of environmental effects under NEPA.
Environmental effects that will improve the existing condition are noted, and detrimental impacts are
characterized as adverse. For this EIS/EIR, effects described in the context of NEPA are identified as “no
effect,” "adverse,” or "beneficial.”

For the NEPA analysis, environmental effects will be described as adverse when there are detrimental or
negative effects. Effects will be described as beneficial when there are positive effects. When there would
be no change, a "no effect” conclusion is used. For some NEPA effects conclusions, “minorly” is used to
characterize adverse and beneficial effects (i.e., minorly adverse or minorly beneficial), in an effort to
further distinguish the effects of the action alternatives. RPMs may be identified to reduce adverse effects.
Where the RPMs are not considered by the Forest Service to be adequate under NEPA to reduce adverse
effects, additional mitigation measures may be provided.

Effects include “ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures,
and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether
direct, indirect, or cumulative.” Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and
place. Indirect effects are caused by the action and occur later in time or are farther removed in distance,
but are still reasonably foreseeable (i.e., likely to occur within the duration of the project). Cumulative
effects are the result of the incremental direct and indirect effects of any action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, and can result from individually minor but collectively
major actions taking place over a period of time. Effects must be evaluated for the Proposed Action, the
no action alternative, other reasonable courses of action (e.g., other alternatives), and connected actions,
which means actions that are closely related to the proposed action and alternatives and therefore should
be discussed in the same impact analysis (40 CFR 1508.25).

For both NEPA and CEQA, a determination of “no effect” can be made if the alternative results in no effect
for the particular resource or topic being considered. A determination of no effect would be most
common for the No Action or No Project alternatives, which typically results in a continuation of the
existing physical environmental conditions as described in the Environmental Setting.
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Under NEPA, all relevant, reasonable mitigation measures that could improve the project by reducing

environmental effects are identified, even if they are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency or the

cooperating agencies. Under NEPA (40 CFR 1508.20), mitigation includes:

a)
b)
Q

d)

e)

Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.
Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.

Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during
the life of the action.

Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

However, to ensure that environmental effects of a proposed action are fairly assessed, the probability of

the mitigation measures being implemented and the effectiveness of those measures must also be

discussed.

The impact analysis in this DEIR/EIS assumes implementation of all “compensatory mitigation measures”

described in Section 2.2.5 (Project Design Features and Compensatory Mitigation) to occur as part of

proposed project/action. In addition, the impact analysis assumes that all Management Requirements

(see Section 2.2.6: Management Requirements) will be implemented as part of the proposed

project/action. Where impacts are identified that are significant even with the implementation of

compensatory mitigation measures and MRs, additional mitigation measures are provided where feasible.
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4.2 Aesthetics and Visual Resources

This section assesses the potential effects on visual and scenic resources that could occur from radial gate
installation at Sugar Pine Dam, expansion of the storage capacity and area of inundation of Sugar Pine
Reservoir, brush and tree removal from the expanded area of inundation, recreational facilities
replacement, and implementation of compensatory mitigation measures associated with the proposed
project/action. Section 4.2.1 provides a description of the existing visual setting. Regulations, plans, and
standards that apply to the protection of visual resources within the project area are provided in Section
4.2.2, Section 4.2.3 assesses the impact of project/action on visual resources relative to the No Action and
No Project alternatives and Alternatives 1 and 2. Photographs taken from key observation points (KOPs)
around the reservoir and visual simulations of project effects from selected KOPs are compiled in

Section 4.2.4.

4.2.1 Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

4.2.1.1 Introduction

The area of study for evaluating the potential impact of the project construction and operation is
contained entirely within the Sugar Pine Management Area (Management Area 096) of the Tahoe
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (TNF LRMP) (see Figure 2-3). The management area
includes approximately 1,311 acres, all of which are TNF lands. The area contains Sugar Pine Reservoir,
Sugar Pine Dam, USFS campgrounds, Manzanita Day Use Area (MDUA), the Joshua Hardt Memorial Trail
(JHMT), other multiuse trails and the boat ramp. Sugar Pine Road provides the principal access to the
reservoir and affords wide ranging views of the reservoir and surrounding lands. Segments of Finning Mill
and lowa Hill county roads are located in the Management Area 096, but views of the reservoir and lands
and facilities around the reservoir from these roadways are limited or fully obscured.

As a water development facility, Sugar Pine Reservoir is large enough for recreational boating and fishing.
The reservoir has a varied shoreline configuration, interesting geologic features, and, when reservoir levels
are high, an island. Cultural features that can be viewed by reservoir visitors include the dam and spillway,
Sugar Pine Road, the Sugar Pine boat ramp and day-use parking facilities, the JHMT and facilities and
access roads associated with Giant Gap Campground (GGCG), Shirttail Creek Campground (SCCG), Forbes
Creek Group Campground and MDUA.

Recreational features at Sugar Pine Reservoir have historically been popular resulting in high use during
the recreation season. It is reasonable to assume that visitors traveling to the Sugar Pine Recreation Area
expect levels of scenic quality commensurate with the surrounding area, including other water supply
reservoirs that are natural-looking in appearance with continuously forested landscapes. These attributes
serve to enhance the recreation experience when viewed from developed recreation sites. The reservoir
site lacks wilderness characteristics, since it is an artificial water supply development facility with man-
made recreation facilities, such as paved parking lots and a boat ramp.
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42.1.2 Approach to Defining Affected Visual Resources

In order to define and describe the visual/scenic resources that could be affected by the proposed
project/action, it is important to understand how those resources are characterized and how values are
ascribed to those resources in key planning and management documents pertaining to those resources.
The TNF LRMP' is the primary resources planning and management document for the proposed
project/action study area and provides guidance in assessing the value of scenic resources in the area
affected and the potential for impact.

The visual impact analysis incorporates procedures from the Forest Service Visual Management System
(VMS). The VMS establishes visual quality objectives (VQO). VQO are applied to all lands within the TNF in
order to establish guidelines for forest management objectives over time.

The TNF LRMP directs managers to maintain VQO level specified in each management area, at a
minimum, but maintain higher visual quality wherever practical and compatible with other goals. The
LRMP also contains specific management area direction for visual resources. Each management area is
assigned a VQO or a range of VQOs to guide decisions and resource management activities. VQOs are
expressed in terms of the amounts of visual disturbance (i.e., changes in form, line, color, texture, pattern,
size or scale) to a valued characteristic landscape that are considered acceptable under the TNF LRMP.
Those levels of disturbance are referred to as Visual Quality Levels (VQLs) and include: preservation;
retention; partial retention; modification; and maximum modification. These terms are defined below:

(P) PRESERVATION — Allows only for ecological changes. Management activities are prohibited
except for very low visual impact recreation facilities. This objective applies to Congressionally-
designated wilderness areas.

(R) RETENTION — Provides for project-related activities which are not visually evident. Such
activities may only repeat form, line, color and texture which are frequently found in the
characteristic landscape. Changes in their qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, pattern,
etc. should not be evident.

(PR) PARTIAL RETENTION — Provides for project-related activities that remain visually
subordinate to the characteristic landscape. These activities may repeat form, line, color and
texture common to the characteristic landscape, but any related changes in their qualities of size,
amount, intensity, direction, pattern, etc. should remain visually subordinate to the characteristic
landscape. Activities may also introduce form, line, color or textures which are found infrequently
or not at all in the characteristic landscape, but these changes must still remain subordinate to the
visual strength of the characteristic landscape.

' The Tahoe National Forest LRMP was adopted in 1990 (USFS 1990), after the Sugar Pine Project was constructed and
had been operating for many years. The TNF LRMP was amended in 2001 by the Record of Decision for the Sierra
Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (referred to as the 2001 SNFPA; USFS 2001), which was then replaced in its
entirety by the 2004 Record of Decision for the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (referred to as the 2004 SNFPA; USFS 2004). Detailed information including
specific standards and guidelines for species management can be found in the 2004 SNFPA.
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(M) MODIFICATION — Project-related activities may visually dominate the characteristic
landscape. Activities of vegetative and land form alteration must borrow from naturally
established form, line, color and texture so completely and at such scale that its visual
characteristics are compatible with the natural surroundings.

(MM) MAXIMUM MODIFICATION — Project-related activities of vegetative and landform
alterations may dominate the characteristic landscape. However, when viewed as background, the
visual characteristics must be those of natural occurrences within the surrounding area or
character type. When viewed as foreground or middle ground they may not appear to completely
borrow from naturally established form, line, color, or texture.

Context is important when applying the preceding VQLs to the VQOs for the TNF's LRMP. For example,
ongoing operation of the existing Sugar Pine Project to meet water demand in the Foresthill Community
Plan area served by FPUD will cause increasing water level drawdowns each year as water demand
increases from ongoing implementation of the Community Plan. Increasing demand will necessarily
increase the band of bare soil/reservoir bed exposed by the increasing drawdown. The VQLs specified for
implementing the TNF LRMP’s VQOs cannot reasonably be interpreted to impair the FPUD's ability to
operate the reservoir to meet increasing demand, since the LRMP, VQOs and VQLs were all adopted after
the reservoir was constructed and started operating for the primary purpose of providing a water supply.
Moreover, the Sugar Pine Reservoir and Dam Conveyance Act (Public Law 106-566) provides that FPUD
succeeds to Reclamation’s rights under the 1985 Agreement with the USFS, which reserves to Reclamation
(and now to FPUD) the right to vary the reservoir's water levels, which will change aesthetics/visual
resources in different ways throughout a single year and across multiple years over time.

As noted above, levels of visual disturbance are assessed in terms of the change in form, line, color,
texture, pattern, or size and scale that may be caused by a project or action relative to conditions that
would occur without the project. For purposes of this DEIR/EIS, these terms are defined as follows:

Form: The dimensional shape and/or dimensional mass of an object or group of objects that
appear unified in relation to the landscape.

Line: The path, real or imagined, that the eye follows when perceiving abrupt differences in form,
color, or texture or when objects are aligned in a one-dimensional sequence, usually evident as
the edge of shapes or masses in the landscape.

Color: The property of reflecting light of a particular intensity and wavelength (or mixture of
wavelengths) to which the eye is sensitive. This is a major visual property of surfaces.

Pattern: Sequences and combinations of forms, lines, and/or colors that combine to form
pleasing visual experience.

Size and Scale: Scale is the size of a part of a given view or landscape relative to the overall view
or landscape. Scale may also be described in terms of the size of a part relative to a human form.

The significance or degree of change in the above characteristics is subjectively defined herein as "WEAK"
(indicating very little observable difference between pre- and post-project conditions), “"MODERATE"
(indicating a noticeable difference), and “STRONG" (indicating a substantial change).
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The VQLs assigned to the Sugar Pine Management Area include RETENTION for the foreground views as
seen from Sugar Pine Reservoir, developed campgrounds, campground access roads, and road numbers
41, 40, 10, and 24 and PARTIAL RETENTION within the developed sites that meet the partial retention
VQO when viewed as middleground from travel routes and other occupancy sites. PARTIAL RETENTION is
also applicable for the remainder of the study area.

The analysis of visual impact in this DEIR/EIS is based on site reconnaissance of the study area; a review of
ground-level and aerial photographs; topographic data; project area lidar (light detection and ranging
remote sensing technology); and, to a limited extent, conceptual visual simulations of selected post-
project views.

Other Key Terms

In addition to the terms described above, this DEIR/EIS also relies on various other means of defining and
characterizing visual resources that could be affected by the proposed project/action. These include but
are not necessarily limited to the following:

Visual Quality: Visual quality is a subjective term relating to the visual appeal of a landscape and is
typically described according to seven contributing elements: landforms, vegetation, water, color,
influences of adjacent scenery, human modifications, and scarcity. Visual quality is evaluated in the
DEIR/EIS by identifying the applicable scenic integrity objectives of Forest Service lands and the vividness,
intactness, and unity (generally described as low, medium, and high) displayed on other lands.

Visual Sensitivity: Landscapes are viewed to varying degrees from different locations and, subsequently,
differ in their importance. Visual sensitivity is a measure of the degree of public importance placed on
landscapes as viewed from travel-ways and use areas. Sensitivity is based upon the type of land uses,
mount of use, accessibility of areas, public interest, adjacent land use, and special designation of
lands. In addition, sensitivity may also be identified through review of public comments received during
the scoping process.

Sensitivity is generally described as High, Moderate, and Low and is defined as follows:

High Sensitivity - Areas designated for scenic/visual resource protection or those receiving a
high degree of use. Often include primary travel ways and recreation areas.

Moderate Sensitivity - Areas lacking designated scenic/visual protection but located adjacent or
near areas with protection. This designation may include secondary roads, trails, and recreation
facilities.

Low Sensitivity - Often areas that are remote from population centers, primary travel-ways, and
specially designated/protection areas. This designation may also apply to landscapes that have
been visually degraded.

Viewer Groups (Number and Types of Viewers): Potentially sensitive viewers are determined based on
the type and amount of use various land uses receive. Land uses that derive value from the quality of their
settings are considered potentially sensitive. Land uses within the project area that are considered
sensitive to visual changes to their settings include residential areas; designated recreation and natural
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areas; major transportation systems, travel ways, and local roadways; and designated and eligible state
historic routes and scenic highways.

Distance Zones: The distance from which a project component may be viewed affects the visual
dominance and clarity that a feature or component may have within the seen landscape. The Forest
Service VMS generally considers four distance zones, plus seldom seen areas, for project-level planning.
Distance zones described in this section include immediate foreground, foreground, middleground, and
background. The characteristics of each distance are summarized below in Table 4.2-1.

Viewer Concern: Reflects the expectations of viewers and speaks to their interest level regarding the
visual resources of an area. Viewer concern is associated with visual sensitivity as it reflects the degree of
public importance placed on landscapes based on existing features including landforms, vegetation
patterns, and water features.

Viewer Exposure: Assessing the “exposure” of a viewer to views depends on a variety of factors including
angle of view (i.e., normal, inferior, or superior viewing angles); landscape visibility (i.e., the viewer’s ability
to see and perceive landscapes); and screening conditions, including whether elements in the landscape
are skylined on ridgelines, back-screened by topography and/or vegetation, or screened by structures or
vegetation. Landscape visibility is itself a function of multiple elements including context of viewers,
duration of views, degree of discernible detail, seasonal variations, and volume of viewers. Generally,
viewer exposure is described as “long-term” for residents, and “short-term” for travelers along roadways
and visitors to park and recreation areas. There are no residents in the project area, so all viewer exposure
relative to the proposed project/action would be considered “short-term.”

Visual Contrast: Generally, the visual contrast of a proposed action reflects the amount of disruption the
action will have on visual characteristics of the affected landscape such as form, line, color, texture,
pattern, and scale. The consistency of a proposed action with a specific VQO may be dependent on
decreasing the visual contrast of that action. For lands with Very High scenic integrity, alterations may be
incapable of complying with integrity levels as the desired condition from a visual perspective is that of an
unaltered landscape. For lands with High or Moderate scenic integrity, visual contrast may be reduced and
scenic integrity levels may be met through repetition of form, line, color, texture, pattern, and scale
common to the valued landscape character being viewed.
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Table 4.2-1. Distance Zones

Distance
from
Zone Source Characteristics
Immediate 0-300 feet | Viewer can distinguish landscape detail (i.e., individual leaves, flowers, and textures)
Foreground and movement of leaves and grasses in light winds.
Foreground 0-0.5mile | Viewer has close range visibility to a given object and can distinguish small boughs of

leaf clusters, tree trunks and large branches, individual shrubs, clumps of wildflowers,
medium-sized animals, and medium-to-large sized birds.

Middleground | 0.5-4 miles | Objects are still distinguishable from adjacent visual features. The middleground is the
predominant distance zone at which National Forest landscapes are seen, and at this
distance, viewers are able to distinguish individual tree forms, large boulders, flower
fields, small openings in the forest and small rock outcrops.

Background 4 milesto | Viewers can distinguish groves or stands of trees, large openings in the forest, and large
horizon rock outcrops. Landscapes viewed from the background distance zone are simplified as
textures have disappeared and colors have flattened.

Seldom Seen — Landscapes are obscured by topography or vegetation and are not typically seen from
selected travelways or use areas, but may be seen from aircraft or by the occasional
viewer wandering through the forest.

Source: Forest Service 1995
Reservoir Storage Conditions: Maximum Pool/Low Pool

As previously noted, the Sugar Pine Project is owned and operated by Foresthill Public Utility District
(FPUD or District) for the primary purpose of water supply. As is typical for manmade water supply
reservoirs (as opposed to natural lakes), water levels within the reservoir vary seasonally not only due to
seasonal variations in reservoir inflow, but also due to reservoir diversions and releases to provide water
for consumptive use or to meet environmental requirements. In the case of Sugar Pine Reservoir,
diversions are made by FPUD to meet water demand within the FPUD service area and releases are made
to Shirttail Creek to meet minimum flow requirements for fish and, periodically, to facilitate water
transfers to downstream water users. This is important in defining the visual resources associated with the
Sugar Pine Project, because the nature and quality of views of the reservoir can vary substantially
depending on the water surface elevation of the reservoir pool. That water surface elevation varies during
the course of a year and between years over time. To account for that variation, the environmental
setting/affected environment is described in terms of conditions at “maximum pool” and "low” pool.
Maximum pool refers to the condition when the reservoir surface elevation is at or near the elevation of
the Sugar Pine Dam spillway. Low pool refers to conditions that occur when diversions and/or releases
from the reservoir have occurred that exceed inflow and the surface elevation has dropped substantially
below the spillway elevation. Low pool conditions vary substantially from year to year and throughout the
dry season. This variation is contingent on precipitation levels, level of demand within the FPUD service
area, and whether the District has performed a water transfer and the timing of that transfer. As discussed
in Chapter 2 of this DEIR/EIS, FPUD is required to maintain a “minimum pool” storage of no less than
3,560 acre-feet during the recreation season and no less than 1,100 acre-feet at any time.
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42.1.3 Describing Visual Resources: Key Observation Points

Central to the analysis of the visual impacts of the proposed project/action is the consideration of views
from representative observation points in the project area from which the effects of the proposed
project/action would be visible. Key observation points (KOPs) were selected by the DEIR/EIS preparer in
collaboration with TNF staff. KOPs represent views of areas affected by the proposed project/action
afforded to various viewer groups, including recreationists, motorists and sightseers, in different
landscape types and terrain and from different vantage points and distance zones.

KOPs are chosen based on the range of sensitive viewers, distance zones, viewing conditions, and visual
changes that would result from the proposed project/action. In total, 13 KOPs are described and
evaluated. KOP locations are shown in Figure 4.2-1. KOP locations for this evaluation include (1) Sugar
Pine Dam viewpoint; (2) Sugar Pine Road Sugar Pine Dam; (3) the entrance to Giant Gap and Shirttail
Creek campgrounds; (4) MDUA,; (5) the picnic area at GGCG; (6) shoreline campsite 22 at GGCG; (7) inland
campsite #11 at GGCG; (8) JHMT (northwest shore); (9) JHMT (southeast shore); (10) JHMT (at Forbes
Creek); (11) JHMT (upper Shirttail Creek); (12) Sugar Pine Boat Ramp; and (13) Sugar Pine Reservoir (West).

Photographs of views from each of the KOPs listed above and visual simulations of post-project views
from selected KOPs are contained in Figures 4.2-2 through 4.2-16 which are referenced throughout the
following evaluation. These figures are presented at the end of this Section (4.2) of the DEIR/EIS.

For each KOP, the existing visual setting and visual quality of the landscape is described below in terms of
landscape character elements including form, line, color and texture. The visual quality objectives (VQO)
applicable to each KOP along with an estimate of level of viewer concern, exposure and sensitivity that
can be expected at each KOP are listed in Table 4.2-2. For the visual impact analysis, changes to the
existing visual setting resulting from construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed
project/action are described in terms of consistency with the applicable scenic integrity objective and
contrast in the landscape character elements of form, line, color, and texture. The environmental setting
associated with landscapes potentially affected by the proposed project/action as seen from the identified
KOPs is discussed in detail below.

KOP 1—Sugar Pine Dam Observation Point

KOP 1 is located at the eastern edge of the visitor parking lot on the southern edge of Sugar Pine Dam.
Looking eastward from KOP 1 as well as to the north and south, viewers are afforded views of the dam
structure and reservoir water line in the immediate foreground (see Figure 4.2-2). Foreground views
include the reservoir water surface and the forested shoreline running east from the north and south ends
of the dam. The shorelines converge approximately 1000 feet from the dam to form a narrow constriction
through which middle ground views of the reservoir, far shore, Sugar Pine Boat Ramp, and forested
hillside to the east can be seen. From KOP 1, background views are obscured by topography.
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Table 4.2-2. Visual Assessment KOPs
Viewer Viewer
KOP Location Applicable VQO | Viewer Concern Exposure Sensitivity

1 Sugar Pine Dam Observation Retention High Moderate High
Area

2 Sugar Pine Road at Sugar Pine Retention Moderate to High Low High
Dam

3 Entrance to Giant Gap and Partial Retention Moderate Low Moderate
Shirttail Creek campgrounds

4 Manzanita Day Use Area (MDUA) Retention High Moderate High

5 MDUA Picnic Area Retention High Moderate High

6 Giant Gap Campground (GGCQ): Partial Retention High Moderate High
Shoreline Campsite # 22

7 GGCQG: Inland Site #11 Partial Retention High Moderate Moderate

8 Multi-use Trail: Northwest Shore Retention High Moderate High

9 Joshua Hardt Memorial Trail Retention High Moderate High
(JHMT): Southeast Shore

10 JHMT: Forbes Creek Retention High Moderate High

11 JHMT: Upper Shirttail Creek Retention High Moderate High

12 Sugar Pine Boat Ramp Partial Retention High Moderate Moderate

13 Sugar Pine Reservoir (West) Retention High Moderate High

At maximum pool, the reservoir extends to the base of forested areas on the north and south shores of

the reservoir with a narrow band of bare shoreline visible. The view is natural in appearance with a

pleasing balance of line, color, and texture. During low pool conditions, the band of exposed soil between

the forested shoreline and water surface is extensive. This is most apparent in the immediate foreground

and foreground views. It is less distinct in middleground views of the far shore. Views of the reservoir

from KOP 1 at low pool tend to be dominated by the expanse of bare ground between the forested

shoreline and water.

KOP 1's location on Sugar Pine Dam also affords immediate foreground and foreground views of the

dam'’s spillway in which radial gates and support facilities would be installed (see Figure 4.2-2).

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: RETENTION

As noted above, the Sugar Pine Management Area section of the TNF LRMP specifies that developed

campgrounds, campground access roads, and other forest service roads in the management area are

designated with a VQO of RETENTION. As noted, this designation provides for management activities

which are not visually evident. Activities may only repeat form, line, color and texture which are frequently

found in the characteristic landscape. Changes in their qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction,
pattern, etc. should not be evident. The VQO for KOP 1, is considered to be RETENTION due to the
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prominent view to the east of Sugar Pine Reservoir from the observation point. The RETENTION
designation provides for project-related activities which are not visually evident. Such activities may only
repeat form, line, color and texture which are frequently found in the characteristic landscape. Changes in
their qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, pattern, etc. should not be evident.

Viewer Concern: HIGH

As noted above, viewer concern is closely associated with expectations of viewers and speaks to the
interest level or concern of viewers regarding the visual resources of a particular area or location. Viewer
concern is associated with visual sensitivity as it reflects the degree of public importance placed on
landscapes based on existing features including landforms, vegetation patterns, and water features. The
level of concern of viewers that stop to take advantage of the panoramic views of Sugar Pine Reservoir
and Dam at KOP 1 is considered to be HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

The determination of “"viewer exposure” depends on a number of factors including angle of view;
landscape visibility; and screening conditions. Landscape visibility is itself a function of multiple elements
including context of viewers, duration of views, degree of discernible detail, seasonal variations, and
volume of viewers. In general terms, viewer exposure is generally described as long-term for residents,
and short-term for travelers along roadways and visitors to park and recreation areas.

Foreground views of Sugar Pine Reservoir from KOP 1 are unrestricted. Middleground views are
somewhat screened or framed by forested shorelines northwest and southeast of the reservoir. A large
parking area is present at KOP 1 and it is a common stopping point for both recreationists that have come
to use the various facilities and for travelers passing through on Sugar Pine Road. Views from the KOP 1
are short-term in nature and experienced by a moderate number of viewers when recreation facilities at
the reservoir are open and a low number during the off-season. Viewer exposure, therefore, is considered
MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

As noted, "visual sensitivity” is a measure of the degree of public importance placed on landscapes as
viewed from travel-ways and use areas. Sensitivity is based upon the type of land uses, amount of use,
accessibility of areas, public interest, adjacent land use, and special designation of lands. Landscapes are
viewed to varying degrees from different locations and subsequently differ in their importance. KOP 1
affords unrestricted immediate foreground and foreground views of the reservoir, forested shoreline and
dam. Middle ground views of the reservoir, far shore and distant forest and mountains are somewhat
screened/framed by the forested shoreline to the north and south of the reservoir. Viewers that stop at
KOP 1 have high expectations for views of the reservoir and surrounding landscape. That expectation, in
combination with the popularity of the area for recreationists in late spring, summer and early fall,
supports a visual sensitivity of HIGH.
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KOP 2—Sugar Pine Road at Sugar Pine Dam

KOP 2 is located on Sugar Pine Road at the center of Sugar Pine Dam. Views from KOP 2 are similar to
those from KOP 1. To the east of KOP 2, travelers on the roadway are afforded views of the dam
structure, spillway and reservoir water line in the immediate foreground. Foreground views include the
reservoir water surface and the forested shoreline running east from the north and south ends of the dam.
Middle ground views of the reservoir and far shore and boat ramp can be observed through the
constriction formed by forested shorelines to the north and south of the reservoir (see Figure 4.2-3).

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: RETENTION

In keeping with designations defined for the Sugar Pine Management Area in the TNF LRMP, the VQO for
KOP 2 is RETENTION.

Viewer Concern: MODERATE to HIGH

As noted above, viewer concern is closely associated with expectations of viewers and speaks to the
interest level or concern of viewers regarding the visual resources of a particular area or location. Viewer
concern is associated with visual sensitivity as it reflects the degree of public importance placed on
landscapes based on existing features including landforms, vegetation patterns, and water features. The
level of concern of travelers on the county roadway as they pass KOP 2, is likely to vary from high to
moderate as they experience short-term exposure to the view from KOP 2 atop the dam. Given the
nature of the view, duration, and varied interest of users of the county roadway, viewer concern at KOP 2,
viewer concern is considered MODERATE to HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: LOW

Views from KOP 2 would be experienced by travelers in transit on Sugar Pine Road. As such, exposures to
the view would generally be very brief. As such, viewer exposure at KOP 2 is considered LOW.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

As noted, "visual sensitivity” is a measure of the degree of public importance placed on landscapes as
viewed from travel-ways and use areas. It is reasonable to assume the travelers on Sugar Pine Road have
high expectations for views of the reservoir and surrounding landscape as they cross the dam. That
expectation, in combination with the popularity of the area for recreationists in late spring, summer and
early fall, supports a visual sensitivity of HIGH.

KOP 3—Entrance to Giant Gap and Shirttail Creek Campgrounds

KOP 3 is located at the intersection of the access road to GGCG and the access road to SCCG. Immediate
foreground and foreground views from KOP 3 facing south include moderately vegetated areas of scrub
and forest, paved roadways for access to the two campgrounds and day use area, signage, and public
restrooms (see Figure 4.2-4). As illustrated in the figure, views of the reservoir and shoreline are patchy
due to substantial screening from trees between the entrance and waterline and topography. Middle
ground views from KOP 3 include the screened and limited views of the reservoir surface, far shore, and
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forested hillsides to the south of the reservoir. Background views from KOP 3 are obscured by
topography.

Because the views of the reservoir surface and shoreline from KOP 3 are heavily screened, the contrast in
appearance of the reservoir during maximum pool and low pool conditions from this observation point is
low.

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: PARTIAL RETENTION

As stated in the LMRP and discussed above, the PARTIAL RETENTION VQO may be applied to areas within
the boundary of each developed recreation site and any other remaining area within the management
area that do not meet the criteria for a RETENTION designation. The PARTIAL RETENTION designation
provides for management activities that remain visually subordinate to the characteristic landscape.
Activities may repeat form, line, color and texture common to the characteristic landscape but changes in
their qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, pattern, etc. remain visually subordinate to the
characteristic landscape. Activities may also introduce form, line, color or texture which are found
infrequently or not at all in the characteristic landscape, but still remain subordinate to the visual strength
of the characteristic landscape.

Viewer Concern: MODERATE

The level of concern of viewers at KOP 3 is mitigated somewhat by the dominance of manmade features
in the immediate foreground and foreground of KOP 3 such as paved access roads, restroom facilities,
signage, paved parking areas, developed picnic sites, and portions of the JHMT. The level of viewer
concern is further mitigated because only limited views of the reservoir and shoreline are available from
this viewpoint. For these reasons, viewer concern at KOP 3 is considered MODERATE.

Viewer Exposure: LOW

Views from KOP 3 would be experienced by travelers in transit to either of the two nearby campgrounds
or MDUA. As such, exposures to the view would generally be very brief. For this reason, viewer exposure
at KOP 2 is considered LOW.

Visual Sensitivity: MODERATE

KOP 3 affords limited views of Sugar Pine Reservoir under both maximum and low pool conditions.
Immediate foreground and foreground views include various manmade structures including roads,
parking areas, the paved hiking trail, restrooms, and developed campsites. These conditions support a
visual sensitivity of MODERATE.

KOP 4— Manzanita Day Use Area (MDUA)

KOP 4 is located at MDUA (see Figure 4.2-5) on the northeastern shore of Sugar Pine Reservoir
approximately 100 feet from the reservoir highwater mark. Views of the immediate foreground include
bare ground, trees and shrubs, and a portion of the JHMT. Foreground views include the reservoir water
surface and the shoreline. Just offshore, an island feature is visible during maximum pool conditions.
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From KOP 4, middle ground views include the reservoir, portions of the southern and northern shorelines
and forested hills to the south and north of the reservoir. Views of Sugar Pine Dam and the boat ramp are
obscured by topography. Background views are obscured by topography.

As illustrated in Figure 4.2-5, at maximum pool the reservoir extends to the beach area at MDUA. An
expanse of light colored sand, scrub vegetation extends to the waterline. Middleground views of the
north and south shorelines shore a narrow band of bare ground between the water surface and forested
areas. Some bare areas with distinctive rock features are visible is various locations along the shoreline at
maximum pool. In addition, a small island feature is visible just offshore from the day use area.

Under minimum pool conditions, a wide band of darker colored soil/mud extends beyond the light-
colored beach area to waters-edge approximately 500 feet from the beach. During low pool conditions,
the island feature is landlocked and no longer appears as an island (see Figure 4.2-5). At low pool, the
band of exposed soil between the forested shoreline and water surface along the north and south
shorelines appears much broader in middleground views. Views of the reservoir from KOP 4 at minimum
pool are less natural in appearance and tend to be dominated by the expanse of bare ground between
the beach and the reservoir waterline.

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: RETENTION

In keeping with designations defined for the Sugar Pine Management Area in the TNF LRMP, the VQO for
KOP 4 is RETENTION.

Viewer Concern: HIGH

Viewer concern is closely associated with expectations of viewers and speaks to the interest level or
concern of viewers regarding the visual resources of a particular area or location. Users of the day use
area, perhaps more so than campground users or users of the boat ramp or JHMT, are more focused on
active recreation such as picnicking, beach play, swimming and kayaking/canoeing. These viewers may
place less importance on the viewing experience associated with landforms, vegetation patterns, and
water features at the reservoir. Nevertheless, that importance is still likely to be high given their selection
of Sugar Pine Reservoir over other regional options. For this reason, viewer concern at KOP 4 is
considered HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Views of the reservoir and surrounding shoreline from KOP 4 are relatively unobstructed. Given that use
of this area is high in spring and summer and that typical time of use of the day use area ranges from one
to several hours supporting a viewer exposure rating of HIGH.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

KOP 4 affords unrestricted immediate foreground and foreground views of the reservoir, beach and
scrubland. Middle ground views of the reservoir, far shore and distant forest and hills are also
unobstructed from KOP 4. It is reasonable to assume that users of the MDUA generally have high
expectations for views of the reservoir and surrounding landscape. That expectation, in combination with
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the popularity of the area for recreationists in late spring, summer and early fall, supports a visual
sensitivity of HIGH.

KOP 5— MDUA Picnic Area

KOP 5 occurs at the picnic area in the MDUA adjacent to the GGCG and parking area (see Figure 4.2-6).
Facilities include a number of picnic tables situated at various locations to take advantage of views of the
reservoir and natural shade provided by scattered mature fir trees amongst vegetation that is dominated
by manzanita. KOP 5 is located at one of the picnic sites approximately 200 feet from the maximum pool
shoreline. Figure 4.2-6 shows the view from KOP 5 to the south. From this vantage point, views of the
immediate foreground are scrub and scattered forest vegetation surrounding the picnic tables.
Foreground views include the surrounding vegetation, trails, the northwest shoreline and the reservoir
surface.

At maximum pool, the reservoir extends to the beach area at MDUA and to forested areas that surround
the picnic area. An expanse of light-colored gravel, scrub vegetation extends to the waterline. During low
pool conditions, the waterline recedes substantially from MDUA and the forest exposing substantial
expanses of bare ground. While this is not particularly apparent from KOP 5 due to topography and
vegetative screening, views from areas closer to the shoreline near KOP 5 are dramatically different during
high and low pool conditions. Figures 4.2-7 and 4.2-8 show views of the reservoir from the beach area
adjacent to KOP 5. Figure 4.2-7 shows conditions at maximum pool and Figure 4.2-8 shows conditions
when the reservoir has been drawn down.

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: RETENTION

The VQO for the Sugar Pine Management Area as stated in the TNF LRMP is RETENTION for all areas that
are on the reservoir itself or in developed campgrounds, and campground access roads. Due to its
location within MDUA, the VQO for the view from KOP 5 is RETENTION.

Viewer Concern: HIGH

Users of the picnic area may include overnight campers or day users. With either type of user, it is
reasonable to assume that each expects a visually appealing, high quality, natural view of the reservoir,
surrounding forest and shoreline from this location. For this reason, viewer concern at KOP 5 is
considered HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Views of the reservoir and surrounding shoreline from KOP 5 are moderately screened, however, use of
this area is high in spring and summer and the typical time of use of the day use area ranges from one to
several hours. This supports a viewer exposure rating of MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

KOP 5 affords unrestricted immediate foreground and foreground views of the reservoir, beach and
scrubland. Middle ground views of the reservoir, far shore and distant forest and hills are also
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unobstructed from KOP 5. Users’ expectations for views of the reservoir and surrounding landscape in
late spring, summer and early fall, support a visual sensitivity of HIGH.

KOP 6—Giant Gap Campground (Shoreline Site #22)

KOP 6 provides a representative example of typical views experienced from developed campsites at GGCG
that are located in close proximity to the shoreline during maximum pool conditions (see Figure 4.2-9).
GGCG is located adjacent to the northwestern shore of Sugar Pine Reservoir. The campground has 30
developed sites, parking areas, and two vault toilets. As is typical of most campgrounds, however, the
nature and quality of views vary greatly from one campsite to another. In general, views from inland
campsites at GGCG (i.e., campsites furthest from the reservoir) are limited to immediate foreground and
foreground views of trees, scrub and camp facilities. Foreground or middle ground views of the reservoir
are largely or fully obscured from these sites. Campsites adjacent to the reservoir shoreline, however,
offer foreground and middle ground views of the reservoir that are partially or moderately obscured by
trees and other vegetation. KOP 6 (site #22) was selected as a representative example of the latter. KOP 6
is located approximately 30 feet from the reservoir at maximum pool.

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: PARTIAL RETENTION

In keeping with designations defined for the Sugar Pine Management Area in the TNF LRMP, the VQO for
KOP 4 is PARTIAL RETENTION.

Viewer Concern: HIGH

It is reasonable to assume that typical users of camping facilities at Giant Gap have high expectations
concerning quality of views in and from the campground. Their selection of Giant Gap and its natural
setting and isolated location is evidence of this. The level of concern of viewers at the campground is
somewhat mitigated by the presence of cultural features in the immediate foreground and foreground of
KOP 6 such as paved access roads, parking areas, the pedestrian trails, restroom facilities, and developed
camp sites. Nevertheless, viewer concern for KOP 6 considered HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Views from KOP 6 would be experienced by campers using the facilities for overnight or extended stays.
As such, exposures to the view would be extended but are still considered short-term by definition. As
such, viewer exposure at KOP 6 is considered MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

KOP 6 affords the viewer views of Sugar Pine reservoir in the immediate foreground and foreground and
views of the reservoir, far-shore, Sugar Pine boat ramp, and forested hillsides to the south in the middle

ground. These views have limited obstruction from trees and scrub along the northern shoreline. Trees

along the shore tend also to frame views of the reservoir adding content and perspective thus generally

enhancing the viewing experience. Background views from KOP 6 are obscured by topography, i.e., the

hills adjacent to the south shore. These conditions support a visual sensitivity of HIGH.
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KOP 7—Giant Gap Campground (Inland Site #11)

KOP 7 was selected to provide a representative example of views experienced from developed campsites
at GGCG that are located inland from the reservoir. KOP 7 is at Campsite #11 and is located
approximately 200 feet from the reservoir at maximum pool. In general, views from inland campsites are
heavily screened by the forest surrounding these sites. As seen in Figure 4.2-10, immediate foreground
and foreground views from KOP 7 include the forest floor, trees, scrub and camp facilities. Middle ground
views of the reservoir and background views are largely or fully obscured by forest.

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: PARTIAL RETENTION

In keeping with designations defined for the Sugar Pine Management Area in the TNF LRMP, the VQO for
KOP 7 is PARTIAL RETENTION.

Viewer Concern: HIGH

Viewer concern is closely associated with expectations of viewers and speaks to the interest level or
concern of viewers regarding the visual resources of a particular area or location. It is reasonable to
assume that typical users of camping facilities at Giant Gap have high expectations concerning quality of
views in and from the campground. Their selection of Giant Gap and its natural setting and isolated
location is evidence of this. The level of concern of viewers at the campground is somewhat mitigated by
the presence of cultural features in the immediate foreground and foreground of KOP 7 such as paved
access roads, parking areas, the pedestrian trail, and campsite facilities. Nevertheless, viewer concern for
KOP 7 considered HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Views from KOP 7 would be experienced by campers using the facilities for overnight or extended stays.
As such, exposures to the view would be relatively lengthy. For this reason, viewer exposure at KOP 7 is
considered MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: MODERATE

KOP 7 affords only limited views of Sugar Pine Reservoir due to its location in an area of dense forest
inland from the reservoir. This is true under both maximum and minimum pool conditions. For this
reason, visual sensitivity at KOP 7 is considered MODERATE.

KOP 8- Multi-Use Trail (Northwest Shore)

KOP 8 is located on the unpaved hiking/multi-use trail approximately 2 mile southwest of GGCG. This
observation point is located along an unpaved portion of the trail that runs between the campground and
the dam. Views from the trail near this location tend to be partially to heavily screened from view by
vegetation, but as seen in Figure 4.2-11, screening of views of the reservoir from KOP 8 is minor.
Immediate foreground views from KOP 8 include the reservoir, shoreline, and shoreline vegetation.
Middle ground views at maximum pool are dominated by the reservoir, far shoreline, the forested hillside
beyond, and the dam to the west. Background views are obscured by topography.
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At maximum pool, water is present in the immediate foreground at KOP 8. On the far-shore, the reservoir
extends to the base of forested areas along the southeast shoreline with a narrow band of bare shoreline
visible. As shown in Figure 4.2-11, foreground views during low pool conditions are dominated by
exposed gravel, mud and rock exposed by the receding reservoir. On the far-shore, the band of exposed
soil between the forested shoreline and water surface broadens and is noticeable. However, because the
shoreline is relatively steep in areas viewable from KOP 8 the area between the forest and waterline during
low pool conditions is not as broad as many other areas around the reservoir, particularly those adjacent
to MDUA.

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: RETENTION

In keeping with designations defined for the Sugar Pine Management Area in the TNF LRMP, the VQO for
KOP 8 is RETENTION...

Viewer Concern: HIGH

It is reasonable to assume that typical users of this portion of the trail have high expectations concerning
quality of views along the trail. The level of concern of viewers at KOP 8 is considered HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Views from KOP 8 would be experienced by hikers moving between the campground and dam or hiking
the entire loop of the around the reservoir including the JHMT and the unpaved trails extending east of
Sugar Pine Dam. Due to the steep terrain and lack of desirable picnic or resting areas along this part of
the trail, viewer exposure at KOP 8 is considered MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

KOP 8 affords the viewer views of Sugar Pine reservoir in the immediate foreground and foreground of
the reservoir water surface and middle ground views of the reservoir, far-shore, the inlet of Forbes Creek
and forested hillsides to the southeast. There is limited vegetative screening from this location and that
which does exists tends to enhance the viewing experience by framing views of the reservoir. These
conditions support a visual sensitivity of HIGH.

KOP 9— Joshua Hardt Memorial Trail (Southeast Shore)

KOP 9 is located on the JHMT approximately /2 mile northwest of the trail bridge on Forbes Creek. This
observation point is located along the paved portion of the JHMT that runs between the bridge at Forbes
Creek and the bridge crossing at Shirttail Creek. The JHMT at KOP 9 runs adjacent to the reservoir
shoreline with very limited vegetative screening and provides panoramic views of the reservoir to the
west, north and south. As seen in the figure, immediate foreground views at this observation point
include vegetation along the shoreline and the water surface. Foreground views are exclusively water
surface. Middle ground views include the shoreline on the far-shore and forested hillside beyond. This
observation point offers clear views of the shoreline along GGCG and MDUA directly across the reservoir.
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At maximum pool, water is present in the immediate foreground at KOP 9. On the far-shore, the reservoir
extends to the base of forested areas along the southeast shoreline with a narrow band of bare shoreline
visible. As shown in Figure 4.2-12, during low pool conditions, foreground views are dominated by gravel,
mud and rock exposed by the receding reservoir. On the far-shore, the band of exposed soil between the
forested shoreline and water surface broadens substantially and is noticeable. This is particularly evident
adjacent to the MDUA where waters are shallow even at maximum pool and the area of exposed ground
is expansive when the reservoir recedes.

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: RETENTION

In keeping with designations defined for the Sugar Pine Management Area in the TNF LRMP, the VQO for
KOP 9 is RETENTION.

Viewer Concern: HIGH

It is reasonable to assume that typical users of this portion of the JHMT have high expectations
concerning quality of views along the trail. Their selection of Sugar Pine Reservoir as a destination with its
natural setting and isolated location is evidence of this. The level of concern of viewers at KOP 9 is
considered HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Views from KOP 9 would be experienced by JHMT hikers walking from MDUA or GGCG to Forbes Creek or
hikers beginning treks for the parking area at the Sugar Pine boat ramp. Due to exposed views, relatively
flat terrain and multiple benches in the vicinity of KOP 9, viewers may spend extended periods of time
there to picnic or recreate. Viewer exposure at KOP 9 is considered MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

KOP 9 affords the viewer panoramic views of Sugar Pine Reservoir in the immediate foreground and
foreground of the reservoir water surface and middle ground views of the reservoir, far-shore, the inlet of
Shirttail Creek as well as the forested hillsides to the northeast and west. There is limited vegetative
screening from this location and that which does exist tends to enhance the viewing experience by
framing views of the reservoir. These conditions support a visual sensitivity of HIGH.

KOP 10— Joshua Hardt Memorial Trail (Forbes Creek)

KOP 10 is located on the JHMT approximately 1000 feet west of the Forbes creek bridge crossing, on the
north side of the creek (see Figure 4.2-13). This observation point is located along the paved portion of
the JHMT that runs between the bridge at Forbes Creek and the bridge crossing at Shirttail Creek. The
JHMT at KOP 10 runs adjacent to Forbes Creek near its outlet to Sugar Pine Reservoir. Immediate
foreground views at this observation point include riparian vegetation adjacent to the creek and a
broadening stream channel as the creek meets the reservoir at maximum pool elevation. Foreground
views are lush riparian vegetation along the north and south banks of the creek. A narrow and rocky
stream channel with multiple pools and ripples upstream of the observation point, giving way to a
broader channel with calmer waters as the creek enters the reservoir. Middle ground views are obscured
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in most directions due to the topography of the Forbes Creek Canyon, but middle ground views to the
north offer views of the reservoir and far-shore framed by the contours of the canyon opening to the
reservoir.

At maximum pool, water is present in the foreground at KOP 10. The transition from stream to reservoir is
clearly apparent. Little exposed ground is visible between the creek and reservoir water surfaces and
bands of riparian and forest vegetation surrounding both. During low pool conditions, creek flow may
decrease dramatically and the transition from stream to reservoir will occur further to the north of KOP 10.
At low-pool conditions, foreground views are dominated by gravel, mud and rock exposed by the
receding reservoir. On the far-shore, the band of exposed soil between the forested shoreline and water
surface broadens, though this is not particularly noticeable from KOP 10 due to the limited view of the
far-shore from this location.

Applicable Visual Quality Objective: RETENTION

In keeping with designations defined for the Sugar Pine Management Area in the TNF LRMP, the VQO for
KOP 10 is RETENTION. Viewer Concern: HIGH

Viewer concern is closely associated with expectations of viewers and speaks to the interest level or
concern of viewers regarding the visual resources of a particular area or location. It is reasonable to
assume that typical users of this portion of the JHMT have high expectations concerning quality of views
along the trail. The level of concern of viewers at KOP 10 is considered HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Views from KOP 10 would be experienced by JHMT hikers walking from MDUA or GGCG to Forbes Creek
or hikers beginning treks for the parking area at the Sugar Pine boat ramp. Forbes Creek is also popular
with easy access from the boat ramp parking area. Viewer exposure KOP 10 is considered MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

KOP 10 affords the viewer with diverse and dramatic natural views of the transition between stream and
reservoir settings. Forbes Creek the immediate foreground and foreground with views of the reservoir
beyond afford the viewer with a variety of colorful and compelling views from this vantage point
particularly during high reservoir pool conditions. These conditions support a visual sensitivity of HIGH.

KOP 11— Joshua M. Hardt Memorial Trail (Upper Shirttail Creek)

KOP 11 is located on the JHMT at the upper Shirttail Creek bridge crossing. This observation point is
located along the paved portion of the JHMT that runs between the MDUA and the Forbes Creek bridge.
The JHMT at KOP 11 crosses the creek via a footbridge. The footbridge affords hikers a unique experience
along the JHMT of enjoying 360° views of the creek and dense, lush and varied riparian habitat that
surrounds it (see Figure 4.2-14). Immediate foreground views at this observation point include the bridge,
the paved trail, and dense riparian vegetation adjacent to the creek in all directions. Foreground views are
exclusively of the stream channel and surrounding vegetation. Middle ground and background views are
nearly entirely obscured by vegetation.
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Applicable Visual Quality Objective: RETENTION

In keeping with designations defined for the Sugar Pine Management Area in the TNF LRMP, the VQO for
KOP 11 is RETENTION.

Viewer Concern: HIGH

Viewer concern is closely associated with expectations of viewers and speaks to the interest level or
concern of viewers regarding the visual resources of a particular area or location. Given the unique and
pleasing views afforded hikers at the Shirttail Creek bridge it is reasonable to assume that users of this
portion of the JHMT have high expectations concerning quality of views at this location. The level of
concern of viewers at KOP 11 is considered HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Views from KOP 11 would be experienced by JHMT hikers walking from MDUA or GGCG to Forbes Creek
or hikers beginning treks for the parking area at the Sugar Pine boat ramp. It affords an excellent
opportunity for rest and reflection. Users of MDUA could also be expected to venture to the bridge to
enjoy the views there and take advantage of a shady and quiet location without venturing any further
along the trail. Viewer exposure KOP 11 is considered MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

KOP 11 affords the viewer with diverse and dynamic natural views of the stream setting. Upper Shirttail
Creek affords the viewer with colorful and compelling views of the riparian corridor along the creek from a
bridge which also adds to the visual diversity and value of the scene. These conditions support a visual
sensitivity of HIGH.

KOP 12--Sugar Pine Boat Ramp

KOP 12 is located on the southern shore of Sugar Pine Reservoir, east of Forbes Creek and approximately
4 mile east of the dam. Looking north from KOP 12, immediate foreground views include paved road
and parking areas, the concrete ramp, floating docks, anchor lines and the waterline (see Figure 4.2-15).
Foreground views include the reservoir water surface and the forested shoreline immediately west of the
ramp and extending west toward the dam. To the north, middle ground views include the reservoir and
forested shoreline and hills on the far-shore. Views to the east are obscured by trees and topography.

At maximum pool, the reservoir extends to within 10 feet of the top of the boat ramp. The view is
pleasing in its natural appearance and balance of line, color, and texture. Areas of shoreline adjacent to
the boat ramp show relatively narrow bands of exposed soil and sand between the water line and
surrounding vegetation. Under low-pool conditions, the band of exposed soil between the forested
shoreline and water surface is much broader. This is most apparent in the immediate foreground and
foreground views. It is less distinct in middle ground views of the far shore. Views of the reservoir from
KOP 12 at low pool are less natural in appearance due to the bare ground between the forest and water.
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Applicable Visual Quality Objective: PARTIAL RETENTION

In keeping with designations defined for the Sugar Pine Management Area in the TNF LRMP, the VQO for KOP 12 is
PARTIAL RETENTION. Viewer Concern: HIGH

The level of concern of users at the boat ramp is influenced by the purpose of the viewer for their
presence there. The expectations of a recreational boater or fishing enthusiast may be substantially
different from that of a hiker, birder or kayaker at this location. It is, however, reasonable to assume that
typical users of the boat ramp have high expectations concerning quality of views at the location and on
the reservoir. Viewer concern at KOP 12 is HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Viewers at KOP 12 tend to use this location as a staging area, either to launch boats for use on the
reservoir or to use the parking area as a starting point for hiking or fishing along the JHMT. For these
reasons, viewer exposure at KOP 12 is considered MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: MODERATE

KOP 12 affords unrestricted immediate foreground and foreground views of the reservoir, forest and
forested shoreline. Views also include roadways, large parking areas and rest room facilities. Middle
ground views of the reservoir, far shore and forested hillside beyond. Viewers that stop at KOP 12 have
high expectations for views of the reservoir and surrounding landscape, but this is somewhat mitigated by
the developed nature of the site itself. For these reasons, KOP 12 visual sensitivity is considered
MODERATE.

KOP 13— Sugar Pine Reservoir (West)

KOP 13 is located on Sugar Pine Reservoir adjacent to the northwest shoreline approximately 1000 feet
east of Sugar Pine Dam. Immediate foreground views at this observation point are exclusively of water
surface. Foreground views to the south include the reservoir and southeast shoreline. Views to the west
are dominated by Sugar Pine Dam and adjacent shorelines. Views to the east include the northwest
shoreline and reservoir.

Figure 4.2-16 presents the view from the reservoir at maximum pool and at low pool. At maximum pool,
there is very little separation between the waterline and forest on all surrounding shorelines. The
waterline elevation at the dam is consistent with the elevation of the spillway, exposing only the structure
above the spillway. At low pool, the separation of forest along the shoreline and the reservoir water
surface is substantially larger. From KOP 13, this separation is less substantial than at other locations on
the reservoir due to the steep topography on the shorelines immediately north and south of the
observation point. Because of the steepness of the terrain, the expanse of area exposed as the reservoir
recedes is less than shallower areas around the reservoir.
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Applicable Visual Quality Objective: RETENTION

As noted above, the VQO for the Sugar Pine Management Area as stated in the TNF LRMP is RETENTION
for all areas that are on the reservoir.

Viewer Concern: HIGH

Viewer concern is closely associated with expectations of viewers and speaks to the interest level or
concern of viewers regarding the visual resources of a particular area or location. While boaters on the
reservoir represent a range of interests including fishing, photography, exercise, sightseeing, birdwatching
and others, it is reasonable to assume that typical users of the reservoir have high expectations
concerning quality of views on the water. The level of concern of viewers at KOP 13 is considered HIGH.

Viewer Exposure: MODERATE

Views from KOP 13 are from the water and, therefore represent views that are most likely to be
experienced by boaters. As such, these users that have invested some degree of effort and planning to
facilitate this experience are likely to spend an extended period on the water with relatively unrestricted
views of the surrounding landscape. This exposure is still considered “short-term” but viewer exposure at
KOP 12 is considered MODERATE.

Visual Sensitivity: HIGH

KOP 13 affords the viewer views of Sugar Pine reservoir in the immediate foreground and foreground of
the reservoir water surface and middle ground views of the reservoir, shorelines, forested hillsides and the
dam. Due to its location on the water, views of these features are unrestricted. These conditions support
a visual sensitivity of HIGH.

Areas Affected by Compensatory Mitigation Measures

Implementation of compensatory mitigation measures described in Chapter 2 and listed in Table 2-5 of
this DEIR/EIS, could potentially affect the quality of views outside of the Sugar Pine Reservoir basin and,
therefore, would not be viewable from the 13 KOPs described above. Specifically, activities associated
with the implementation of Measure L1 (restoration of forest habitat), M1 (restoration of off-site
emergent wetland vegetation), N1 (restoration of montane chaparral habitat), and O1 (restoration of off-
site stream habitat) could have short- and/or long-term effects on the quality of views in and near the
affected areas and may or may not be consistent with the TNF LRMP visual quality objectives applicable to
these areas.

4.2.2 Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards

This section discusses federal, state, and regional regulations, laws, ordinances, plans, policies and
standards applicable to the proposed project/action and pertaining specifically to potential project effects
on visual resources. As noted below, the protection and management of visual resources is addressed in
various federal, state, and local plans, and programs including the Tahoe National Forest Land and
Resources Management Plan and the Forest Service Landscape Aesthetics Scenery Management
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Handbook, and Visual Management System (VMS), and the Placer County General Plan as they pertain to
the protection of scenic resources.

4.2.2.1 Federal

Current management direction on desired future conditions for the management of scenic resources in
the Tahoe National Forest can be found in the following documents, filed at the District Office:

Tahoe National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP);
Forest Service Manual and Handbooks;
National Forest Management Act (NFMA)

The Tahoe National Forest LRMP (USFS 1990) was amended in 2001 by the Record of Decision for the
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (referred to as the 2001 SNFPA; USFS 2001), which was then
replaced in its entirety by the 2004 Record of Decision for the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (referred to as the SNFPA) (USFS 2004). Detailed
information including specific standards and guidelines for species management can be found in the 2004
SNFPA.

Regulations in federal law and guidance from the Tahoe NF LRMP gives direction to resource managers
and lays out a framework for analysis of impacts on Forest resources. The National Forest Management
Act (NFMA) and its implementing regulations, requires the inventory and evaluation of the Forest's visual
resources, addressing the landscape’s visual attractiveness and the public’s visual expectations.
Management prescriptions for definitive lands areas of the forest are to include visual quality objectives.
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) states that it is the “continuing responsibility of the
Federal Government to use all practicable means to assure for all Americans, aesthetically and culturally
pleasing surroundings.” NEPA also requires “a systematic and interdisciplinary approach which will insure
the integrated use of the natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts into planning and
decision-making which may have an impact on man's environment.” Numerous federal laws require all
Federal land management agencies to consider scenery and aesthetic resources in land management
planning, resource planning, project design, implementation, and monitoring.

Several USDA handbooks have been developed to establish a framework for management of scenic and
visual resources. This report relies upon the principles outlined in Agricultural Handbook Nos. 434, 462,
and 559. These handbooks focus on identifying principles and concepts that begin to quantify and
describe the visual elements and qualities that determine the appearance of a landscape or viewshed.
They describe concepts in identifying the characteristic landscape, landscape variety, deviations, and
variable factors, explain how to apply these concepts to the management of activities such as timber
management and forest health projects, and define visual quality objectives.

4.2.2.2 State

No state regulations, goals or policies as they pertain to the protection of scenic resources at Sugar Pine
Reservoir are applicable to the proposed project/action.
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4223 Local

County of Placer General Plan

The County of Placer General Plan does not contain a separate element for visual or aesthetic resources;
however, the General Plan addresses visual and scenic resources including scenic corridors and scenic
viewsheds in the Conservation and Open Space Element.

4.2.3 Environmental Impacts/Consequences

4.23.1 Definition and Use of CEQA Significance Criteria and NEPA Indicators

The CEQA criteria and guidelines described as follows are also used as indicators of adverse effect under
NEPA. The criteria used to assess the significance of visual impacts resulting from the proposed
project/action are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR]
15000 et seq.), which identify four criteria that can lead to a determination of significant visual impact.
These criteria are described in the following list.

A development project could have a significant impact on aesthetics if the project would:
Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site andits
surroundings;

Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area; or

Result in an inconsistency with applicable scenic integrity objective or visual resource
management system objective.

In keeping with NEPA requirements and in response to public input during project scoping, the TNF has
identified a several indicators to be considered in determining the potential direct, indirect and cumulative
effects of the proposed action on aesthetics and visual resources. These include:

changes to landscape dominance elements (form, line, color, texture) in terms of degree of
contrast that results from the proposed action and future reservoir operations;

projected time during the recreation season that reservoir would be at full pool and at other
increments down to minimum recreation pool;

new recreational structures and the proposed radial gates compliance with TNF Plan visual
guidelines for materials, colors and reflectivity;

description of key viewpoints from Sugar Pine Dam, Giant Gap Campground, Manzanita Day Use
Area, Sugar Pine Boat Ramp, Josh Hardt Trail (selected locations), the entrance road to Shirttail
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Creek/Giant Gap campgrounds, and from the reservoir itself, facing Shirttail and Forbes Creek
drainages;

analysis of view duration and number of viewers including from what distance zone the reservoir
would be viewed using available data and USFS impact assessment methods: and

assess project compliance with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for visual management
within the project area and from established viewpoints and the project’s consistency with Forest
Plan Visual Quality Objectives.

Tahoe National Forest Visual Management System (VMS)

To evaluate the significance of the potential effects of the proposed project/action on scenic resources,
this DEIR/EIS relies on methods of assessing visual quality applied by TNF as expressed in the U.S. Forest
Service's VMS as described in detail below. Consistency of the project with the Tahoe National Forest
Land and Resources Management Plan, specifically the Visual Quality Objectives for the Sugar Pine
Management Area is a key indicator of the significance of project effects on visual resources and whether
an effect is or is not considered adverse.

Compensatory Mitigation Measures and Management Requirements

As described in Chapter 2 of this DEIR/EIS Compensatory Mitigation Measures and mandatory USFS
Management Requirements are included as part of the proposed project/action for the mitigation of
project impacts on existing recreational facilities and sensitive resources. None of these measures or
requirements, however, relate directly to reducing potential project impacts on visual resources.

4232 Direct and Indirect Effects
Impact VIS-1: Adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impact Determination: No impact (CEQA) and
no effect (NEPA).

The Management Area 096: Sugar Pine section of the Tahoe National Forest Land and Resources
Management Plan does not designate any “scenic vistas” within the management area. However, the
reservoir and reservoir shoreline provide the focal point of views from various locations around the
reservoir including Sugar Pine Road, Sugar Pine Dam, JHMT, GGCG and SCCG, MDUA, Sugar Pine boat
ramp and parking areas, and the reservoir itself has high scenic value to recreationists using the camping,
boating and hiking facilities as well as passing motorists on Sugar Pine Road.

No Project Alternative

Under the CEQA No Project Alternative defined in section 3.2 of this draft EIR/EIS, no modifications to
facilities at Sugar Pine Dam or recreational features at the reservoir would be implemented. District
diversions from the reservoir would continue and would increase over time to meet growth in water
demand from implementation of the Foresthill Community Plan approved by the County of Placer. . Here,
he No Project Alternative represents the environmental baseline conditions on which the potential impact
of the proposed project and project alternatives, under CEQA, is based.  Under that No Project
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Alternative, seasonal drawdowns of Sugar Pine Reservoir will, on average, increase in size. Over time, the
frequency of drawdowns to the designated reservoir minimum pool elevation will increase. During these
drawdowns, areas of bare ground between the forest surrounding the reservoir and the waterline will alter
views from locations around the reservoir. The nature and quality of these views during low pool
conditions is generally considered lower than at maximum pool.

No Action Alternative

Under the NEPA No Action Alternative, no modifications to facilities at Sugar Pine Dam or recreational
features at the reservoir would be implemented. In addition, existing Sugar Pine Reservoir management
and operational conditions would be continued. In keeping with NEPA requirements to account for future
actions likely to occur in the absence of the proposed action, the No Action Alternative includes approval
of the extension of Water Right 15375. That extension will allow FPUD to continue to serve existing water
customers within the District service area and execute transfers of surplus water, as well as serve new
customers due to future planned growth and development within the service area. Under that No Action
Alternative, seasonal drawdowns of Sugar Pine Reservoir will, on average, increase in size. Over time, the
frequency of drawdowns to the designated reservoir minimum pool elevation will increase. During these
drawdowns, areas of bare ground between the forest surrounding the reservoir and the waterline will alter
views from locations around the reservoir. The nature and quality of these views during low pool
conditions is generally considered lower than at maximum pool.

Given that the effect of the No Action Alternative on views would be similar to views observed historically
at the reservoir, and because no designated “scenic vistas” occur within the project area, the impact of the
No Action Alternative is considered have no impact under CEQA. Given that conditions anticipated under
the No Action Alternative serve as the environmental baseline for determining environmental effect, the
No Action Alternative would have no effect under NEPA. The Action Alternatives represent the
environmental baseline conditions on which the following determination of potential project effects NEPA
is based.

Proposed Project/Action and Alternative 2 (Helicopter Harvest)

With implementation of the proposed project/action and Alternative 2 (Helicopter Timber Harvest), radial
gates would be installed within the existing spillway. These gates will increase the storage capacity of
Sugar Pine reservoir and expand the reservoir's area of inundation. This expansion will require the
removal of much of the JHMT and the elimination of several campsites and picnic facilities at GGCG. In
addition, portions of MDUA will be inundated at maximum pool elevations with the project and will
require the removal of a number of picnic and viewing facilities including benches, tables and interpretive
displays. These facilities will be replaced in-kind as compensatory mitigation for losses due to the
proposed action. In addition, new facilities will be added as part of these measures including shade
structures at MDUA and hardened pedestrian walkways extending between MDUA and CCGC to the
minimum pool elevation waterline if deemed to be appropriate based on responses from post-project
recreational users.
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In keeping with FPUD'’s current Special Use Permit (SUP) with the Forest Service and its original agreement
with Bureau of Reclamation for the acquisition of the Sugar Pine Project, FPUD is responsible for
replacing any and all recreational facilities directly affected by installation of the radial gates. To comply
with this requirement, FPUD in collaboration with the USFS, developed the compensatory mitigation plan
described in detail in Chapter 2 of this EIR/EIS. With implementation of the mitigation plan, facilities that
currently provide the opportunity for visitors to enjoy scenic vistas that would be removed to
accommodate the proposed project, would be replaced in kind. While the exact vistas from viewpoints
lost due to the proposed action cannot be duplicated via the mitigation plan, the nature and quality of
views from the new facilities can be recreated through replacement of the affected facilities in locations
that afford viewers comparable vistas of the reservoir, shoreline, surrounding forest, and Shirttail Creek
and Forbes Creek riparian areas.

The effect of the proposed project/action and Alternative 2 on the visual character and quality from each
of the key observation points identified for this DEIR/EIS is addressed under Impact VIS-3, below. The
project, however, would have no impact on a "scenic vista” because, as discussed above, there are no
designated scenic vistas within the Sugar Pine Management Area. Similarly, the project would have no
effect on scenic vistas under NEPA for the same reason.

Alternative 1: JHMT Realignment

As described in Chapter 2 of this DEIR/EIS, all project elements associated with Alternative 1 would be
identical to the proposed project/action with the following exception: the alignment of the proposed
replacement of the JHMT north of Forbes Creek would be altered to avoid an identified population of
Layne's butterweed, a plant species federally listed as threatened. As the area in which the alternate
alignment of the JHMT is not in view of any designated scenic vista, Alternative 1 would have no impact
on a scenic vista under CEQA. For the same reason, Alternative 2 would have no effect under NEPA.

Impact VIS-2: Damage to scenic resources, including trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway. Impact Determination: No impact
(CEQA) and no effect (NEPA).

All Alternatives

There are no designated state scenic highways in or near the Sugar Pine Management Area. In fact, no
roads in Placer County are designated under the California Scenic Highway Mapping System.? Highway 49
in the southwest part of the county is considered eligible for designation as are portions of US 80, State
Route 89 and State Route 28 in the far northeast corner of Placer County. Because the project area is not
within view of any designated or eligible scenic highways, the project would have no impact/effect on
views from a state scenic highway.

2 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/16 livability/scenic_highways/. Screenshot of website. March 27,
2017.
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Impact VIS-3: Degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
Impact Determination: Less than significant with mitigation incorporated
(CEQA) and no effect (NEPA) (short-term construction-related impacts).
Significant and unavoidable (CEQA) and adverse (NEPA) (long-term operational
impacts).

No Project Alternative

Under the CEQA No Project Alternative, no modifications to facilities at Sugar Pine Dam or recreational
features at the reservoir would be implemented. District diversions from the reservoir would continue and
would increase over time to meet growth in water demand from implementation of the Foresthill
Community Plan approved by the County of Placer. Here, the No Project Alternative represents the
environmental baseline conditions on which the potential impact of the proposed project and project
alternatives, under CEQA, is based. Under that No Project Alternative, seasonal drawdowns of Sugar Pine
Reservoir will, on average, increase in size. Over time, the frequency of drawdowns to the designated
reservoir minimum pool elevation will increase. During these drawdowns, areas of bare ground between
the forest surrounding the reservoir and the waterline will alter views from locations around the reservoir.
The nature and quality of these views during low pool conditions is generally considered lower than at
maximum pool.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, existing facilities would not be modified and no new facilities would be
constructed. In addition, existing Sugar Pine Reservoir management and operational conditions would be
continued. As noted, FPUD would continue to serve existing water customers within the District service
area and execute transfers of surplus water, as well as serve new customers due to future planned growth
and development within the service area. Over time, the frequency of drawdowns to the designated
reservoir minimum pool elevation will increase. During these drawdowns, areas of bare ground between
the forest surrounding the reservoir and the waterline alter views from locations around the reservoir.
This is particularly evident in locations where the elevation change between the shoreline and waterline is
gradual as it is the vicinity of MDUA. The character and quality of these views is generally considered
lower during low pool conditions than at maximum pool.

Under the No Action Alternative low pool conditions would generally increase in extent, frequency and
duration overtime. These views however would not differ in terms of line, color, pattern, and/or size and
scale from views observed historically during low pool conditions from all KOPs identified in this DEIR/EIS.
As such, the impact of the No Action Alternative is considered less than significant under CEQA. Given
that conditions anticipated under the No Action Alternative serve as the environmental baseline for
determining environmental effect, the No Action Alternative would have no effect under NEPA.
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Proposed Project/Action
Short-Term Construction-related Visual Effects Analysis

Construction activities associated with the proposed installation of radial gates at Sugar Pine Dam would
include the transport and installation of the gates and related facilities at the dam, timber and brush
removal within the expanded inundation area of Sugar Pine Reservoir, the demolition and removal of
recreational facilities within the expanded area of inundation, and the construction of replacement
facilities and implementation of other compensatory mitigation measures such as Shirttail Creek habitat
enhancement, fuel management, and pond construction as outlined in the compensatory mitigation plan.
These activities could be visible to motorists on Sugar Pine Road and/or recreationists.

Impacts on the existing visual character of landscapes at and around the reservoir would result from the
influx of construction vehicles, equipment, and workers to the area. Gate installation, timber harvest
operations, construction staging, and facilities demolition and construction will temporarily alter and
degrade the visual character of the area which is currently dominated by views of the forested shoreline
and water surface of Sugar Pine Reservoir, Sugar Pine Dam, the boat ramp, JHMT and developed camping
and picnic facilities at GGCG, Shirttail Campground, and MDUA.

While the visual impact of project construction activities would be temporary, both the visibility of
construction vehicles and equipment and disturbances in the landscape associated with the preparation
of construction work area could degrade existing visual character of the project area for recreational users
at Sugar Pine Reservoir. With implementation of mitigation measures Mitigation Measure VIS-1 and
Mitigation Measure VIS-2 the potential for visual impacts during construction would be reduced to less-
than-significant |levels under CEQA and to no effect under NEPA by limiting public access to USFS
recreational facilities with views of the project area during project construction and by requiring the
restoration of all temporary work areas to near pre- construction conditions (when construction has been
completed).

Long-Term Visual Effects Analysis

The potential long-term impacts on visual character and quality of the project area resulting from the
proposed project/action are described below. As stated previously, KOPs were identified at various
locations around Sugar Pine Reservoir with the intent to provide an array of vantage points that represent
key views experienced by the spectrum of project area users including, but not limited to motorists,
campers, boaters, fishers, hikers, swimmers and picnickers.

KOP 1: Sugar Pine Dam Parking Area/Viewpoint

As described above, KOP 1 is located at the eastern edge of the visitor parking lot on the southern edge
of Sugar Pine Dam. Looking east, north and south from KOP 1 viewers are afforded foreground views of
the dam, reservoir water surface and the forested shoreline adjacent to the north and south ends of the
dam. KOP 1's location on Sugar Pine Dam also affords an immediate foreground view of the dam'’s
spillway in which radial gates and support facilities would be installed. Middle ground views from KOP 1
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include the reservoir, far-shore adjacent to Forbes Creek and forested hillside to the east. From KOP 1,
background views are obscured by topography.

At maximum pool, the reservoir extends to the base of forested areas on the north and south shores of
the reservoir with a narrow band of bare shoreline visible. During low pool conditions, the band of
exposed soil between the forested shoreline and water surface (an area commonly referred to as the
"bathtub ring") is broader.

Implementation of the proposed project/action will affect long-term views from KOP 1 in a number of
ways. First, current views from KOP 1 include forested hillsides that extend to the maximum pool shoreline
on the northwest and southeast shorelines of Sugar Pine Reservoir immediately adjacent to the dam.
Trees along both shorelines partially screen middle ground views of the reservoir and far shoreline. These
trees also frame the view of the reservoir as seen from KOP 1, providing a pleasing view of the landscape
particularly when the reservoir is at maximum pool. The proposed project/action will remove trees that
occur within the expanded inundation area. This will expand/widen the views of the reservoir and far
shore compared to current conditions. During low pool conditions, areas of bare soil along the shoreline
will be more visible from KOP 1 due to the tree removal along the north and south shorelines and the
reduction in vegetative screening. Some tree stumps will remain in the cleared areas but will be flush-cut.

As described in Chapter 2, various locations of paved portions of the JHMT to be replaced under the
proposed project/action will be left in place and these locations may be within middle ground views from
KOP 1. The pavement however would be ripped and covered with soil and would likely not be clearly
visible from KOP 1.

Second, the expansion of the reservoir's area of inundation will increase the size and scale of the reservoir
at maximum pool in relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested hillsides adjacent to shore. In
years where FPUD does not execute a water transfer, or when future transfers do not exceed the historical
maximum of 2,000 acre-feet, views of exposed soil between the waterline and forested hillside during low
pool conditions will be less apparent or unchanged from KOP 1 relative to existing conditions. This is
because the proposed project/action would increase maximum storage at the reservoir by over 3,600
acre-feet. In doing so, the project would add approximately 44 acres to the reservoir's surface area at
maximum pool (from 160 acres currently to 204 acres) and just under 5,000 linear feet to its current
shoreline (from approximately 22,230 feet currently at maximum pool to a projected 27, 123 feet with the
gates in place). With an expanded reservoir, diversions and releases would result in a narrower (albeit
longer) “bathtub ring” around the reservoir when compared to current conditions with the same
diversions/releases.

It is important to note, however, that the proposed project/action would allow for periodic water transfers
of up to 5,000 AF. This would exceed the 2,000 AF historical transfer maximum by 3,000 AF. The diversion
of an additional 3,000 AF would result in a substantially broader ring of exposed soil around the reservoir
relative to historical conditions, and this would adversely affect the visual character of the reservoir as
seen from KOP 1. This is somewhat offset by improved views of the reservoir the project would afford via
a larger reservoir at maximum pool and a reduced low pool impacts during non-transfer years, but,
nevertheless would be considered a significant impact on visual character from KOP 1.
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The potential frequency of transfers of up to 5,000 AF under the proposed project/action is dependent on
a number of variables including, but not limited to, the availability of a willing buyer; local hydrology; spill
conditions at Folsom Reservoir, the ability of FPUD to timely obtain regulatory permitting agency
approvals, and projected water demand within the FPUD service area. These conditions preclude an
accurate prediction of the frequency and amounts of potential future transfers with implementation of the
proposed project/action. As described in Chapter 2 of this DEIR/EIS, under consistently ideal conditions
(i.e., conditions that support the highest possible frequency of transfers of up to 5,000 acre-feet) a transfer
of up to 5,000 AF could occur once every three years. Under this scenario, the proposed project/action
would adversely affect views at KOP 1, no more than once every three years when a transfer of 5,000 acre-
feet AF is executed. The effect of this impact on travelers and recreationists would depend on the timing
of the transfer. An early transfer, i.e., a spring transfer, would have the greatest effect on recreational
users at Sugar Pine in that reductions in reservoir levels would occur early in the recreation season, which
typically begins on Memorial Day. A late-season transfer on the other hand would divert water toward
the end of the recreation season, exposing fewer users to lower reservoir levels.

Lastly, as noted above, KOP 1 affords the closest view of the proposed radial gates and related facilities to
be installed in the Sugar Pine Dam spillway. The gates and facilities will substantially alter the immediate
foreground view down into the spillway from KOP 1. Foreground, middle ground and background views
from KOP 1 would be relatively unaffected by the radial gates.

Form: As described above, “form” is defined as the dimensional shape and/or dimensional mass of an
object or group of objects that appear unified in relation to the landscape. Under the proposed
project/action, some of the existing screening of middle ground views provided by trees on the north and
south shorelines will be eliminated. This will provide a wider view of the far shoreline and forested hillside
east of the reservoir. The “framing” effect currently provided by tree along the northwest and southeast
shorelines will be lessened somewhat by tree removal but the effect itself will remain intact. Various
facilities including the radial gates, hoists, and support structures described in Section 2, will be visible
from KOP 1 upon completion of the proposed project.

Views of recreational facilities to be constructed under the compensatory mitigation plan from KOP 1
would generally be obscured by the forest and topography, with one exception. The multiuse trail
replacement adjacent to the northwest and southeast shoreline of Sugar Pine Reservoir will be visible
from KOP 1. As the new trail would be an in-kind replacement of the existing trail, the contrast in form
between the proposed trail and the existing trail would be not be substantial as viewed from KOP 1.

For these reasons, changes to the form of immediate foreground, foreground and middle ground views of
the reservoir and shoreline from KOP 1 is considered MODERATE.

Line: As noted, “line” is the path, real or imagined, that the eye follows when perceiving abrupt differences
in form, color, or texture or when objects are aligned in a one-dimensional sequence, usually evident as
the edge of shapes or masses in the landscape. The line of sight of viewers at KOP 1 includes a panorama
moving from foreground views of the dam, spillway and parking area to foreground and middle ground
views of the forested shorelines adjacent to the dam and middle ground views of the reservoir and far-
shore during maximum pool conditions (see Figure 4.2-2). During low pool conditions the line is altered
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due to the expanse of bare ground between the water surface and forest edge exposed with the receding
reservoir.

Under the proposed project, the radial gates and related facilities will be visible from KOP 1 to varying
degrees. The gates will be screened from view when in the lowered/closed position. When open, the
gates will be in view in the immediate foreground from KOP 1. As such, installation of the gates will alter
the line of sight from KOP 1.

Tree removal and expansion of the inundation area under the proposed project/action will minimally
affect the line of sight from KOP1. While the water line at maximum pool will be higher under the
proposed project/action and the reservoir larger at low pool, the line of these features will not be
appreciably different. The line of sight to features on the far-shore will be slightly greater under the
project due to the removal of trees along the northwest and southeast shore lines which currently provide
limited screening/framing of views to the east from KOP 1. Lastly, construction of a new multi-use trail
near KOP 1 would be an in-kind replacement of the existing trail, the contrast in line between the new and
existing trail as viewed from KOP 1 would be not be substantial. For these reasons the effect of the
project on line is considered WEAK.

Color: Color is the property of reflecting light of a particular intensity and wavelength to which the eye is
sensitive. Colors observed from KOP1 vary considerably depending on light conditions but, in general are
dominated by the stark gray colors of the dam, spillway and parking area in the immediate foreground,
deep grey/green of the reservoir, greens of the forested shoreline and surrounding hillsides, light brown
grey of the exposed shoreline between the forest edge and reservoir, and pale tans of the areas of bare
ground at MDUA.

Under the proposed project, the spectrum of color observed from KOP 1 will remain unchanged with the
following exceptions. Structures associated with the radial gate installation that are visible from KOP 1
will present a departure from the existing color scheme of the dam and spillway structure. Depending on
the color of these facilities, this departure could have a substantial effect on views of the spillway and dam
from the observation point. Also, under the proposed project, the size of the reservoir during maximum
pool and low pool conditions will be greater relative to the surrounding forest as compared to current
conditions. Colors associated with the reservoir will be slightly more prominent relative to the forested
hillsides. For these reasons, the effect of the project on color is considered to be WEAK to STRONG.

Pattern: Pattern is the sequences and combinations of forms, lines, and/or colors that combine to form
pleasing visual experience. The patterns contained in views of the dam, reservoir, shoreline and forest
from KOP1 do indeed provide the viewer a pleasing visual experience. With one exception, i.e., the
introduction of radial gate facilities in the dam spillway, patterns observed from KOP1 under the proposed
project/action will not change appreciably from current conditions. The effect of the project on pattern
would be WEAK.

Size and Scale: As noted above, the expansion of the reservoir’s area of inundation will increase the size
and scale of the reservoir at maximum pool in relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested hillsides
adjacent to shore. In addition, views of exposed soil between the waterline and forested hillside that
occur during low pool conditions will change under the proposed project. In years where no water
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transfer is conducted by FPUD, the breadth of the area of exposed soil and the reservoir waterline (the
"bathtub ring”) will be somewhat reduced under the proposed project/action relative to the no project
and no action alternatives during low pool conditions. In years where a transfer is conducted that is 2,000
AF or less, conditions related to exposed soil around the reservoir will be similar to or less than those
under the no project or no action alternatives. In years where FPUD is able to execute a transfer of
between 2,000 AF (the historical maximum) and 5,000 AF (the proposed future maximum), the ring of
exposed soil/reservoir bottom around the reservoir would appear larger than under the No Project or No
Action Alternatives. For these reasons, the effect of the project on the size and scale of features in views
from KOP 1 is MODERATE.

KOP 2—Sugar Pine Road at Sugar Pine Dam

KOP 2 is located on Sugar Pine Road at the center of Sugar Pine Dam. To the east of KOP 2 travelers on
the roadway are afforded views of the dam structure, spillway and reservoir water line in the immediate
foreground. Foreground views include the reservoir water surface and the forested shoreline running east
from the north and south ends of the dam. Middle ground views of the reservoir and far shore can be
observed through the constriction formed by forested shorelines to the north and south of the reservoir.
Background views of the forest and mountains beyond the far shore can also be seen through the
constriction (see Figure 4.2-3). KOP 2's location on Sugar Pine Dam also affords immediate foreground
and foreground views of the dam as well as brief views of the spillway from passing cars.

Form: The forms observed in views, i.e., shapes and masses of objects, observed from passing motorists at
KOP 2 will be marginally altered by the proposed project. Trees adjacent to the current shoreline at
maximum pool will be removed to accommodate the expanded inundation area. Under the proposed
project/action, the reservoir at maximum pool and during low pool conditions will appear larger relative
to the surrounding landscape. The radial gates and support structures will be visible, to varying degrees
by passing motorists at KOP 2. For these reasons, changes to the form of immediate foreground,
foreground and middle ground views of the reservoir and shoreline is considered MODERATE.

Line: The line of sight of viewers at KOP 2 includes a panorama moving from foreground views of the
dam, spillway and parking area to foreground and middle ground views of the forested shorelines
adjacent to the dam and middle ground views of the reservoir and far-shore during maximum pool
conditions. During low pool conditions the line is altered due to the expanse of bare ground between the
water surface and forest edge exposed with the receding reservoir. In addition, the radial gates and
related facilities will be visible from KOP 2 to varying degrees. Tree removal and expansion of the
inundation area under the proposed project/action will minimally affect the line of sight from KOP 2.
While the water line at maximum pool will be higher under the proposed project/action and the reservoir
larger at low pool relative to existing conditions, the line of these features will not be appreciably
different. The line of sight to features on the far-shore will be slightly greater under the project due to the
removal of trees along the northwest and southeast shorelines. For these reasons the effect of the project
on line is considered WEAK.

Color: Colors observed from KOP 2 vary considerably depending on light conditions but, in general are
dominated by the stark gray colors of the dam, spillway, and roadway in the immediate foreground; deep
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grey/green of the reservoir; greens of the forested shoreline and surrounding hillsides; light brown grey of
the exposed shoreline between the forest edge and reservoir; and pale tans of the areas of bare ground at
MDUA.

Under the proposed project, the spectrum of color observed from KOP 2 will remain unchanged with the
following exceptions. Structures associated with the radial gate installation that are visible from KOP 2
will present a departure from the existing color scheme of the dam and spillway structure. Depending on
the color of these facilities, this departure could have a substantial effect on views of the dam and spillway
from KOP 2. Also, under the proposed project/action, the size of the reservoir during maximum pool and
low pool conditions will be greater relative to the surrounding forest as compared to current conditions.
Colors associated with the reservoir will be slightly more prominent relative to the forested hillsides.
Lastly, light-colored areas at MDUA visible from KOP1 will be somewhat reduced under the proposed
project/action at maximum pool. For these reasons, the effect of the project on color is considered to be
WEAK to STRONG.

Pattern: The patterns contained in views of the dam, reservoir, shoreline and forest from KOP 2 provide
the viewer a pleasing visual experience. With one exception, i.e,, the introduction of radial gate facilities in
the dam spillway, patterns observed from KOP 2 under the proposed project/action will not change
appreciably from current conditions. The effect of the project on pattern would be WEAK.

Size and Scale: The expansion of the reservoir's area of inundation will increase the size and scale of the
reservoir at maximum pool in relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested hillsides adjacent to
shore. In addition, views of exposed soil between the waterline and forested hillside that occur during low
pool conditions will change under the proposed project. For these reasons, the effect of the project on
the size and scale of features in views from KOP 2 is MODERATE.

KOP 3—Entrance to Giant Gap and Shirttail Creek Campgrounds

Immediate foreground and foreground views from KOP 3 facing south include moderately vegetated
areas of scrub and forest, paved roadways for access to the two campgrounds and day use area, signage,
and public restrooms (see Figure 4.2-4). Views of the reservoir and shoreline are patchy due to substantial
screening from trees between the entrance and waterline and topography. Middle ground views from
KOP 3 include the screened and limited views reservoir surface, far shore, and forested hillsides to the
south of the reservoir. Background views from KOP 3 are obscured by topography.

Form: Because the views of the reservoir surface and shoreline from KOP 3 are heavily screened, the
contrast in appearance of the reservoir during maximum pool and low pool conditions from this
observation point are not substantial. Under the proposed project, some of the existing screening of
foreground and middle ground views provided by trees on the northwest shorelines will be eliminated.
This will provide a wider view of the reservoir and far shoreline, the MDUA and forested hillside east of the
reservoir. Additionally, the reservoir shoreline at maximum pool will be substantially closer to KOP 3.
Nevertheless, views of the parking area and roadways will continue to dominate. As such, project
alterations to the forms observed from KOP 3, i.e., shapes and masses of objects, will be limited. Proposed
tree removal will afford greater visibility of the shoreline and reservoir beyond the parking area. The
reservoir and shoreline will have greater visibility from KOP 3 under the proposed project. At low pool
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conditions, expanses of exposed due to the receding reservoir will be more visible from KOP 3. However,
the size of the reservoir during low pool conditions will be generally larger with the proposed
project/action relative to pre-project conditions. In years when FPUD can execute a water transfer of
5,000 AF, the size of the reservoir at the completion of that transfer will be comparable conditions during
transfers of 2,000 AF under the No Project and No Action alternatives.

For these reasons, changes to the form of KOP 3 immediate foreground, foreground and middle ground
views of the reservoir and shoreline is WEAK.

Line of Sight: As shown in Figure 4.2-4, the line of sight from KOP 3 offers a relatively limited view of the
reservoir and shoreline. Views are screened to the east, west and north by forest and topography.
Foreground views are dominated by the parking area, related facilities, and the roadways. Line of sight
under the proposed project/action will include greater views of the reservoir and shoreline, the focal point
of views from KOP3 will continue to be the roadways, parking areas and facilities which will not
substantially change under the project. For these reasons the effect of the project on line is considered
WEAK.

Color: Colors of the dominant features viewed from KOP 3, e.g., the roadway, parking area and related
facilities will not change under the proposed project. The removal of trees will reduce the level of
screening of views of the reservoir and shoreline from this point, and the color of the reservoir will be
more apparent. This would be true for post project conditions at maximum pool and at low pool. For
these reasons, the effect of the project on color is WEAK.

Pattern: Patterns observed at KOP 3 are comprised of a mixture of roadway features, signage,
parking/restroom facilities in the foreground and screened views of the reservoir and shoreline beyond.

In large part, the prominent patterns in this view will remain unchanged with the project. Patterns
presented by the near shoreline, surrounding forest, the reservoir and the far-shore also will not change
substantially with the proposed project/action except that exposure to these views will be improved
somewhat by the removal of trees that are currently within the expanded area of inundation. The effect of
the project on patterns seen from KOP 3 would be WEAK.

Size and Scale: The size and scale of features prominent in the view from KOP 3 will not change under
the proposed project. As noted, the expansion of the reservoir’'s inundation area will increase the size and
scale of the reservoir at maximum pool and low pool in relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested
hillsides adjacent to shore. The size and scale of areas of exposed soil between the waterline and forested
hillside during low pool conditions will also change under the proposed project. Views of the reservoir
and shoreline, however, are limited at KOP 3 and will continue to be with the proposed project. For these
reasons, the effect of the project on the size and scale of features in views from KOP3 are considered
WEAK.

KOP 4— Manzanita Day Use Area

Views of the immediate foreground from KOP 4 include bare ground, trees and shrubs, and a portion of
the JHMT. At maximum pool, the reservoir extends to the beach area at the MDUA. Middle ground views
of the north and south shorelines shore a narrow band of bare ground between the water surface and
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forested areas. Some bare areas with distinctive rock features are visible in various locations along the
shoreline at maximum pool. In addition, a small island feature is visible just offshore from the day use
area. Background views from KOP 4 are obscured by topography.

Under low pool conditions, a wide band of darker colored soil/mud extends beyond the light-colored
beach area to waters-edge (see Figure 4.2-5). During low pool conditions, the island feature is landlocked
and no longer appears as an island. At low pool, the band of exposed soil between the forested shoreline
and water surface along the north and south shorelines appears much broader in middle ground views.

Form: Alterations to the forms observed from KOP 4, i.e., shapes and masses of objects, will substantial
under the proposed project/action. Proposed tree removal will afford greater visibility of the shoreline and
reservoir, but will eliminate the framing effect and points of interest in those views that are currently
present. In addition, vegetation on the island feature which now presents high visual interest to viewers
will be cleared and the island itself will no longer be visible at maximum pool. During low pool conditions,
expanses of exposed soil will dominate foreground and middle ground views as would also be the case
with the No Action alternative. The size of the reservoir during low pool conditions, will be greater with
the project relative to the no action alternative. For these reasons, changes to the forms presented in
immediate foreground, foreground and middle ground views of the reservoir and shoreline is considered
to be MODERATE.

Line of Sight: As shown in Figure 4.2-5, the existing line of sight from KOP 4 is somewhat screened by
trees and other vegetation. Line of sight under the proposed project/action will include wider, less
obstructed views of the reservoir and shoreline. Views from KOP 4, however, will contain less diversity
with the elimination of the island feature and tree/vegetation removal. For these reasons the effect of the
project on line is considered MODERATE.

Color: Colors of the dominant features viewed from KOP 4, e.g., the reservoir, shorelines and surrounding
areas that make up the MDUA will not change substantially under the proposed project. The removal of
trees will expand views of the reservoir and shoreline from this point and the color of reservoir would be
more dominant. This would be true for post project conditions at maximum pool and at low pool. For
these reasons, the effect of the project on color is considered WEAK.

Patterns: As is evident in Figure 4.2-5, the patterns observed at KOP 4 are comprised of a mixture of trees,
shrubs, gravel and the paved pathway of the JHMT in the foreground and screened views of the reservoir,
island feature, and shoreline beyond. The prominent patterns in this view change substantially under the
proposed project. Views of the reservoir and shorelines will be relatively unscreened. The reservoir
shoreline at maximum pool will appear in the immediate foreground, and the island feature will be gone.
Existing picnic facilities at MDUA will be replaced and relocated, and two new shade structures will be
constructed at MDUA. The effect of the project on patterns seen from KOP 4 is considered MODERATE.

Size and Scale: The size and scale of features prominent in the view from KOP 4 will be considerably
different under the proposed project/action relative to the no project and no action alternatives. As
noted, the expansion of the reservoir's area of inundation will increase the size and scale of the reservoir
at maximum pool and low pool in relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested hillsides adjacent to
shore. Views of the reservoir and shoreline also will be relatively unobscured. The size and scale of areas
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exposed soil between the waterline and forested hillside during low pool conditions will change under the
proposed project/action as previously described. For these reasons, the effect of the project on the size
and scale of features in views from KOP 4 is considered MODERATE.

KOP 5— Giant Gap Picnic Area

KOP 5 is located at one of the picnic sites approximately 200 feet from the maximum pool shoreline.
Figure 4.2-6 shows the view from KOP 5 to the south. From this vantage point, views of the immediate
foreground are scrub and scattered forest vegetation surrounding the picnic tables. Foreground views
include the surrounding vegetation, trails, the northwest shoreline and the reservoir surface.

At maximum pool, the reservoir extends to the beach area at the MDUA and to forested areas that
surround the GGCG picnic area. During low pool conditions, the waterline recedes substantially from
MDUA and the forest exposing substantial areas of bare ground.

Form: Under the proposed project, much if not all screening of reservoir views from KOP 5 will be
eliminated. During maximum pool conditions, views of the reservoir surface will appear in the immediate
foreground. Foreground and middle ground views of the reservoir to the south and southwest will be
panoramic and relatively unscreened by trees or other vegetation. During low pool conditions, the viewer
will have unobstructed views of a substantial areas of exposed soil between shoreline vegetation and
reservoir. From KOP 5, the reservoir will appear distant and larger relative to conditions anticipated under
the no action alternative.

Figure 4.2-7 presents the view from the reservoir shoreline just downslope of KOP 5 at maximum pool,
looking southeast toward the Manzanita Day Use Area. Also shown in Figure 4.2-7 is a visual simulation
of the same view at maximum pool with the proposed installation of the radial gates. Figure 4.2-8 shows
the view from the same general location during low pool conditions. That figure also presents the same
view with simulated post-project conditions during low pool conditions. These simulations are
approximate and were constructed using projected maximum pool elevations under the proposed
project/action and lidar representations of the projected boundary of timber removal activities under the
proposed project.

In light of the above information, project alterations to the forms observed from KOP 5, i.e., shapes and
masses of objects, will be considerable. Proposed tree removal will afford greater visibility of the shoreline
and reservoir but will eliminate the framing effect of those views currently present. At low pool
conditions, areas of exposed soil will dominate foreground and middle ground views as would also be the
case with the no action alternative. The size of the reservoir during low pool conditions will be greater
with the project relative to the no action alternative. For these reasons, changes to the forms presented in
immediate foreground, foreground and middle ground views of the reservoir and shoreline is considered
MODERATE.

Line of Sight: As shown in Figure 4.2-6, views of the reservoir and shoreline from the KOP 5 picnic areas
are highly screened by trees and other vegetation. Line of sight under the proposed project/action will
include wider, less obstructed views of the reservoir and shoreline. Views from KOP 5, however, will
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contain less diversity with tree/vegetation removal. For these reasons the effect of the project on line is
considered MODERATE.

Color: Colors of the dominant features viewed from KOP 5 are largely the greens and browns of the
surrounding forest vegetation. Partial views of colors of the reservoir and far shoreline provide diversity
and visual interest. The removal of trees under the proposed project/action will expand views of the
reservoir and shoreline from this point and the color of the reservoir would be more dominant. This
would be true for post project conditions at maximum pool and at low pool. For these reasons, the effect
of the project on color is considered MODERATE.

Pattern: The patterns observed at KOP 5 are comprised primarily of forest habitat, picnic facilities, and
partial views of the reservoir. The prominent patterns in this view would change substantially under the
proposed project. Views of the reservoir and shorelines will be relatively unscreened. The reservoir
shoreline at maximum pool will appear in the immediate foreground, and the island feature will be gone.
The effect of the project on patterns seen from KOP 5 therefore is considered MODERATE.

Size and Scale: The size and scale of features prominent in the view from KOP 5 will be considerably
different under the proposed project/action relative to the no project and no action alternatives. As
noted, the expansion of the reservoir's area of inundation will increase the size and scale of the reservoir
at maximum pool and low pool in relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested hillsides adjacent to
shore. Views of the reservoir and shoreline also will be relatively unobscured under the proposed project.
The size and scale of areas of exposed soil between the waterline and forested hillside during low pool
conditions will change under the proposed project/action as previously described. For these reasons, the
effect of the project on the size and scale of features in views from KOP 5 are considered MODERATE.

KOP 6—Giant Gap Campground (Shoreline Campsite #22)

KOP 6 provides a representative example of typical views experienced from developed campsites at GGCG
that are situated in close proximity to the shoreline during maximum pool conditions. KOP 6 is located
approximately 30 feet from the reservoir at maximum pool. This observation point offers foreground and
middle ground views of the reservoir that are partially or moderately obscured by trees and other
vegetation.

Under the proposed project, KOP 6 will be within the area of inundation. As such, the area surrounding
the observation will be cleared of all vegetation. During maximum pool conditions, views of the reservoir
surface will appear in the immediate foreground. Foreground and middleground views of the reservoir,
near shore, and far shore will be panoramic and unscreened by trees or other vegetation. During low
pool conditions, KOP 6 will be positioned on soil exposed by the receding reservoir. Views of the low
pool reservoir will unobscured. The low pool reservoir will be larger under the proposed project/action
relative to conditions anticipated under the no action alternative.

Form: Alterations to the forms observed from KOP 6, i.e., shapes and masses of objects, will be
considerable under the proposed project/action. Tree removal will afford greater visibility of the shoreline
and reservoir, but will eliminate the framing effect of those views currently present. At low pool
conditions, expanses of exposed soil will dominate foreground and middle ground views as would also be
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the case with the No Action and No Project alternatives. The size of the reservoir during low pool
conditions, will be greater with the project relative to the no action alternative. For these reasons,
changes to the forms presented in immediate foreground, foreground and middle ground views of the
reservoir and shoreline is considered to be MODERATE.

Line of Sight: As shown in Figure 4.2-9, the line of sight from KOP 6, views of the reservoir and shoreline
are highly screened by trees and other vegetation. Line of sight under the proposed project/action will be
panoramic and unobstructed in all directions. For these reasons the effect of the project on line of sight is
considered MODERATE.

Color: Colors of the dominant features viewed from KOP 6 are largely the greens and browns of the
surrounding forest vegetation. Partial views of colors of the reservoir and far shoreline provide diversity
and visual interest. The removal of trees under the proposed project/action will expand views of the
reservoir and shoreline from this point and the color of reservoir would be more dominant. This would be
true for post project conditions at maximum pool and at low pool. For these reasons, the effect of the
project on color is considered to be MODERATE.

Pattern: The patterns observed at KOP 6 are comprised primarily of forest habitat, campsite facilities, and
partially screened views of the reservoir. The prominent patterns in this view would change substantially
under the proposed project. Views of the reservoir and shorelines will be unscreened. The reservoir and
shoreline at maximum pool will appear in the immediate foreground. At minimum pool, the foreground
will consist of bare soil. The effect of the project on patterns seen from KOP 6 therefore is considered
MODERATE.

Size and Scale: The size and scale of features prominent in the view from KOP 6 will be considerably
different under the proposed project/action relative to the No Action and No Project alternatives. As
noted, the expansion of the reservoir’'s area of inundation will increase the size and scale of the reservoir
at maximum pool and low pool in relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested hillsides adjacent to
shore. Views of the reservoir and shoreline also will be relatively unobscured from KOP 6 under the
proposed project. The size and scale of areas of exposed soil between the waterline and forested hillside
during low pool conditions will change under the proposed project/action as previously described. For
these reasons, the effect of the project on the size and scale of features in views from KOP 6 is considered
MODERATE.

KOP 7—Giant Gap Campground (Inland Campsite #11)

KOP 7 is located a Campsite #11 and is located approximately 200 feet from the reservoir at maximum
pool. In general, views from inland campsites at GGCG such as this are heavily screened by the forest
surrounding these sites. As seen in Figure 4.2-10, immediate foreground and foreground views from KOP
7 include the forest floor, trees, scrub and camp facilities. Middle ground views of the reservoir and
background views are largely or fully obscured by forest.

Under the proposed project/action, KOP 7 will be situated in close proximity to the reservoir shoreline at
maximum pool. Views of the reservoir and far shoreline will be similar to those that currently exist at KOP
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6 described above. Post-project views from KOP 7 would offer foreground and middle ground views of
the reservoir that are only partially or moderately obscured by trees and other vegetation.

Form: Project alterations to the forms observed from KOP 7, i.e., shapes and masses of objects, will be
considerable. Proposed tree removal will afford greater visibility of the shoreline and reservoir. At low
pool conditions, areas of exposed soil will dominate foreground and middle ground views. Currently,
these views from KOP 7 are obscured by trees and vegetation. For these reasons, changes to the forms
presented in immediate foreground, foreground and middle ground views of the reservoir and shoreline
is considered MODERATE.

Line of Sight: The line of sight from KOP 7, views of the reservoir and shoreline are highly screened by
trees and other vegetation. Line of sight under the proposed project/action will be less obscured by
vegetation. As such, the effect of the project on line is considered MODERATE.

Color: Colors of the dominant features viewed from KOP 7 are largely the greens and browns of the
surrounding forest vegetation. Views of colors of the reservoir and far shoreline are largely obscured
from view. The removal of trees under the proposed project/action will expand views of the reservoir and
shoreline from this point and the color of reservoir be more dominant. This would be true for post-
project conditions at maximum pool and at low pool. For these reasons, the effect of the project on color
is considered MODERATE.

Pattern: The patterns observed at KOP 7 are comprised primarily of forest habitat, campsite facilities. The
prominent patterns in this view would change substantially under the proposed project. Partially
screened views of the reservoir and shorelines will become available. The reservoir and shoreline at
maximum pool will appear in the immediate foreground. At minimum pool, the foreground will consist of
bare soil exposed by the receding reservoir. The effect of the project on patterns seen from KOP 7
therefore is considered MODERATE.

Size and Scale: The size and scale of prominent features in the view from KOP 7 will be considerably
different under the proposed project/action relative to the no action alternative. As noted, the reservoir's
area of inundation will increase the size and scale at maximum pool and low pool under the project in
relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested hillsides adjacent to shore. In addition, proposed
timber and brush removal will eliminate obstructions to views of the reservoir that currently exist at KOP
7. The size and scale of areas exposed soil between the waterline and forested hillside during low pool
conditions will change under the proposed project/action as previously described. For these reasons, the
effect of the project on the size and scale of features in views from KOP 7 are considered MODERATE.

KOP 8- Multi-use Trail (Northwest Shore)

KOP 8 is located on the multi-use trail approximately 2> mile southwest of GGCG. This observation point
is located along an unpaved portion of the trail that runs between the campground and the dam. Views
from the trail near this location tend to be partially to heavily screened from view by vegetation, but as
seen in Figure 4.2-11, screening of views of the reservoir from KOP 8 is minor. Immediate foreground
views from KOP 8 include the reservoir, shoreline, and shoreline vegetation. Middle ground views at
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maximum pool are dominated by the reservoir, far shoreline, the forested hillside beyond, and the dam to
the west.

The proposed expansion of the area of inundation for Sugar Pine Reservoir will inundate much of the
multi-use trail in its current location. In keeping with the compensatory mitigation plan, the JHMT and the
unpaved multi-use trails that circumscribe the reservoir will be reconstructed in locations entirely outside
of the expanded inundation area. To address the potential project effects on views from the trails, several
KOPs were selected to represent current views from the trails at various locations [i.e.,, KOP 8 (northwest
shore), KOP 9 (southeast shore), KOP 10 (Forbes Creek), and KOP 11 (upper Shirttail Creek)]. Because
these sites will be inundated under the proposed project, instead of comparing future views from the
exact locations of KOPs 8-11, this evaluation instead compares future views from comparable sites along
the trail realignments.

Under the proposed project, views from the replacement alignment due south of KOP 8 will be similar to
those currently observed at KOP 8 during maximum pool conditions. The level of screening at this
location is expected to be similar. As with KOP 8, views from the new trail will include the trail, forest,
shoreline, shoreline vegetation and reservoir, and middleground views at maximum pool are dominated
by the reservoir, far shoreline and forested hillside beyond. At low pool, areas of bare soil exposed will
be visible between forest and waterline on both the near and far shore.

Form: Project alterations to the forms observed from KOP 8, i.e., shapes and masses of objects, will be
relatively minor. From the new trail, views to the south will include low to moderate screening from
shoreline vegetation and will be dominated by the reservoir, far shore and forested hillside beyond. At
low pool conditions, expanses of exposed soil will dominate foreground and middle ground views as
would also be the case with the no action alternative. The size of the reservoir during low pool conditions,
will be greater with the project relative to the No Action and No Project alternatives. The gates and other
facilities to be installed at Sugar Pine Dam will be slightly visible from the observation point. For these
reasons, changes to the forms presented in immediate foreground, foreground and middle ground views
of the reservoir and shoreline is considered WEAK.

Line of Sight: For reasons presented above, the line of sight from the new trail near KOP 8 will not be
unlike that currently experienced by trail users at KOP 8. As such, the effect of the project on line is
considered WEAK.

Color: Colors of the dominant features viewed from KOP 8 will be not unlike those observed from nearby
locations along the new trail. With the larger reservoir under the proposed project, colors of the reservoir
will be somewhat more dominant relative to the forested hillside relative to conditions anticipated under
the no action alternative, but this would not be apparent to the casual observer or slightly so. During low
pool conditions the reservoir would be larger under the proposed project/action relative to the No Action
and No Project alternatives and expanses of exposed soil between the forest and waterline would be
similar. For these reasons, the effect of the project on color is considered WEAK.

Pattern: For reasons presented above, the patterns observed from the new trail near KOP 8 will not be
unlike those experienced by trail users at KOP 8. As such, the effect of the project on line is considered
WEAK.
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Size and Scale: The size and scale of features prominent in the view from the new trail near KOP 8 will be
different under the proposed project/action relative to the no action alternative. As noted, the expansion
of the reservoir’'s area of inundation will increase the size and scale of the reservoir at maximum pool and
low pool in relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested hillsides adjacent to shore. The size and
scale of areas of exposed soil between the waterline and forested hillside during low pool conditions will
change under the proposed project, but in most years, this change will not be substantially apparent
given that the reservoir at low pool will be larger than that which would occur under the No Action and
No Project alternatives. However, in years when FPUD executes a water transfer that is greater than the
historic maximum of 2,000 AF, the size of the area of exposed soil between the waterline and forest will be
greater under the proposed project/action. For these reasons, the effect of the project on the size and
scale of features in views from KOP 8 are considered MODERATE.

KOP 9— Joshua Hardt Memorial Trail (Southeast Shore)

KOP 9 is located on the JHMT approximately /2 mile northwest of the trail bridge on Forbes Creek (see
Figure 4.2-12). This observation point is located along the paved portion of the JHMT that runs between
the bridge at Forbes Creek and the bridge crossing at Shirttail Creek. The JHMT at KOP 9 runs adjacent to
the reservoir shoreline with very limited vegetative screening and provides panoramic views of the
reservoir to the west, north and south. As seen in the figure, immediate foreground views at this
observation point include vegetation along the shoreline and the water surface. Foreground views are
exclusively water surface. Middle ground views include the shoreline on the far-shore and forested
hillside beyond. This observation point offers clear views of the shoreline along GGCG and MDUA directly
across the reservoir.

At maximum pool, water is present in the immediate foreground at KOP 9. On the far-shore, the reservoir
extends to the base of forested areas along the southeast shoreline with a narrow band of bare shoreline
visible. During low pool conditions, foreground views are dominated by gravel, mud and rock exposed by
the receding reservoir. On the far-shore, the band of exposed soil between the forested shoreline and
water surface broadens substantially and is noticeable. This is particularly evident adjacent to the MDUA
where waters are shallow even at maximum pool and the area of exposed ground is considerable when
the reservoir recedes.

Under the proposed project/action, views from the replacement JHMT due north of KOP 9 will be similar
to those currently observed at KOP 9 during maximum pool conditions. The level of screening at this
location is expected to be similar. As with KOP 9, views from the new JHMT will include the trail, sparse
scrub vegetation and scattered trees, shoreline vegetation and the reservoir. Middle ground views at
maximum pool will be dominated by the reservoir, far shoreline and forested hillside beyond. At low pool,
areas of exposed bare soil will be visible between forest and waterline on both the near and far shore.

Form: Project alterations to the forms observed from KOP 9, i.e., shapes and masses of objects, will be
moderate. From the new JHMT, views to the south will include low to moderate screening from shoreline
vegetation and will be dominated by the reservoir, far shore and forested hillside beyond. At present,
views from KOP 9 include the island feature just offshore of MDUA and much of the varied habitat and
terrain associated with MDUA. Under the proposed project, the island feature and much of the terrain
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associated with MDUA will be inundated during maximum pool conditions. At low pool, expanses of
exposed soil will dominate foreground and middle ground views as would also be the case with the no
action alternative. The size of the reservoir during low pool conditions will vary depending on a number
of variables including seasonal precipitation, diversions made to meet service area demand, and whether
or not a water transfer is executed and the size of that transfer. In general, if the maximum future transfer
of 5,000 acre-feet is executed by the District, the size of the reservoir will be comparable during low pool
conditions to the no action and no project alternative. If a transfer is not executed in a given year, the size
of the reservoir will be larger during low pool conditions under the proposed project/action relative to the
No Action and No Project alternatives.

To illustrate the effects of the visual contrast between current and post-project views from KOP 9, a visual
simulation was created for the view from KOP 9 looking north toward GGCG and MDUA. Both photos
show views from KOP 9 under low pool conditions.

For the above reasons and as illustrated in Figure 4.2-12, changes to the forms presented in immediate
foreground, foreground and middle ground views of the reservoir and shoreline is considered
MODERATE.

Line of Sight: For reasons presented above the line of sight from the new JHMT near KOP 9 will be not
unlike that currently experienced by trail users at KOP 9. As such, the effect of the project on line is
considered WEAK.

Color: Colors of the dominant features viewed from KOP 9 will be not unlike those observed from nearby
locations along the new JHMT. With the larger reservoir under the proposed project, colors of the
reservoir will be somewhat more dominant relative to the forested hillside relative to conditions
anticipated under the no action alternative, but this would not be apparent to the casual observer or
slightly so. The contrast in color presented by light-colored, sparsely vegetated expanses of gravel at
MDUA will be reduced with the expanded area of inundation extending to the forest edge at that
location. During low pool conditions the reservoir would be larger under the proposed project/action
relative to the no action alternative and expanses of exposed soil between the forest and waterline would
be similar. For these reasons, the effect of the project on color is considered WEAK to MODERATE.

Pattern: For reasons presented above the patterns observed from the new JHMT near KOP 9 will be
somewhat altered by the propose project relative to those experienced by trail users at KOP 9. As such,
the effect of the project on line is considered MODERATE.

Size and Scale: The size and scale of features prominent in the view from the new JHMT near KOP 9 will
be different under the proposed project/action relative to the no action alternative. As noted, the
expansion of the reservoir’s area of inundation will increase the size and scale of the reservoir at maximum
pool and low pool in relation to the surrounding shoreline and forested hillsides adjacent to shore. The
size and scale of areas of exposed soil between the waterline and forested hillside during low pool
conditions will change under the proposed project, but in most years, this change will not be substantially
apparent given that the reservoir at low pool will be larger than that which would occur under the No
Action and No Project alternatives. However, in years when FPUD executes a water transfer that is greater
than the historic maximum of 2,000 AF, the size of the area of exposed soil between the waterline and
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forest will be greater under the proposed project/action. For these reasons, the effect of the project on
the size and scale of features in views from KOP 9 are considered MODERATE.

KOP 10— Joshua Hardt Memorial Trail (Forbes Creek)

KOP 10 is located on the JHMT approximately 1000 feet west of the Forbes Creek bridge crossing, on the
north side of the creek. The JHMT at KOP 10 runs adjacent to Forbes Creek near its outlet to Sugar Pine
Reservoir. The top photo in Figure 4.2-13 was taken during maximum pool conditions and show
immediate foreground views that include riparian vegetation adjacent to the creek and a broadening
stream channel as the creek meets the reservoir at maximum pool elevation. Foreground views are lush
riparian vegetation along the north and south banks of the creek. A narrow and rocky stream channel
with multiple pools and ripples upstream of the observation point, giving way to a broader channel with
calmer waters as the creek enters the reservoir. Middle ground views are obscured in most directions due
to the topography of the Forbes Creek Canyon, but middle ground views to the north offer views of the
reservoir and far-shore framed by the contours of the canyon opening to the reservoir.

At maximum pool, water is present in the foreground at KOP 10. The transition from stream to reservoir is
clearly apparent. Little exposed ground is apparent between the creek and reservoir water surfaces and
the bands of riparian and forest vegetation surrounding both. The bottom photo in Figure 4.2-13 was
taken from the same location during low pool conditions. During low pool conditions, creek flow may
decrease dramatically and the transition from stream to reservoir will occur further to the north of KOP 10.
At low-pool conditions, foreground views are dominated by gravel, mud and rock exposed by the
receding reservoir. On the far-shore, the band of exposed soil between the forested shoreline and water
surface broadens substantially, though this is not particularly noticeable from KOP 10 due to the limited
view of the far-shore from this location.

Under the proposed project/action, views from the replacement JHMT due south of KOP 10 will be similar
to those currently observed at KOP 10 during maximum pool conditions. The level of screening at this
location is expected to be similar. As with KOP 10, views from the new JHMT will include the trail, sparse
scrub vegetation and scattered trees, shoreline vegetation and the reservoir. Middle ground views at
maximum pool will be dominated by the reservoir, far shoreline and forested hillside beyond. Views from
the new JHMT will lack the riparian nature of existing views from KOP 10 at least in the short term. The
project will, at maximum pool, inundate areas along Forbes Creek that support willow, cottonwood and
other plants indicative of streamside habitat. Over time, these species will reestablish where suitable
conditions allow along Forbes Creek, but the short-term effects of the project will show a marked
reduction in the diversity of habitat in views from KOP 10. At low pool, foreground views from the new
JHMT will include larger expanses of bare soil between the forest edge and Forbes Creek. Middle ground
views will show larger areas of open water at the reservoir and expanses of exposed soil along near and
far shorelines.

Form: Project alterations to forms observed from KOP 10, (i.e., shapes and masses of objects), will be
moderate. From the new JHMT, views to the west and north of Forbes Creek and Sugar Pine Reservoir will
be relatively unobstructed. At present, views from KOP 10 include a visually pleasing mix of stream,
streamside and lake views with a variety of habitat types. With the proposed project, views from JHMT
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