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Determination

This Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) describes an environmental impact analysis conducted for the
proposed South Park VMP project. This document was prepared by California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection staff utilizing information gathered from a number of sources including research and field
review of the proposed project area and consultation with environmental planners and other experts on staff at
other public agencies. Pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the California Environmental Quality Act, the Lead
Agency, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, has independently reviewed and analyzed
the Initial Study/Negative Declaration and finds that this document reflects its independent judgment. The lead
agency further finds that the proposed project, which includes revised activities and mitigation measures
designed to minimize environmental impacts, would not result in significant adverse effects on the
environment.

[ hereby authorize the distribution of this IS/ND for public review and comment:

’ZW Dated: 3‘: 2 2’// 7

Mattiew Reischman
Assistant Deputy Director for Resource Management
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

Introduction and Regulatory Context

INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND') describes the environmental impact analysis conducted for
the proposed South Park 2018 Vegetative Management project, located adjacent to Calaveras Big Trees State
Park in Tuolumne County. This document was prepared by CAL FIRE staff utilizing information gathered
from a number of sources including research and field review of the proposed project area and consultation
with environmental planners and other experts on staff at other public agencies. Pursuant to § 21082.1 of
CEQA, the lead agency, CAL FIRE, has prepared, reviewed, and analyzed the IS/ND and declares that the
statements made in this document reflect CAL FIRE’s independent judgment as lead agency pursuant to
CEQA. CAL FIRE further finds that the proposed project, which includes revised activities and mitigation
measures designed to minimize environmental impacts, will not result in significant adverse effects on the
environment.

REGULATORY GUIDANCE

This IS/ND has been prepared by CAL FIRE to evaluate potential environmental effects that could result
following approval and implementation of the South Park 2018 Vegetative Management Plan. This
document has been prepared in accordance with current CEQA Statutes (Public Resources Code §21000 et
seq.) and current CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations (CCR) §15000 ef seq.).
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An Initial Study) is prepared by a lead agency to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the
environment (14 CCR §15063(a)), and thus, to determine the appropriate environmental document. In
accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15070 a “public agency shall prepare...a proposed negative declaration
or mitigated negative declaration...when: (a) The initial study shows that there is no substantial
evidence...that the project may have a significant impact upon the environment, or (b) The initial study
identifies potentially significant effects but revisions to the project plans or proposal are agreed to by the
applicant and such revisions will reduce potentially significant effects to a less-than-significant level.” In
this circumstance, the lead agency prepares a written statement describing its reasons for concluding that the
proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment and, therefore, does not require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report. This IS/ND conforms to these requirements and to the
content requirements of CEQA Guidelines §15071.

This IS/ND evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed South Park VMP project. The project involves
the maintenance and expansion of a shaded fuel break in northern Tuolumne County. The project will consist of
fuels reduction projects that will utilize fire crew brush cutting, pile burning, and broadcast prescribed fire.

PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

CAL FIRE has primary authority for carrying out the proposed South Park VMP and is the lead agency under
CEQA. The purpose of this IS/ND is to present to the public and reviewing agencies the environmental
consequences of implementing the proposed project and describe the adjustments made to the project to avoid
significant environmental effects or reduce them to a less-than-significant level. This disclosure document is
being made available to the public, and reviewing agencies, for review and comment. The IS/ND is being
circulated for public and agency review and comment for a review period of 30 days. The beginning and ending
dates of the 30-day public review period will be indicated on the Notice of Intent. Your views and comments
on how the proposed project may affect the environment are welcomed. If you wish to submit written
comments for CAL FIRE’s consideration, these must be postmarked on or prior to the date the public review
period will close as indicated on the Notice of Intent.

Comments should be addressed to:

Christopher E. Browder, Deputy Chief, Environmental Protection
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

Resource Management — Environmental Protection Program

P.O. Box 944246

Sacramento, CA 94244-2460

Phone: (916) 653-4995

Email: sacramentopubliccomment(@fire.ca.gov

After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, CAL FIRE will consider those
comments and may (1) adopt the negative declaration and approve the proposed project; (2) undertake
additional environmental studies; or (3) abandon the project. If the project is approved, CAL FIRE may
design and executed all or part of the project.
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Project Description and Environmental Setting

‘Project Location

The South Park Project area 1s in Tuolumne County approximately 5 miles southeast of Arnold, California
along the southern boundary of Calaveras Big Trees State Park (CBTSP). The project area is owned by
Sierra Pacific Industries. Legal location is Sections 32, 33, TSN, R16E; Sections 35, 36, T5N, R15E;
Sections 5, 6, T4N, R16E; Section 1, T4N, R15E; Mount Diablo B&M."

BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

‘The Calaveras Big Trees became a State Park in 1931 to preserve the North Grove of giant sequoias. The
North Grove includes the "Discovery Tree", also known as the "Big Stump", the first Sierra redwood noted
by Augustus T. Dowd in 1852, In 1954, public purchase of the South Grove from Pickering Lumber added
this area to CBTSP. The South Grove contains about 1,000 large Sierra redwoods, about 10 times as many
as the North Grove. The largest redwoods in the park are found in the South Grove. In 1984 the South Grove
was designated a Natural Preserve by the State Park Commission and was thus afforded the highest level of
protection possible within the State Park System. Today the South Grove stands out as one of the least
disturbed Sierra redwood groves. _ ,
In September of 2001 the Darby Fire burned 14, 200 acres in Calaveras and Tuolumne Counties and threatened
CBTSP. CAL FIRE has recognized a need to reduce the threat of wildfire to CBTSP, pr0v1de a defensible
location for firefighting operations, and protect the watershed values of the area.

PRrROJECT OBJECTIVES

1. Create a shaded fuelbreak condition along the Big Trees State Park boundary to
protect Big Trees State Park, Sierra Pacific Industries timberlands and USFS
timberlands from an uncontrolled wildfire.

2. Protect the mixed conifer over story by reducing surface fuel loading, and increasing
canopy base height,

3. Enhance wildlife habitat.

All of the treatments indicated above will be utilized individually or in combination to create the
final desired condition. The final desired condition will be an open and park like condition of larger
diameter trees with enough of the understory vegetation removed to prevent vertical fire spread in
the event of wildland fire or defensive wildland fire fighting operations. Tree species that will be

- favored for retention will be ponderosa pine, sugar pine, California incense cedar, black oak, and
white fir.

All of the treatments that are proposed for the implementation of this project have been evaluated as .

required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) with the preparation of a negative

declaration. The CEQA documentation is on file with the California Department of Forestry and
. Fire Protection Sacramento Headquarters Vegetation Management Program Manager’s office, '
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PROJECT START DATE

The project start date is dependent on environmental conditions being within the burn prescnptxon but burn -
units are proposed for the Fall of 2019.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This project will be the maintenance and expansion of a 491acre shaded fuel break adjacent to Calaveras Big
Trees State Park in northern Tuolumne County. The project will consist of fuels reduction projects that will
utilize fire crew brush cutting, pile burning, and broadcast prescribed fire. The fuels treatment mechanism
that is most favored is broadcast prescribed fire. The project will consist of a series of small, low intensity
prescribed burns conducted in cooperation with Sierra Pacific Industries. Individual burns will generally be
single day events and less than 30 acres in size.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING OF THE PROJECT REGION

The South Park VMP Project is in Northern Tuolumne County on the west side of the Sierra Nevada
Mountain Range. The Stanislaus National Forest is predominately contained within Tuolumne County. The
project 1s approximately 5 miles southeast of Arnold, California, which is in Calaveras County. The project
area drains into Griswold Creek to the East, Beaver Creek and the North Fork of the Stanislaus River to the

- West. Beaver Creek flows through the Western half of the project area. The project area is entirely owned
by Sierra Pacific Industries, and is part of their Standard Block Ownership. The Standard Block is an

- approximately 20,000 acre block of timberland with scattered USFS inholdings. The entire Standard Block
is intensively managed by Sierra Pacific Industries for commercial wood production.

DESCRIPTION OF THE LOCAL ENVIRONMENT

The approximately 491 acre project area is best described as Sierra Mixed Conifer consisting of ponderosa
pine, sugar pine, whité fir, incense cedar and oak overstory. Understory spectes consist primarily of bear
clover, deer brush, and whitethorn. Slopes within the project area are variable, from nearly level topography
on the ridgetops to moderately steep (30-50% slopes) areas along watercourses. Elevation ranges from 3600
to 5280 feet. The aspect is variable, but is primarily south or north facing, with drainages oriented east to
west, Beaver Creek, a Class I Watercourse, runs through a portion of the project area,

CURRENT LAND USE AND PREVIOUS IMPACTS

The project area is entirely owned by Sierra Pacific Industries, and is part of their Standard Block
Ownership. The Standard Block is an approximately 20,000-acre block of timberland with scattered USFS
inholdings. The entire Standard Block is intensively managed by Sierra Pacific Industries for commercial
wood production. In September of 2001 the Darby Fire burned 14, 200 acres in Calaveras and Tuolumne
Counties. Approximately 3,500 acres of Sierra Pacific timberlands were destroyed in the Darby Fire. The
Darby Fire area is adjacent to portions of the project on the Southeast side.
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Maps and Figures

Figure 1. Project Vicinity Map showing location of project in relation to the communities of Amold and
Dorrington on Highway 4. Calaveras Big Trees State Park is highlighted in yellow. The general project
area is shown in orange.
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Figure 2. Project Location Map #1 of 2. Red area shows the approximate location of the project
along the south side of Calaveras Big Trees State Park.
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Google Earth

Figure 3. Project Location #2 of 2, Red area shows the approximate location of the project along the south side
of Calaveras Big Trees State Park. Project follows existing fuelbreak adjacent to park.
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Conclusion of the Negative Declaration

ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS

The proposed project will not require any additional environmental permits.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This IS/ND has been prepared to assess the project’s potential effects on the environment and an appraisal of
the significance of those effects. Based on this IS/ND, it has been determined that the proposed project will
not have any significant effects on the environment after implementation of mitigation measures. This '
conclusion is supported by the following findings:

1. The proposed project will have no effect related to land use and planning, mineral resources,
population and housing, recreation, hazards and hazardous materials, public services, and utilities and -
service systems.

2. The proposed project will have a less than significant impact on aesthetics, air quality, biological
resources, agriculture and forest resources, greenhouse gas emissions, geology and soils, hydrology
and water quality, noise, transportation and traffic.

The Initial Study and Environmental Checklist included in this document discusses the resuits of resource-
specific environmental impact analyses which were conducted by the Department. This initial study revealed
that potentially significant environmental effects could result from the proposed project, however, CAL
FIRE has revised the project to eliminate impact or reduce environmental impacts to a less-than-significant
level. CAL FIRE has found, in consideration of the entire record, that there is no substantial evidence that the
proposed project, as currently proposed, would result in a significant effect upon the environment. The
IS/ND is therefore the appropriate document for CEQA compliance.

10
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INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

PROJECT INFORMATION

1. Project Title:

South Park VMP Project

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
P.O. 944246
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460

3, Contact Person and Phone Number:

Christopher E. Browder (916) 653-4995

4, Project Location:

Adjacent to the Southern Border of Calaveras Big Trees State
Park, Tuolumne County

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

N/A (CAL FIRE is project sponsor and lead agency).
General Plan Designation: R: Resource
Zoning; TPZ

Description of Project: See Pages 3-4 of this document

RS Bl B

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Refer to page 4 of this document

10: Other public agencies whose approval may be required;

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Tuolumme
County Air Pollution Control District.

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected and Determination

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project involving at least one -
impact that is a “potentially significant impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

- [X] Aesthetics X Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Public Services
[ Agriculture Resources [] Hazards & Hazardous Materials D4 Recreation
ﬂ Air Quality D1 Hydrology / Water Quality : ] Transportation/Traffic
| [X] Biological Resources [ Land Use / Planning D Tribal Cultural Resources
I Cultural Resources [} Mineral Resources [] Utilities/Service Systems
| [1 Energy D Noise B wildfire
D4 Geology / Soils LI Population/Housing _ D] Mandatory Findings of Significance
DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE

DECLARATION would be prepared.

11
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O

1 find that although the prbposed project COULD have a significant effect on the environment, there WOULD NOT be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent, A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION would be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated™
impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuani to
applicable legal standards, and 2} has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

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

Christopher E. Browder, Deputy Chief, Environmental Protection Date
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Resource Management — Environmental Protection Program
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Ehvironmental Checklist and Discussion

l. AESTHETICS

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista?

Potentially Less Than
Significant Significant
impact with Mitlgation
Incorporated
Ll UJ

Less Than
Significant
Impact

B

No impact

24

The project is in a remote location and is not easily viewed from long range. No adverse impacts to scenic

vistas are anticipated.

. . ; . Potentiatly Less Than Less Than No Impact
- -b) Would the project substantlall'y (?amage scenic Significant Significant Significant
resources, including, but not limited to, trees, Impact with Mitigation Impact -
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings Incorporated
oy g 0
within a state scenic highway? [] N ] X
N/A. The project is in a remote location and cannot be viewed from a state scenic highway.
. ‘ Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
¢) Would the project substantially degrade the S'ﬁ"'ﬂc"’{"t 'tSr:gh:!?ca?t Siﬁ“"fg’;"t
exist.ing visual character or quality of the site mpac v{:m“;?:t;%n m
and its surroundings? _
' ] [l X [

A short term reduction in the visual character or quality of the area may be experienced immediately after
burning. The project area should appear park like within one to two growing seasons.

d) Would the project create a new source of ggﬁ;ﬁg’g g?;:ggm _ é?;;,g:aanq No Impact
substantial light or glare which would impact with Mitigation Impact
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the Incorporated
areda? ] ] ' 24|
N/A |
IIl.  AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Pofential Less Than Less Than No Imoact
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Sigr{'rﬁcan); Significant Significant P
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps impact with Mitigation Impact
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping Incorporated
and Monitoring Program of the California . 1 O 1

Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

N/A. The project is compatible with agricultural use.
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning ~ Significant Significant Significant
p icultural r 2 Williamson Act Impact with Mitigation Impact
or agricultural use or a a Incorporated
contract? :
O ] [ X

N/A Project area is zoned TPZ, and the proposed project is compatible to this use.

¢) Would the project conflict with existing zoning

for, or cause rezoning of forest land (as defined  Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
in Public Resources Code §12220(g)), Significant Significant Significant

timberland (as defined by Public Resources Impact ﬁg&ﬁgﬁ:@n Impact

Code §4526), or timberland zoned Timberland

Production (as defined by Government Code Ul L] ] X

§51104(g))?
N/A4 Project area is zoned TPZ, and the proposed project is compatible to this use.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No impact
Significant Significant Significant
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion impact with Mitigation impact
of forest land to non-forest use? Incorporated
O O m X
N/A. Project is developed and designed to help protect and preserve forest land,
€) Would the project involve other changes in the ggﬁ%ﬁg lé?gﬁiggaanr: éﬁﬁﬁﬁ N? Impact
existing environment, which, due to their Impact with Mitigation Impact
location or nature, could result in conversion of Incorporated
Farmland to non-agricultural use? . = n %0

N/A. Projec;t is developed and designed to help protect and preserve forest land.

Ill. AR QUALITY

: Potentially LessThan  Less Than No impact
a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct Significant Significant Significant
. . . . . Impact with Mitigation impact
implementation of the applicable air quality ncorporated
plan? ‘ '
O O X O

A Smoke Management Plan has been obtained from the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District.
Implementation of the SMP should prevent conflict or obstruction of the applicable air quality plan.

Potentfally Less Than LessThan No impact
b) Would the project violate any air quality Significant Significant Significant ‘
standard or contribute substantially to an Impa ‘T;m:g‘ . Impad
existing or projected air quality violation?- ,
- O I X [
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A Smoke Management Plan has been obtained from the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District.
Burning on designated burn days, and restricting burning to small (20-30 acre) units will minimize short
term smoke impacts.

¢) Would the project result in a cumulatively

considerable net increase of any criteria Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
poltutant for which the project region is non- Significant Significant Significant
Impact with Mitigation tmpact

attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative [ O ] X
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Incorporated

N/A The project is not expected to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard. '

Potentially Less Than Less Than No lmpact
. . Significant Significant Significant
d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to Impact with Mitigation Impact
substantial pollutant concentrations? Incorporated
O O O X

No long term impact on air quality will result from this project. Best available control measures will be
utilized to minimize short term impacts of smoke emissions from the project. Burning on designated burn
days and partitioning burn units in small units (20 — 30 acres) will minimize short term smoke impacts.

Potentiatly Less Than Less Than No Impact
) L Significant Significant Significant
¢) Would the project create objectionable odors Impact with Mitigation Impact
affecting a substantial number of people? , Incorporated
O 0 [ X

No long term impact on air quality will result from this project. Best available control measures will be
utilized to minimize short term impacts of smoke emissions from the project. Burning on designated burn
days and partitioning burn units in small units (20 — 30 acres) will minimize short term smoke impacts.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse

effect, either directly or through habitat Potentially Less Than Less Than No impact
modifications, on any species identified as a Significant  Significant Significant

didat i ial-statu e impact with Mitigation Impact
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in Incorporated

local or regional plans, policies, or regulations,

or by the California Department of Fish and L O X []

Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlite Service? '
On January 7, 2018, I conducted a query of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). No
threatened or sensitive species were identified within the project area. The California Department of Fish
and Wildlife was notified by mail, and was provided a description of the project and location maps.
CDFW did not respond with any concerns or recommendations. Recommendations from CDFW on a
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similar VMP area have been incorporated. Sierra Pacific biologists and botanists conducted surveys of the
project area in 2016 and 2017 and did not identify any threatened or sensitive species. On February 11,
2019, I'did a follow up query of the CNDDB to look for any species added. No threatened or sensitive
species were identified within the project area. Should a threatened, endangered, candidate, sensitive, or
special status species be identified during the project implementation, operations in the area will cease
until mitigations can be put in place,

b) Would the project have a substantial adverse

L. . .l Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
effect on any riparian hal:')ltat or other sensitive g oineant Significant Significant
natural community identified in local or Impact with Mitigation Impact
regional plans, policies, or regulations or by Incorporated
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife ] = ¢ [

or the U.8S, Fish and Wildlife Service?

Where riparian habitat is identified that will likely benefit from low intensity fire, burning will be
conducted within riparian areas with site specific objectives to either reduce heavy fuels loads or to
promote development of riparian habitat, Heavy equipment shall not be used within the standard width
of a WLPZ along all watercourses except along existing roads. Where burning is used within 50 feet of a
classified watercourse, a downhill backing fire will be the preferred firing method. This will assure
retention of a functional filter strip.

Snags and dead trees adjacent to the fireline which may pose a safety or firing hazard may be felled.

¢) Would the project have a substantial adverse

effect on federally protected wetlands as Potentialty Less Than Less Than No [mpact
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act ~ Significant Significant Significant

(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal Impact \ngoh:png?:{t;%n mpact

pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,

filling, hydrological interruption, or other ] [ [ X

means?

N/A No impacts to federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act are
expected. '

d) Would the project interfere substantially with

: . . Potentially less Than Less Than No Impact
thfa movement of any n_atlve re§1dent or Significant Significant Significant
migratory fish or wildlife species or with Impact with Mitigation Impact
established native resident or migratory Incorporated
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native ] 0 0 =

wildlife nursery sites?

N/A No impacts to the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or to
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impedance of the use of native wildlife
nursery sites are expected to eccur,
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e) Would the project conflict with any local Egﬁﬁ;@"n{ lé?gs’;ﬂTcha?ﬂ _ lé?gsr?i;:;ﬂ No Impact
policies or ordinances protecting biological Impagct with Mitigation Impact
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or Incorporated :
ordinance? ‘ a (] 0 X

N/A. Neo local policies or ordinances exist within or adjacent to the project area.

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Silgnmf’;m f;]'GM“Tcaft‘t ' 3'3”'ﬁc"3t"t
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or mpa “{:1 cor;(;?:t;%" mpac
other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? O 1 ] X
N/A.
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
- !
Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact |
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse Sllgﬂ'rrﬁm ,ﬁ:gﬁ!gca?t 5‘?”*2’;’“
change in the si gniﬁ_cance (_)f a historical P vf:mr;;?:t;%n mP
resource as defined in Section 15064.5?
] L] X L]

An archaeological records check was obtained on November 13, 2017. The Native American consultation
was completed. A Confidential Archaeological Addendum was completed by RPF Gary Whitson to discuss
protection measures and implementation of the proposed protection measures. This report was reviewed
and approved by CAL FIRE Archaeologist Stephanie Duncan. The Confidential Archaeological
Addendum is attached (as a confidential attachment) in the VMP package. Implementation of protection
measures within the CAA should prevent substantial adverse change to a historical resource.

: : ' Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse S'ignfﬁ&'i”‘ 'agmﬂfgca?‘ S'Igmfgm
change in the signiﬁcancg of an archaeological mpac “{:mr‘;?:té%n - mp
resource pursuant to Section 15064.57 -
: L] | X O

An archaeological records check was obtained on November 13, 2017. The Native American consultation
was completed. A Confidential Archaeological Addendum was completed by RPF Gary Whitson to discuss
protection measures and implementation of the proposed protection measures. This report was reviewed
and approved by CAL FIRE Archaeologist Stephanie Duncan. The Confidential Archaceological
Addendum is attached (as a confidential attachment) in the VMP package. Implementation of protection
measures within the CAA should prevent substantial adverse change to an archaeological iesource.

Potentially Less. Than Less Than No Impact
¢) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy S'Igﬂ'ﬁcam ,?h‘QM"!?CEaE‘ S'!Qmﬁgnt
a upique paleoptological resource or site or Mpact an;é?ate%n P
unique geologic feature? _
[ 3 ] X
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N/A. No known unique paleontologwal resource or su‘e or unique geologic feature exists within or

adjacent to the project area.

‘ Potentially
d) Would the project disturb any human remains, ~ Significant
including those interred outside of formal Impact
cemeteries?
O

Less Than Less Than No Impact
Slgnificant - Signiflcant

with Mitigation | Impact

Incorporated.
O - O X

N/A. No known human remains exist within or adjacent to the project area.

~e) Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically ~ Potentially
- defined in terms of the size and scope of the Significant
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural Impact
value to a California Native American tribe,
and that is listed or eligible for listing in the {1
California Register of Historical Resources, or
in a local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k)? |

Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant '
with Mifigation Impact
Incorporated

O ] X

N/A. The Native American consultation was completed, and no response was received voncerning mbal

cultural resources.

f) Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically Potentially
defined in terms of the size and scope of the Significant
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural impact
value to a California Native American tribe,
and that is: A resource determined by the lead O
agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant
to criteria set forth in subdivision (c¢) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.17

Less Than Less Than Na impact

Significant Significant
with Mifigation {mpact
Incorporated Co

N X

N/A. The Native American consultation was completed, and no response was received concerning tribal
cultural resources. The project is located on industrial timberland which has a long-term history of
vegetation manipulation. No adverse changes to a tribal cultural resource should result from this project.
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VI. ENERGY
a) Would the project result in potentially Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
significant environmental impact due to Significant Significant Significant
ful. inefficient. or unnecess Impact with Mitigation tmpact
wastetul, lne ,0ru ary Incorporated
consumption of energy resources, during : o
project construction or operation? il ] (] <
N/A. '
Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a Significant Significant Significant
tate or local plan for renewable energy or mpact with Migation Impact
state or local plan 1EW gy Ingorporated
energy efficiency? :
O Il ] &
N/A,
VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
a) Would the project expose people or structures
' to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist- : Potentially Less Than Less Than " No Impact
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map Significant Significant Significant
. . . Impact with Mitigation Impact
issued by the State Geologist for the area or Incorporated .
based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? (Refer to California H 3 ] X
Geological Survey Special Publication 42.)
Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? e
L] H l X
_ Pdtentially Less Than iLess Than No [mpact
L o i ] Significant Significant Significant .
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including Impact with Mitigation . Impact
liquefaction? Incorporated
4 L1 O X
Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
: Significant Significant Significant
. . ) impact with Mitigation impact
iv) Landslides? Incorporaled
[ O] [

N/A No unstable areas or seismic related issues exist within the project area.
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No [mpact
i . ) , Significant Significant Significant
b) Would the project result in substantial soil Impact with Mitigation Impact
erosion or the loss of topsoil? Incorporated
O | X O,

The project is designed to reduce the risk of catastrophic fire which would result in significant erosion
and risk to human life and property. Significant soil erosion will be prevented by installing erosion
control on dozer lines and avoidance of heavy equipment use on steep slopes or near watercourses.

¢) Would the project be located on a geologic unit

or soil that is unstable, or that would become Potentially Less Tha Less Than No Irrpact

Significant Significant Significant

unstable as a result of the project, and Impact with Mitigation Impact
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, Incorporated

lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or | [ [ &
collapse? : '

N/A No geological unit or unstable soil type exists within the project area.

. . . Potentially Less Than Less Than Ne impact
d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, Significant Significant Significant
as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Impact with Mitigation Impact
Building Code (1994, as updated), creating tncorporated
substantial risks to life or property? n n | %
N/A
e) Would the project have soils incapable of Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
; . ; Significant Significant Significant
| adequateljg‘( supporting the use of septic tanks ipact it Miigaton ipact
or alternative waste water disposal systems Incorporated
where sewers are not available for the disposal :
of waste water? O O O X
N/A
Potentlally Less Than Less Than = NoImpact

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy ~ Significant Significant Significant

. _ . . Impact with Mitigation tmpact
a unique paleontological resource or site or Incorporated
unique geological feature?
[ O Ll X

N/A. The project area is located on intensively managed industrial timberland, where ground disturbance
activities have regularly occurred. This project will only result in vegetation being manipulated.
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VIll. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas ggﬁ%"ﬂ;{ lé?::rrrgaan? lé?gsr?’:ﬁz‘afnr; Ho mpact
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that Impact with Mitigation Impact
may have a significant impact on the ' incorporated
environment? , 0 N X [

Bear clover, saplings, and surface litter will be the primary fuels consumed, leaving intermediate,
dominant, and co-dominant trees. Removal of competing vegetation in the understory is expected to
increase growing space for residual trees, which should improve their ability to sequester carbon, The
proposed burns are expected to make the residual stands more resistant to catastrophic, stand replacing
fires.

Through development of the South Park 2018 VMP, the projects potential to generate and affect _
greenhouse gases were evaluated. The First Order Fire Effects Model (FOFEM) was used to determine
the amount and type of emissions likely to occur through project implementation. Emission calculations
are based on several factors including fuel models, fuel conditions and expected fuel consumption in tons
per acre. FOFEM results indicate Carbon dioxide (CO3) as the primary and most abundant greenhouse
gas constituent. Through project implementation approximately 17.91 tons/acre of fuel will be consumed
resulting in 27.5 tons/acre of COz. The estimated net project area (491 acres) will yield a total of 5,500
tons of COz emissions. (Table 1)

Table 1: FOFEM CO; Emissions

Total Project Area Emission
Ibs./acre tons/acre | (491 acres)
FOFEM 55,000 27.5 13,502.5 tons

FOFEM calculations were based on combined calcufations for alf fuel models
Note: the project will be implemented over three years likely reducing annual emissions fo 4,503 fons per year.

Potentially lessThan ~ Less Than No Impact

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable Significant Significant Significant
plan, policy or regulation adopted for the Impact with Mitigation Impact
purpose of reducing the emissions of Incorporated
greenhouse gases? ] n 0 %4

N/A. The project is designed to reduce the chance of a large catastrophic wildfire emitting large amounts
of emissions.

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to ggﬁ%ﬁg E?;g,ﬁrg:,ﬂ g?::ggaﬂ Nompact
the public or the environment through the Impact with Mitigation Impact
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous Incorporated
materials? 0 O = 4
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N/A. Only small amounts of petroleum products will be transported for use on this project. No other

hazardous materials will be transported or used.

b) Would the project create a significant hazard to  Potentially
the public or the environment through Significant
reasonably foreseeable upset and/or accident impact
conditions involving the release of hazardous _
materials into the environment? 0

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigatlon
Incorporated

d

Less Than
Significant
Impact

m

No fmpact

X

N/A. Only small amounts of petroleum products will be transported for use on this project. By following
the Forest Practice Rules for watercourse and lake protection zones, no petroleum products should be

introduced into the waterways or ground water.

. . . Potentialt Less Than Less Than No Impact
¢) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or Signiﬁcanyt Significant Significant P
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous impact with Mitigation ~ Impact
materials, substances, or waste within one- Incorporated
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? ] 0 ] %
N/A. No school exists or is proposed in the area of the project.
d) Would the project be located on a site which is L
included on a list of hazardous materials sites Potentially Less Than Less Than No fmpact
mchu . Significant Significant Significant
compiled pursuant to Government Code Impact with Mitigation Impact
$65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a Incorporated
significant hazard to the public or the N 0 0 =
environment? '
N/A. The project is not located on or adjacent to any listed hazardous material site.
¢) For a project located within an airport land use ,
| here such a plan has not been Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
plan or, where p ceil Significant Significant Significant
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or Impact with Mitigation Impact
public use airport, would the project result in a Incorporated
safety hazard for people residing or working in ] ] ] K
the project area? -
N/A. The project is not located on or adjacent to any airport.
: oy s . Potentiall Less Than Less Than No Impact
D F.or a project within thfa vicinity gf a private Signiﬂcanﬁ Significant Significant P
airstrip, would the project result in a safety Impact with Mitigation Impact
hazard for people residing or working in the Incorporated
project area? a 0 ] X

- N/A. The project is not located on or adjacent to any private airstrip.
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g) Would the project impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Potentially

Significant ~

Impact

]

Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant
with Mitigaion Impact
Incorporated
O O X

N/A. The project is in a remote location. Multiple access roads extst within the project area, which in an

emergency could be used as an alternative escape route

h) Would the project expose people or structures
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Potentially
Significant
tmpact

[

Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant
with Mitigation Impact
Incorporaled
O O b

N/A. The project is being designed and implemented to reduce the potential fire hazard in the area.

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a) Would the project violate any water quality "
standards or waste discharge requirements?

Potenfially

Significant
Impact

O

Less Than Less Than No lmpact
Significant Significant
with Mitigation Impact
Incorporated )
[ O ]

Rene LeClerc of the Rancho Cordova office of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board was
natified of the project in a January 17, 2017 letter which included a project description and maps. Mr.
LeClerc expressed no concerns in a phone conversation on January 26, 2017.

b) Would the project substantially deplete .
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level

- {e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level that would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

Potentially
Significant

. Impact

O

Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant
with Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

O [ X

N/A. Project may increase short-term ground water availability due to removal of understory vegetation.

¢} Would the project substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
- including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial on- or off-site etosion or
siltation?

Potentially

Significant
impact

|

Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant - Significant :
with Mitigation impact
incorporated
i X O
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The reduction of some water using vegetation may result in slightly greater ground water availability and
runoff. Hydrophobic soil conditions will be avoided by utilizing a “cool” burn prescription. Adequate
vegetation and forest debris will be retained to minimize surface runoff. The project is not expected to
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial on- or off-site erosion or

~ siltation.

d) Would the project substantially alter the

existing drainage pattern of the site or area, Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
inciuding through the alteration of the course Significant Slgnificant Significant
: . . impact with Mitigation Impact
of a stream or river, or substantially increase Incorporated
the rate or amount of surface runoffina ‘
. manner which would result in on- or off-site 0 - L] 1 X

flooding?

The reduction of some water using vegetation may result in slightly greater ground water availability and
runoff. Hydrophobic soil conditions will be avoided by utlltzmg a “cool” burn prescription. Adequate
vegetation and forest debris will be retained to minimize surface runoff. The project is not expected to
substantially increase the existing drainage pattern of the site or area.

e) Would the project create or contribute runoff Potentlally Less Than Less Than No Impact
water which would exceed the capacity of Significant Significant Significant
e 1 ed stormwater drainage Impact with Mitigation Impact
existing or plann ag Incorporated

systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff? I N £ X

" N/A. The project is located in a remote location with no structured stormwater drainage system. No
significant change in runoff is anticipated.

Potentially Less Than Less Than o Impaci
. . . Significant Significant Significant
f} Would the project otherwise substantially Impact with Mitigation Impact
degrade water quality? ' Incorporated _
L1 L X g

Heavy equipment shall not be used within the standard width of a WLPZ along all watercourses except
along existing roads. Where riparian habitat is identified that will likely benefit from low intensity fire,
burning will be conducted within riparian areas with site specific objectives to reduce heavy fuels loads
and reduce the effects of catastrophic wildfire on the riparian habitat. Where burning is used within 50
Jeet of a classified watercourse, a downhill backing fire will be the preferred firing method. This will
assure retention of a functional filter strip. No degradation of water quality is expected from this project.

g) Would the project place housing within a 100- Polentiatly lessThan  LessThan Nolmpact
year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Significant Significant Significant
Impact with Mitigation Impact

Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance
Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation

map? O O 0 X
N/A. No housing development is proposed under this project.

Incorporaied
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. ' h) Would the project place within a 100-year
flood hazard area structures that would impede
or redirect flood flows?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

]

Less Than
Significant
impact

O]

No Impagt

X

N/A. The project is not located in a 100-year flood hazard area. No structures are proposed to be

developed under this project.

. N/A

. . : Potentiall Less Than Less Than No Impact
i) Woulfi the pr0]ef:t expose pe-:o.ple or structures Signiﬁcan}; Significant Significant P
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death Impact with Mitigation Impact
involving flooding, including flooding as a Incorporated
result of the failure of a levee or dam? [ ] ] ¢
Pofentially Less Than Less Than No impact
. . L . Significant Significant Significant
j) Would the project result in inundation by Impact with Mitigation impact
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? Ingorporated
O U O &
N/A
Xl. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Polentially ~ Less Than Less Than No impact
. . . Significant Significant Significant
a) Would the project physically divide an Impact with Mitigation Impact
established community? Incorporated '
[ O ] X
N/A. The project is in a remote location well away from local communities.
b) Would the project conflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation of an Potentiaily Less Than Less Than No impact
agency with jurisdiction over the project Significant Significant Significant
neludi but not limited t eneral ol Impact with Mitigation impact
(mcp ing, but no 0, a general plan, Incorporated
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding O O O &

or mitigating an environmental effect?

N/A. The project will not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency

with jurisdiction over the project.
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact

¢) Would the project conflict with any applicable ~ Significant Slgnificant Significant
habitat ti 1 tural . impact with Mitlgation impact
abitat conservation plan or natural community ncorporaled
conservation plan?
] O O B

N/A The project should not affect any habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

Xil. MINERAL RESOURCES

a) Would the project result in the loss of glcg;nﬁtézlg Ié?;riﬂTcr:]nt [S—?gS:ifT:a?i No [mpact
availability of a known mineral resource that Impact with Mitigation Impact
would be of value to the region and the Incorporated .
residents of the state? O ] n =

N/A. Neo known mineral resource exists within or adjacent to the project.

b) Would the project result in the loss of Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact

availability of a locally important mineral Significant Significant Significant
Impact with Mitigation Impact

resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use

plan? U ] |:| X

N/A. No known mineral resource recovery site exists within or adjacent to the project,

Incorporated

XIll. NoIsE
a) Would the project create exposure of persons Potentiatly Less Than Less Than No Impact
to or generation of noise levels in excess of Sﬂgﬁm ﬁ{gmcz:; S'ign'ﬁc":“‘
. . with Mitigation mpac
standards established in the local general plan Incorporated

or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local,
state, or federal standards? L3 [ O X

N/A. The project is in a remote area where only personnel conducting the project should be exposed to
noise, so no applicable local, state or federal standards should be violated.

: Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
b) Would the project create exposure of persons Significant Significant Significant
to or generation of excessive groundborne mpact ﬁm?:&n Impact.
vibration or groundborne noise levels?
W L] X L]

N/A. Some minor groundborne vibration or noise levels may occur due to bulldozer operations during
installation of control lines, and idling fire trucks during mop-up operations. The effects will be not be
significant.
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. " Potentialy ~ Less Than
¢} Would the pro_;ect cr.eate a _substar‘ltlal . Signiﬂcany; Significant
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in Impact with Mitigation
the project vicinity above levels existing : Incorporated
without the project? 0 ]

Less Than
Significant
Impact

N

No impact

[

N/A. A short term increase in noise shall occur during operations. No permanent increase in ambient

noise should occur.

d) Would the project create a substantial gi{;sirf]iucﬂz ;?;ﬁ;:;nt
temporary or periodic increase in ambient Impact with Mitigation
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels Incorporated
existing without the project? 0 [

Less Than
Significant
impact

&

No Impact

n

Hikers in Calaveras Big Trees State Park’s South Grove may expenence an increase in ambient noise
during fireline construction and on days when burning is occurring. This increase wzll be temporary and

should not be significant.

e) For a project located within an airport land use

1 h h aolan h b Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
pian or, w ‘cn? suc aP an has not ‘een‘ Significant Significant Significant
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or ~ Impact with Mitigation Impact
public use airport, would the project expose ihcorporated
people residing or working in the project area 0] ] 0 <
to excessive noise levels?
N/A. The project is not on or adjacent to an airport land use plan.
. e .. . Potentialf Less Than Less Than No Impact
f) Fgr a.pr()]ect within th_e vicinity of a private Signiﬁcan{ Significant Significant P
airstrip, would the project expose people Impact with Mitigation Impact
residing or working in the project area to Incorporated
excessive noise levels? . ] 1 X
N/A. The project is not on or adjacent to a private airstrip.
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING
a) Would the project induce substantial Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
population growth in an area, either directly Significant Significant Significant
fi le, by proposing new homes and Impact with Miljgation impact
( OI'. example, Y p p g incorporated
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? ] [ O X

N/A. The project will not induce population growth,
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. . . . Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
b) Woul‘d 1_:he project dlspiacfe Slfletantlal numbers Significant Significant Significant
of existing homes, necessitating the Impact with Mitigation Impact
construction of replacement housing Incorporated
elsewhere? , n ] ] X
N/A. No homes exist within or adjacent to the project area.
-Ppteptially Lel:ssl Than Le‘asslThan No Impact
¢} Would the project displace substantial numbers ~ Significant Significant Significant
£ 1 : itating the construction of Impact with Mitigation Impact
of people, necessitating ncomorated
replacement housing elsewhere?
L [ Ll X
N/A. No residents exist within or adjacent to the project area.
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
a) ‘Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental Loss Th
qeyr 1 . 8ss5 inan .
facilities, or the need for new or physically Potenfially  Signffcant wits  Less Than
altered governmental facilities, the Significant Mitigation Significant
construction of which could cause significant Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or
~ other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
_ l ] [ K
Fire protection? : C
, _ [ O O X
Police protection? :
Schools? O [ = k
Parks? O 1 ] X
Other Public Facilities? ' 1 0 N X

N/A. No governmental facilities are associated with, exist or will be necessary as a result of this project.
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XVI. RECREATION

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

Potentiaily - Less Than
Significant Signlificant
Impact with Mitigation
Incorporated
1 O

Less Than
Significant
impact

)y

No Impact

E .

N/A. No neighborhood or regional parks are associated with the project area. The project should have no

effect on Big Trees State Park visitor numbers.

b) Would the project include recreational - Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
facilities or require the construction or Snlgmﬁca{nt ,ﬁ:gﬂfﬁcafl‘,t Stlgmﬁcatnt
expansion of recreati(')nal facilities that might mpac “ﬂ]cor;;?:té%” mpac
have an adverse physical effect on the
environment? L] g 0 X
N/A. The project does not propose or require the construction of recreational facilities.
XVII. TRANSPORTATION
a) Would the project contflict with an applicable
plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures
of effectiveness for the performance of the Poental Less Th Less Th No moact
. ' . . ) otential 55 Enan €55 than 0 Impac
circulation system, te‘tkmrg into _account all . Signiﬁcan); Significant Significant P
modes of transportation including mass transit impact with Mitigation mpact
and non-motorized travel and relevant Incorporated
components of the circulation system, ] 1 [ X
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit?
- N/A. The project as proposed will have no effect on a transportation circulation system.
' Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact ,
b) Would the project conflict with or be Sllgmﬁcatm ltSr:gl\Tgca?l Sllgnrﬁacgnt |
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 15064.3, TS Nomoned
subdivision (b)? ‘
. 3 O 0l I
N/A
. . . Potentiall Less Than Less Than No Impact.
¢) Would the prOcht _r&eqlt in a changf:: inair Signiﬁcan); Significant Significant P
traffic patterns, including either an increase in Impact with Mitigation Impact
traffic levels or a change in location that results Incorporated
in substantial safety risks? ] n ] E.

N/A. The project as proposed should have no effect on air traffic patterns.

29



Initial Study/Negative Declaration for the Proposed South Park 2018 VMP

d) Would the project substantially increase ggsinf:gm lé?gsr?irrch;g
hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp impact wiih Mitigation
curves or dangerous intersections) or Incorporated
incompatible uses {(e.g., farm equipment)? ] [

Less Than
Significant
Impact

[

No Impact

¢

N/A. The project as proposed will not alter any road design feature or cause incompatible use.

Potentially Less Than

Less Than No Impact
. o Significant Significant Significant
¢) Would the project result in inadequate Impact with Mitigation Impact
emergency access? Incorporated
| O O O X
N/A. The project as proposed should not affect emergency access.
. . . _ Potentiall Less Than Less Than No Impact
f) unl‘d the project conflict with adoPted Signiﬂcan{ Significant Significant
policies, plans, or programs supporting Impact with Mitigation Impact
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, Incorporated
bicycle racks)? O ] ] <

N/A. The project as proposed should not conflict with any alternative transportation programs.

- XVIIL. TRIBAL OR CULTURAL RESOURCES

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural

resource, dF:ﬁned in Public Resource Code ggﬁ%ﬂ]’; é?g;;c’m é?;;ggm No Impact
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural " Impact with Mitigation Impact
landscape that is geographically defined in Incorporated
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, ] ] M X0
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is:
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the S St S e
California Register of Historic Resources impact with Mitigation Impack
or in a local register of historical resources Incorporated .
as defined in Public Resource Code section H ] O 2
5020.1(k) or
ii) A resource determined by the lead agency,
in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to Poentialiy Less Than LessThan = Nolmpact
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Sig‘“ﬁcﬁ“t w_tsggmcagt Sililnmca“‘
Resource Code 5024.1. In applying the pac l:wmr;o?:te?in mpact
criteria set forth in subdivision (¢) of Public
Resource Code 5024.1, the lead agency shall O il L] X

consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.
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N/A. The Native American consultation was completed, and no response was received concerning tribal
cultural resources with cultural value to a California Native American tribe. CAL FIRE Archaeologist
Stephanie Gallanosa reviewed the Confidential Archaeological Addendum for the South Park VMP. No
adverse changes to a known tribal cultural resource should result from this project.

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

. Patentlally Less Than Less Than No Impact
a) Would the project exceed wastewater treatment ~ Signfficant Significant Significant
i ts of the applicable Regional Water Impact with Migation Impact
requirements o 1) 2i ncorporated
Quality Control Board?
| L] L1 X
N/A. No waste water treatment facilities will be affected by the project.
b) Would the project require or result in the Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
construction of new water or wastewater Sl?nm::tnt ,f;gM“!{!%;Et Silgr“'ﬂc":“‘ :
treatment facilities or expansion of existing mw vf:]w‘;?:té%n mpae

facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects? L] 1 ] X

N/A. Neo water or waste water treatment facilities will be affected by the project. No new water or waste
water treatment facilities will be necessary as a result of this project.

¢) Would the project require or result in the Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
construction of new storm water drainage Significant Significant Signfficant |
facilit . £ existing facilities. th impact with Mitigation Impact
acilities or expansion of existing facilities, the Incorporated

construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? [ [l O X .

N/A. The project will not directly or indirectly affect storm water drainage facilities. No new storm water
drainage facilities will be necessary as a result of this project.

. \ . Potentially Less Than Less Than No impact
d) Woulfi the p'm]cct have sufficient yvater Sigrificant Signficant Significant
supplies available to serve the project from Impact with Mitigation Impact
existing entitlements and resources, or are new lncorporated
or expanded entitlements needed? ] ] = =

"N/A. Only limited water use will be necessary for this project. No new water entitlements will be
necessary.

€) Would the project result in a determination by

. - Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
the wastewater treatment prm_/lder that serves Significant Significant - Significant -
or may serve the project that it has adequate Impact with Mitigation Impact
capacity to serve the project’s projected Incorporated
demand, in addition to the provider’s existing O [ n ¢

commitments?

NA
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Potentially Less Than Lt‘assl Than No Impact
f) Would the project be served by a landfill with Significant Significant Significant
: : : Impact with Mitigation Impact
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate Incorporaled
the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
4 [ (] X
N/A. No landfill accommodations will necessary for the implementation of this project.
_ P P
Potentially Less Than Less Than No impact
g) Would the project comply with federal, state, Silgﬂ'fﬁ“t ,ISAQG!?CHT S'F“"gm
and local statutes and regulations related to mP "T:mr;(')?:tgn _ mp
solid waste?
] [ [ X
N/A
XX. WILDFIRE
a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
lands classified as very high fire hazard : S'ﬁ“frgim _ﬁ:gh';fgca't‘,‘ Sllgn'ﬁcat”t '
severity zones, would the project substantially mp ‘T:mr;;?:té%n mpas
impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan? L] g L1 =

N/A. The project has been developed to reduce the fire hazard severity. The project should not impair

any emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans.

b) If located in or near state responsibility areas

or lands classified as very high fire hazard Potentially Less Than Less Than *
severity zones, would the project, due to slope, ~ Significant Significant Significant

i ind d other fact erbat Impact with Mitigation Impact
prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate Incorporated

wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a L] ] 1
wildfire or the uncontrotled spread of wildfire?

No impact

N/A. The project has been developed to reduce the fire hazard severity. The project should not exacerbate
wildfire risks or expose anyone to pollutant concentrations resulting from wildfire or the uncontrolled

spread of wildfire.

c) Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas
or lands classified as very high fire hazard

severity zones, would the project require the Potentially Less Than Less Than
installation or maintenance of associated Significant Significant Significant
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, Impact ':L&ﬁ?:tg Impact
emergency water sources, power lines or other

utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or may ] | O
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the

environment?

No Impact
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The project is designed to reduce the fire hazard severity by reducing flammable fuels. No new roads,
water sources, power lines or other utilities will he necessary as a result of this project.

d) Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas

or lands classified as very high fire hazard Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
severity zones, would the project expose Slgnificant  Significant Significant

1 tructures to sionificant risk Impagct with Mitigation Impact
people or structures to significant risks, incorporated -

including downslope or downstream flooding '
or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire El . L] X
slope stability, or drainage changes?

N/A, The project is in a remote location on fairly gentle slopes. No downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides should result froni this project. No immediate downstream or downslope infrastructure exists
Jor the project area.

XX1. MANDATORY'FINDENGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Would the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat

of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
wildlife population to drop below self- Significant Significant Significant

taining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant - mpact with Miigation Impact
sustaining levels, threate ateap Incorporated

or animal community, reduce the number or

restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or- 4 O i J

threatened species, or eliminate important

examples of the major periods of California

history or prehistory? = '
On February 11, 2019, I conducted a query of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). No
threatened or sensitive species were identified within the project area. The California Department of Fish
and Wildlife was notified by mail, and was provided a description of the project and location maps.
CDFW did not respond with any concerns or recommendations. Recommendations from CDFW on a
similar VMP area have been incorporated. Sierra Pacific biologists and botanists conducted surveys of the
project area in 2016 and 2017 and did not identify any threatened or sensitive species. On February 11,
2019, I did a follow up query of the CNDDB to look for any species added. No threatened or sensitive
species were identified within the project area. Should any threatened or sensitive species be discovered

during implementation of this project, operations in the area will be suspended until mitigations can be
established. '

An archaeological records check was obtained on November 13, 2017. The Native American consultation
was completed. A Confidential Archaeological Addendum was completed by RPF Gary Whitson to discuss
protection measures and implementation of the proposed protection measures. This report was reviewed
and approved by CAL FIRE Archaeologist Stephanie Duncan. The Confidential Archaeological
Addendum is attached (as a confidential attachment) in the VMP package. Implementation of protection
measures within the CAA should prevent substantial adverse change to an archaeological resource.
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No substantial degradation to the environment, fish and wildlife habitat, fish or wildlife population, plant
or animal community, endangered species, or cultural resource is expected to occur as a result of this
project.

b) Would the project have impacts that are

individually limited, but cumulatively

. . . » Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
considerable? (“Cumulatively conmderablf? Significant Significant Significant
means that the incremental effects of a project Impact with Mitlgation Impact
are considerable when viewed in connection Incorporated
with the effects of past projects, the effects of N 0 = ,Av‘

other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.)

. The cumulative effect of the shaded fuel break project will be to help restore the South Park VMP area

to a condition that is more fire resistant, This project is being prepared by a Registered Professional
Forester, I have consulted with resource professionals from the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, Water Quality, State Parks, Sierra Pacific Biologist and Botanist, and CAI FIRE
Archaeologists as part of the scoping process for this project io ensure that any negative cunudative
effects are avoided.

. Polentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
c) Would the project have environmental effects Significant Significant Significant
that would cause substantial adverse effects on Impact VT,TEO%?::;" Impact
human beings, either directly or indirectly? :
: 1 Ll O] X

N/A
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