BERT. OF WATER RESOURGES
DIVESAFETY OF DAMS
~ Addendum to the Environmental Impact Report BIARC=0 P 5
for the San Clemente Dam Seismic Safety Project
(State Clearinghouse Number 200591148)

A. Introduction and Background

The San Clemente Dam Seismic Safety Project was the subject of a Final Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR/EIS) that was certified by the
Department of Water Resources (DWRY) in 2007.

California American Water Company (CAW), the project applicant, recently notified DWR's
Division of Safety of Dams of its desire to make slight changes to two elements of the project
relative to what had been described in the FEIR/EIS. DWR has determined that the proposals
represent minor changes that do not trigger the need for a subsequent EIR pursuant to

Section 15162 or a supplement to an EIR pursuant to Section 15163.

DWR has prepared this Addendum to the FEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164,
subsection (a) which states “The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an
addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of
the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have
oceurred.”

B. Proposed Changes

CAW proposes two changes to the Tularcitos Access Route as described in the FEIR/EIS, a
substitute of the entrance to the route and a change in the size and location of staging areas.
This substitute and the changes to the staging areas are depicted on Figure 1 (modified from
Figure 3.2-2 in the FEIR/EIS). The substitute entrance and relocated staging areas are
depicted in red on Figure 1. Two staging areas that were evaluated in the FEIR, but which
CAW does not currently plan to develop, are shown in biue. The remainder of the route as
described in the FEIR/EIS at Figure 3.2-2 is the same.

CAW has also proposed specific implementation measures associated with construction
access involving the installation of a temporary crossing over the existing concrete ford where
the access road crosses the Carmel River (see Figure 1). CAW intends to build a temporary
crossing to avoid direct use of the existing in-stream concrete ford for construction traffic. Use
of the in-stream concrete ford was discussed in the FEIR/EIS, but it was also anticipated that
minor improvements might be made to the existing access road (see Chapters 3.2.5, 3.4.5, and
3.5.5in the FEIR/EIS). As a result, the temporary crossing does not constitute a change to the
FEIR/EIS.
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1. Access Route Entrance

Access to the project work site by way of the Tularcitos Access Route was evaluated in the
FEIR/EIS at pages 3.2-23 through 3.2-27.

CAW has proposed to relocate the entrance to the Tularcitos Access Route to a location on
Carmel Valley Road approximately 1,100 to 3,200 feet west of San Clemente Drive on land
owned by CAW. The precise entrance location will be selected by the contractor based the
most feasible location for the bridge crossing. The purpose of this change is to further reduce
noise, traffic, and other impacts to a residential neighborhood. The substitute entrance would
have basically the same impacts as those that would result from the route described in the
FEIR/EIS. Although the location is slightly different, the same species, habitat, and other
environmental concerns are the same for either entrance route. Mitigation measures would be
the same for the new route as the route described in the FEIR/EIS.

2. Staging Areas

The FEIR/EIS evaluated the impacts of a 5-acre concrete batch plant and staging area located
approximately 2,400 feet northeast of the Carmel Valley Filter Plant road (page 3.2-10,

Figure 3.2-8) and a .65-acre staging located approximately 2,600 feet south of the Carmel
Valley Filter Piant road (page 3.2-15). These are depicted in blue on Figure 1.

CAW has proposed changes to the staging areas including different locations and smaller
sizes. The analysis in the FEIR/EIS anticipated use of the Tularcitos Access Route in
conjunction with the dam buttressing alternative. Because CAW has elected o remove the
dam instead, the larger staging areas evaluated in the FEIR/EIS will not be required. For
instance, the following staging areas proposed by CAW would be in lieu of the 5-acre concrete
batch plant and staging area and the .65-acre staging area described in the FEIR/EIS.

CAW has proposed development of the following sites.

Staging Area 1 - Approximately 1.3 acre offloading area for equipment at the intersection of the
new entrance with the Carmel Valley Filter Plant access route.

Staging Area 2 - Approximately 0.9 acre staging area near the existing Clearwell Tank.

Staging Area 3 - Approximately 2.0 acre staging area near Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District's Sleepy Hollow Steelhead Rearing Facility

3. Temporary Crossing Over Existing Concrete Ford

The FEIR/EIS discussion of construction access from Carmel Valley Road to San Clemente
Dam includes the use of a concrete in-channel ford where the access road crosses Carmel
River (see pages 3.2-24, 3.4-4, and 3.5-17). However, California Department of Fish and
Wildlife will not permit the use of the in-channel concrete ford during periods when there is flow
in the Carmel River. Therefore, CAW plans to install a temporary crossing over the Carmeil
River to avoid use of the in-stream concrete ford.
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C. Environmental Impact of Proposed Changes

DWR concludes that the proposed changes will not cause new or different environmental
impacts from those already evaluated in the FEIR/EIS,

The substitute entrance to the access route covers a similar distance and would be
constructed using similar materials and techniques as the entrance discussed in the FEIR/EIS.
All mitigation measures described in the FEIR/EIS would apply to the substitute entrance.

The substitute staging areas would likewise not result in any new or different environmental
impacts. The overall staging area footprint will be less than that described in the FEIR/EIS, and
ho additional impacts will occur as a result of developing and using these staging areas.

Installation of the temporary crossing over the existing concrete ford would not result in any
new or different environmental impacts. Installation and use of the temporary crossing will
further reduce Carmel River fishery and water quality impacts.

At the request of CAW, URS Corporation reviewed and briefly documented potential impacts of
the proposed changes to wildlife and vegetation, among other things (see attached). URS
conclusions, that neither proposed change would cause any new environmental impacts not
previously identified and mitigated for, are consistent with DWR’s conclusions.

D. Department of Water Resources Approval of Addendum
I find that:
1. Changes or additions have been proposed for the Project.

2, The changes or additions proposed for the Project are minor changes that do not tngger the
need to prepare a subsequent EIR or supplement to the FEIR.

3. Because the location, nature, and extent of project impacts will be the same or less than
those described in the FEIR, no new or more severe environmental impacts will result as a
result of the changes or additions proposed for the Project, and an Addendum is appropriate.

(/«/ (G2  alshs

David A. Gutierrez, Chief Date
Division of Safety of Dams
Department of Water Resources

Attachmaents:

CEQA Memo

Tularcitos Fisheries Memo

San Clemente Dam Traffic Memo

Access Road Length Email

Tularcitos Access Road Route Supplemental Noise Analysis
CRRDR THR Wetland Summary

Tree and Vegetation Impacts Technical Memo
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PEFT, OF WATER RESOURCES
DIV SAFETY OF DAMS

Date: March 20, 2013, revised April 5, 2013
To: Bob Schubert, Monterey County Planning Department
From: Bill Martin, Katherine Dudney, Francesca Demgen and Seth Gentzler, URS Corporation

Re: CEQA Memo: Proposed Changes to the Tularcitos Access Route and Comparison of Potential
Impacts

fn 2006 the Department of Water Resources (DWR} released a joint Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement {EIR/EIS) in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act {CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the San Clemente Dam Seismic
Safety Project. in December 2007, DWR certified the Final EIR/EIS {FEIR/EIS) in compliance with CEQA;
the document was published in January 2008. The FEIR/EIS analyzed a number of project alternatives
ranging from strengthening the existing dam to complete dam removal. Construction access for each of
the alternatives was assessed in the FEIR/EIS, In July 2012, DWR finalized a Supplement to the EiR {July
2012 SEIR) which evaluated the impacts of: 1) increased volume of sediment excavation; 2} removal of
the instrument hut near the dam’s left abutment; 3) refined approaches to slope stabilization and water
diversion; 4) modifications to expected project-generated traffic volumes; 5} realignment of the
Reservoir Access Road connecting the Jeep Trail to the reservoir area; and 6) use of Tassajara Road and
Southern Cachagua Road for a portion of the project traffic. In August 2012, the State Coastal
Conservancy finalized a second SEIR (SEIR #2) which evaluated the impacts of removing Old Carmel River
Dam rather than notching it.

In the FEIR/EIS, construction access for the Proponents Proposed Alternative (Dam Strengthening) was
via the Tularcitos Access Route, an access route from Carmel Valley Road, located entirely on land
owned by California American Water (CAW). The route would pass by the Carmel Valley Filter Plant to
San Clemente Drive, then split into a Low Road to the base of San Clemente Dam and a High Road to the
top of the dam. This route, with slight modifications is being incorporated into the alternative currently
proposed for construction: The Carmel River Reroute and San Clemente Dam Removal {CRRDR,
Alternative 3 in the FEIR/EIS). The Tularcitos Access Route modifications and potential impact changes
are the subject of this memo, prepared in response to Monterey County’s request for information,
namely:

1. Adescription of proposed changes to the CRRDR project ‘

2. Comparison of the proposed 2013 Tularcitos - High Road Access Route {THR}) with the
Tularcitos Access Route as assessed in the FEIR/EIS

3. Assessment of the potentlal changes to impacts and mitigation as a result of the new route

The incorporation of the modified Tularcitos Access Route for all construction access would eliminate
the impacts evaluated in the July 2012 SEIR associated with realignment of the Reservoir Access Road
and the use of Tassajara Road and Southern Cachagua Road for a portion of the project traffic. All of the
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other project changes evaluated in the July 2012 SEIR, plus the changes evaluated in SEIR #2, would
continue to apply to the proposed project.

1.0 Description of Original and Proposed Modified Routes

1.1 Original {2008) Tularcitos Access route

tn the FEIR/EIS, the original Tularcitos Access Route, shown on Figure 1, included a new bridge over
Tularcitos Creek, upgrades to both the High Road to the upper portion of San Clemente Dam {SCD) and
the Low Road to the base of the dam, and improvements to the existing Pipeline Access Road that runs
from the Filter Plant to the Clearwell. This route was to be developed as a permanent access road to the
Carmel Valley Filter Plant and SCD. ‘

The Tularcitos Access Route was described as a 3-mile access road to SCD from Carmel Valley Road
requiring realignment and improvements to accommodate heavy equipment used for construction
activities. The new road would start at Carmel Valley Road about 800 feet west of San Clemente Drive,
cross Tularcitos Creek over a new bridge, and provide access to a proposed staging area and concrete
batch plant (that were part of the Proponents Proposed Alternative). The existing road between the
stéging area and the filter plant would be upgraded and widened to 22 feet.

Approximately 175 feet from its origin at Carmel Valley Road the route alignment crossed Tularcitos
Creek. A permanent, single-lane, 200 foot long, steel truss bridge with a wood deck and concrete
abutments was proposed. Though Tularcitos Creek normally contains minimal flow, the contributing
watershed at this location is approximately 36,000 acres and the bridge would have been designed to
pass a 100-year storm. It was estimated that a bridge with a clear area of approximately 800 square feet
underneath would be necessary to pass flood flows from the 100-year storm.

In the 2008 proposed route, the bridge at Old Carmel River Dam {OCRD} would have been replaced to
accommodate heavy trucks.

Proposed improvements to the existing road surfaces included grading, minor widening, and vegetation
trimming at various locations along the filter plant road, San Clemente Drive {beyond the CAW gate) and
along the High and Low roads to accommodate construction traffic.

1.2 Proposed {2013) Tularcitos - High Road Access Route

Construction access for the CRRDR Project will be provided via a. proposed construction access road
through CAW property that extends from Carmel Valley Road to the Project site. Figure 1 shows the
proposed route alignment. The construction access road, hereafter referred to as the Tularcitos-High
Road (THR) route, will involve improvement of existing roads and construction of new roads and bridges,
as necessary to allow construction traffic and equipment to access the site. Other than a slight change
in alignment near the entrance, the route to the dam follows the route originally proposed in the
FEIR/EIS.
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The THR route intersects with Carmel Valley Road approximately 1,100 feet west of San Clemente Drive.
A temporary bridge over Tularcitos Creek may be installed during CY1 and will be replaced by a
permanent crossing structure, no later than CY3, The bridge would span approximately 200 feet across
Tularcitos Creek at a height designed to pass 100-year storm event flows, thereby avoiding impacts to
fish passage.

After crossing Tularcitos Creek, the THR route will he graded to pass under a 30-inch water pipeline,
which will be braced to accommodate equipment passing underneath. Approximately 1,300 feet from
Carmel Valley Road the entrance portion of the THR route transitions to the existing CAW filter plant
access road. The THR route would follow the improved filter plant access road alighment for
approximately 2,500 feet until approximately 150 feet before the filter plant road intersects with San
Clemente Drive (near the existing CAW gate). At this point the THR route would extend due south for
approximately 200 to 300 feet before connecting into the existing CAW access road (an extension of San
Clemente Drive on CAW property). For this 200 to 300 foot portion of the route, the road bed wouid be
excavated down approximately 2 feet. The excavated material (approximately 150 cubic yards) will be
added to an unvegetated area of slope between the THR and San Clemente Drive. The fill wil} slightly
steepen the slope and create a berm between the THR and San Clemente Drive to minimize visual and
noise impacts to the adjacent residence {Figure 3).

After connecting into the existing CAW access road, the THR route would run south and east until its
intersection with the High Road. The access route would then follow the High Road alignment to its
termination at the site limits of work {near the left dam abutment staging area). The High Road would
require minor improvements for construction traffic. At the Sleepy Hollow Ford low-flow crossing of the
Carmel River, a temporary bridge may be installed if the concrete ford is not sufficient to allow
construction traffic to cross the river. If a temporary bridge across the Carmel River is necessary, it
would either be sized to accommodate the 100-year storm, or would be removed from the river during
the wet season. )

One staging and one equipment offloading area would be built during CY1 along the THR Route (Figure
1}. The equipment offloading area allows equipment mobilization trucks to off-load large construction
equipment and its location roughly corresponds to the concrete batch plant and staging area that was
part of the original route. This offloading area will not be used to store material or equipment. Types
of equipment include articulated haulers, large hydraulic excavators, motor graders, bulldozers (D12),
cranes, and mobile material screening plants. The equipment would then be driven under its own
power to the dam site using the High Road route summarized above. A staging area is planned along
the THR route near the existing clearwell, to stage hoth equipment and materials for the Project.

Ride sharing vehicles, material hauling trucks, smaller equipment hauling trucks, and limited
management personal vehicles would travel along the entire route to access the work area.

At the start of construction, select construction equipment would occasionally use San Clemente Drive
through the Sleepy Hollow cornmunity to facilitate construction of the access roads.
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Heavy construction equipment would access OCRD for demolition activities using either the Plunge Pool
Access Road (Figure 1) from upstream after SCD is removed, or possibly the Low Road from SCD down to
OCRD prior to removal of SCD. The existing Low and Plunge Pool Roads would require relatively minor
removal of vegetation and grading to be made passable by construction equipment as opposed to the
more extensive improvements planned under the original route discussed in the FEIR/EIS,

The CEQA Addendum prepared by DWR considers locating the access route entrance off of Carmel
Valley Road and the bridge over Tularcitos Creek within the area from 1,100 to 3, 200 feet west of San
Clemente Drive on land owned by CAW {Figure 2). This memo considers both the specific route
proposed by CAW and the broader options addressed in the Addendum. The Addendum also assumes
use of the Pipeline Access Road as described in the FEIR/EIS. The impacts for use of the Pipeline Access
Road would be the same as assessed in the FEIR/EIS and no further analysis is necessary. CAW does not
currently propose to use the Pipeline Access Road.

2.0 Comparison of the Original and THR (new) routes
There are essentially four primary changes between the original and 2013 proposed access route:

1} Change in entrance location along Carmel Valley Road and alignment of the initial portion of the
access road, including the location of the Tularcitos Creek Bridge {Figures 1 and 2}

2} At the south end of San Clemente Drive the road is realigned to the west placing it further away
from Sleepy Hollow residences, before connecting to San Clemente Drive south of CAW’s locked
gate and adding a landscaped earthen berm

3) Possible installation of a temporary bridge over the Sleepy Hollow Ford, and associated
approach grading

4) The THR would use the Low Road only minimally, and thus the Low Road would not need to be
extensively improved.

Table 1 further summarizes differences between the two routes,

Table 1: Comparison of Original Tularcitos Access Route and proposed 2013 THR routes

Issue Original Tularcitos Access Route 2013 THR Route

Tularcitos Creek Included Included but at a location approximately 250 feet

Bridge west of the originally proposed bridge.

Route Low Road —included in route and includes use of the low road for access to Oid

‘| used by the majority of construction Carmel River Dam {addressed in 2012 SEIR #2 for

traffic. Would have been improved OCRD removal). Minor improvements such as
with cuts, including blasting, to vegetation trimming and grading may be
achieve needed widths, necessary, but no widening would be reguired.
High Road -- High Road would be used: | Route involves use of High Road for incoming and
for outgoing traffic outgoing traffic.

Pipeline Access Road | Included included
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Table 1: Comparison of Original Tularcitos Access Route and proposed 2013 THR routes

Issue Original Tularcitos Access Route 2013 THR Route
Width 22 feet with a 3 foot drainage Road width would range from 12 to 18 feet
ditch along road tangents, and would be wider at

curves to accommodate design vehicle
turning radius.

Carmel River Bridge Replacement of bridge at Old Carmel | Possible installation of temporary bridge at the

River Dam Sleepy Hollow Ford
Staging Areas Concrete batch plant and staging area | Equipment offloading area at approximately
near Carmel Valley Road. same location as original concrete batch plant

and staging area.

Near Clearwell tank {optional} Near Clearwell tank {Figure 1}

3.0 Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation

This section provides a brief discussion of impacts of the 2013 THR Route and compares those
qualitatively (and quantitatively if possible) to the impacts described in the FEIR/EIS. In many cases as is
typical for many CEQA documents, impacts in the FEIR/EIS are described on a project-wide basis and not
specifically quantified by individual project components (e.g., a specific access road).

In general, impacts for the THR were covered in the FEIR/EIS. Impact quantities may be somewhat
different {greater or less), but the typeé of impacts were considered and would be similar to those
already described in the FEIR/EIS. There are only minor changes in the alignment of the THR, and
compared with the route assessed in the FEIR/EIS, impacts would not be substantially different than
those already addressed and would not be considered “new” impacts. Mitigation measures would be
the same as those described in the FEIR/EIS and July 2012 SEIR and summarized in the July 2012
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program {(MMRP} for the Final EIR/EIS and Final SEIR.

No new significant impacts or substantially increased significant impacts were identified.
No new mitigation measures are required and none are proposed.
3.1 Geology and Soils

Issues GS-2 {Access Route Landslides) and GS-4 {Soil Erosion) in the FEIR/EIS were assessed for the
original Tularcitos Access Route and would apply to construction of the THR. These impacts were
considered Less than Significant with Mitigation in the FEIR/EIS. Modification of the entrance alignment
and other minor modifications to the alignment would not alter the potential impacts described in the
FEIR/EIS. Mitigation® would be the same, and includes providing construction design specifications to

! For details on all mitigation measures, refer to the July 2012 MMRP.
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minimize slope instability at cuts for the access road and implementing erosion controf and BMPs to
minimize erosion.

No new significant impacts would occur as a result of the proposed modifications to the Tularcitos
Access Route and no new mitigation measures would be required.

3.2 Hydrology and Water Resources

None of the Hydrology and Water Resources Issues {impacts) described in the FEIR/EIS were assessed
specifically for construction of the access road. Both the originally proposed Tularcitos Access Route
and the THR would construct a bridge over Tularcitos Creek. CAW proposes to locate the Tularcitos
Creek bridge approximately 250 feet west of the originally proposed bridge, and the Addendum
considers bridge locations up to 2,000 feet west of the originally proposed bridge. Both the original and
currently proposed bridges would clear span Tularcitos Creek and would not affect flow in the creek.
Both would be designed to pass the 100 year storm and both would he permanent structures, thus
there would be no differences in regards to Hydrology and Water Resources, other than location of the
bridge.

The THR would use the High Road with access to this road via the existing low-flow crossing or a
temporary bridge over the Carmel River at the Sleepy Hollow Ford {Figure 1). The temporary bridge
would also clear span the river with no supports or fill in the river that could affect flow. The bridge
would be designed to pass the 100 year storm or be removed in the winter.

No new impacts to hydrology would occur and no new mitigation would be required.
33 Water Quality

FEIR/EIS Issues WQ-1 (Road Construction and Improvement Activities), WQ-2 {Instream, Streambank
and/or Stream Margin Construction Activities), and WQ-3 (Accidental Leaks and Spills of Toxic
Substances) apply to access road construction and were assessed for the construction of the original
Tularcitos Access Route. All of these impacts were considered less than significant with mitigation in the
FEIR/EIS. These impact categories would also apply to the THR.

As described in the FEIR/EIS, construction near streams could result in sediment discharges and
increased turbidity. Accidental spills could release toxic materials into the water. The THR would not
involve substantially greater amounts of excavation near streams or have an inherently greater risk of
accidental spills or leaks than the originally proposed and analyzed route, and would thus not result in
any new significant impact. Impacts for the proposed modifications would still be considered less than
significant with mitigation.

Mitigation measures for the original Tularcitos Access Route for Issues WQ-1, W(Q-2 and WQ-3 included
implementation of standard erosion control methods, BMPs, and associated water quality monitoring
measures developed and included in the project’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
(Appendix K of the FEIR/EIS). For accidental spills of toxic substances, mitigation included adherence to a
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Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan to be developed by the construction
contractor,

Since impacts would be similar, the mitigation measures would apply and no new mitigation would be
required.

3.4 Fisheries

Studies conducted for the FEIR/EIS, and reported in Section 4.4 of the document, characterized fish
resources in both the Carmel River and Tularcitos Creek. The document acknowledged the presence of
steelhead, as well as steelhead spawning and rearing habitat in the Carmel River and Tularcitos Creek.

Issue Fi-1 {Access Route Improvements} in the FEIR/EIS addressed the construction of a bridge over
Tularcitos Creek and associated disturbance to riparian habitat for construction of the bridge. The road
approach and bridge construction would result in the loss of up to 50 feet of riparian vegetation shading
along each bank of Tularcitos Creek. This section also described impacts of road construction along the
Carmel River, including potential loss of riparian vegetation and potential water quality effects such as
short term increases in turbidity during construction. Mitigation measures for these impacts were
addressed in the FEIR/EIS and included reestablishment of riparian vegetation as identified in Appendix
U {Botanical Resources Management Plan) and implementation of a SWPPP to protect water quality, as
identified in Appendix K of the FEIR/EIS. This Impact was considered less than significant with mitigation
in the FEIR/EIS.

Although the proposed THR has an entrance location that is 250 feet west of the original location,
impacts would be similar to those described in the FEIR/EIS, namely that approximately 50 feet of
riparian cover would be removed on each bank to construct the bridge. Approximately the same amount
of riparian habitat would have to be removed for bridge locations further to the west. Riparian habitat
and cover is similar throughout this reach of Tularcitos Creek, based on observations made during site
visits on January 15 and 22, 2013, therefore impacts to riparian habitat would be similar to that
addressed in the FEIR/EIS. Mitigation of the impacts would be the same as the original Tularcitos Access
Route as described in the FEIR/EIS. Disturbed riparian habitat would be replaced per guidance provided
in the Botanical Resources Management Plan {FEIR/EIS Appendix U}. Temporary water quality impacts
from potentially increased turbidity would be the same as those described in the FEIR/EIS and would be
mitigated in the same way: by implementation of the provisions in the SWPPP. '

Impacts of the THR would be similar and thus would be considered less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation would be as addressed in the FEIR/EIS and no new mitigation measures would be required,
however, the mitigation would now also apply to Tularcitos Creek.

Issue FI-2 in the FEIR/EIS {Dewatering River Channels for Construction Purposes} described the impacts
of dewatering a 100-foot section of the Tularcitos Creek channel for bridge construction. Mitigation for
this impact was to implement fish rescue and relocation efforts for the dewatered portion of the creek.
This impact was considered a significant, unavoidable short-term impact.
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The CAW’s proposed bridge across Tularcitos Creek for the THR would clear-span the creek and would
not have structures (pier walls or piles) located in the creekbed. No fill within the ordinary high water
mark would occur. Therefore, there would be no permanent loss of fish hahitat. If the proposed bridge
requires pile driving that could result in hydroacoustic impacts to fish, dewatering a 100-foot section of
Tularcitos Creek may be necessary to avoid mortality to steelhead. Since the impacts would be the
same as described in the FEIR/E|S, the mitigation measures would apply and no new mitigation would be
required. The mitigation would now also apply to Tularcitos Creek.

The THR currently proposes to use the existing crossing at Sleepy Hollow Ford, but may include a
temporary bridge for access to the High Road. This crossing was not specifically discussed in the fisheries
section of the FEIR/EIS, although fishery resources were adequately characterized for this river reach by
studies conducted for the original document. Approximately 50 feet of riparian vegetation would be
removed on each bank for placement of this bridge. This temporary crossing would clear-span the river
and would not result in any fill or placement of structures within the ordinary high water mark of the
river. In addition, no dewatering or diversion of the river would be necessary for placement of this
crossing. Disturbed riparian habitat would be replaced per guidance provided in the Botanical
Resources Management Plan and no new or additional mitigation measures would be required.
Temporary water quality effects would be similar to those described in the FEIR/EIS for the Tularcitos
Creek Bridge and would be mitigated through implementation of the provisions in the SWPPP. This
impact would be considered less than significant with mitigation.

The FEIR/EIS described removal of riparian vegetation as necessary along the Carmel| River between the
Sleepy Hollow Ford and OCRD (the Low Road, Figure 1). Tree removal would have been limited to only
those limbs or trees that require cutting to meet access requirements along the Carmel River between
the Sleepy Hollow Ford and OCRD. The Low Road would have been the primary access route to the dam
and this road would have undergone improvements including replacement of the bridge at OCRD to
accommodate heavy trucks. These impacts would not occur with the proposed THR route.

35 Vegetation and Wildlife

Issues VE-1 (Special-Status Plant Species), VE-2 {Loss of Pratected OGak Woodland), VE-3 (Loss of other
Native Vegetation), VE-4 (Indirect Effects on Native Vegetation}, WI-6 {Tularcitos Access Road
Construction}, W|-8 (Vegetation Removal and Construction-Related Disturbance), and WI-9 (Pre-Existing
Access Road Improvements) in the FEIR/EIS were assessed for the original Tularcitos Access Route and
would apply to construction of the THR. All of these issues were determined to be less than significant
with mitigation for the original route, The mitigation proposed in the FEIR/EIS for each of the issues
would still apply and be the same for the THR.

Impacts to native vegetation (VE-1, VE-2, VE-3, and VE-4) would be similar between the original
Tularcitos Access Route and the new THR. In both cases, a new road would be constructed from Carmel
Valley Road, crossing over Tularcitos Creek, and connecting to the existing filter plant road. Both the
original Tularcitos Access Route and the new THR would result in the removal of riparian vegetation
around the Tularcitos Creek crossing and oak woodland as the route approaches the filter plant road.
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The quantities of habitat and tree removal would be similar. Potential impacts to special status plants -
and indirect effects to vegetation would be the same as considered in the FEIR/EIS.

if constructed, a new temporary bridge at Sleepy Hollow Ford may result in removal of approximately 50
feet of riparian vegetation. This impact is similar to the impact that will occur with the construction of
the bridge over Tularcitos Creek described in the FEIR/EIS. Construction of the bridge would avoid direct
impacts to wetlands and waters at this location by spanning the 100 year floodplain. If the existing ford
crossing is used, riparian vegetation removal would be minor if needed at all. In comparison to the
original Tularcitos Access Route, the quantity of this vegetation removal may be somewhat offset by the
reduced impacts to the Low Road for the THR, The mitigation described for these crossings, restoration
of riparian vegetation as per the Botanical Resources Management Plan, would apply to the temporary
bridge at Sleepy Hollow Ford. With the incorporation of this mitigation, these impacts would be less
than significant.

The Tularcitos Access Route was described as 22 feet wide with a 3 foot wide drainage ditch. The new
THR would be generally 12 to 18 feet wide, but may be slightly wider in some places to accommodate
turning or passing vehicles, Minor road widening wil be needed on curves along the High Road. This
widening will occur primarily in areas that lack vegetation and would result in minimal impacts to
vegetation. Mitigation measures described in the FEIR/EIS would apply. With the incorporation of this
mitigation, these impacts would be less than significant.

Impacts to wildlife associated with the road construction, including direct and indirect impacts, would be
the same as described in the FEIR/EIS Issues WI-6 {Tularcitos Access Road Construction (effects to
special-status species)) and WI-9 (Pre-Existing Access Road Improvements (effects to special-status
species)). Mitigation measures proposed would still apply. These impacts were considered to be short-
term and less than significant with mitigation.

3.6 Wetlands

The THR route would avoid direct impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. The construction of-
the bridge over Tularcitos Creek and the temporary bridge at the Sleepy Hollow Ford {if built) could
result in indirect impacts to wetland features as described in issue WET-3 {Indirect Impacts to Wetlands
and Other Waters of the U.5.} in the FEIR/EIS. The impacts and mitigation described for WET-3 would
apply to the THR. Similar to the findings in the FEIR/EIS, these impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation and short-term.

3.7 Air Quality

Issue AQ-2 {Access Road Upgrades) assessed daily and annual air emissions for construction of access
roads for the proponents proposed project. Tables 4.7-18 and 4.7-19 in the FEIR/EIS provide estimated
emissions. Estimated daily emissions from fuel comhbustion for road construction itself would not
exceed any level of significance. Though PMy, did not exceed criteria, mitigation measures were
proposed to reduce fugitive dust emissions. Due to the nuisance level that could occur to residents of
Sleepy Hollow, DWR considered the impact significant and unavoidable for short periods of time.
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The THR has a very similar alignment to the Tularcitos Access Route assessed in the FEIR/EIS, also
includes construction of a permanent bridge over Tularcitos Creek, and would be constructed using
similar equipment. The THR would not involve extensive improvements to the Low Road or structural
improvements to the bridge at OCRD, but may involve installation of a temparary bridge over the
Carmel River at the Sleepy Hollow Ford. Because the differences between the two routes are small, air
emissions resulting from construction of the THR would be similar to those described in the FEIR/EIS.

Issue AQ-3 (Project Generated Traffic) addressed impacts of the trucks and worker vehicles accessing
the site. Factors that affect the amount of emissions include the number of vehicle trips as well as the
distance that vehicles are driven. Project generated truck trips for the proposed alternative are
described in the July 2012 SEIR (approximately 28 trips per day at the beginning of the construction
season and averaging about 3 trucks per day during most of the construction period). Worker trips are
expected to be up to approximately 160 round trips per day on the THR route as evaluated in the SEIR,

Trip length is the other factor involved in determining exhaust emissions. A valid exhaust emissions
comparison is between vehicles traveling on the Alternative 3 (the CRRDR) access route with the current
THR route. The access route assessed for Alternative 3 in the FEIR/E!S was Carmel Valley Road to
Cachagua Road to the Jeep Trail, a distance of approximately 7 miles (one way) from the currently
proposed THR entrance to the dam site, Vehicles using the THR would travel only approximately 4.5
miles {one way to the dam site}, thus exhaust emissions would be reduced somewhat because of the
shorter vehicle trip length. The access route analyzed in the July 2012 SEIR included the use of Tassajara
Road, Cachagua Road and the Jeep Trail, a significantly longer route (approximately 20 miles longer,
one-way, than the THR). When this route is compared with the THR, vehicle miles travelled are
substantially lower and thus emissions would be substantially lower than those addressed in the july
2012 SEIR,

Project generated traffic was considered a significant, unavoidable short-term impact in the FEIR/EIS
primarily due to fugitive dust emissions from vehicles traveling on unpaved portions of access roads.
This would still be considered significant due to truck travel on the unpaved portions of the THR to and
from the dam site that would sometimes be upwind of residential neighborhoods and, if not mitigated,
create the potential for dust nuisance complaints. Mitigation would be the same as that proposed in
the FEIR/EIS, and would primarily consist of requiring the contractor to minimize dust generated during
construction through implementation of the dust suppression techniques, including frequent watering
of unpaved surfaces and applying base rock.

3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The FEIR/E!S did not analyze greenhouse gas {GHG) emissions as this was not required under CEQA at
the time of publication {2008). In August of 2007, Senate Bill 97 directed the Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) to develop guideline amendments for the analysis of climate change in CEQA
documents. OPR released draft CEQA Guidelines for GHGs and final amendments to the CEQA
Guidelines became effective on March 18, 2010.
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DWR's 2012 supplemental EIR (SEIR) estimated total GHG emissions from fuel combustion equipment
and vehicles during construction. The access route analyzed in the SEIR was approximately 20 miles
longer than the THR route currently proposed. The SEIR concluded that GHG emissions would not
exceed levels of significance. The emissions were deemed to be small in comparison to the amount of
greenhouse gas emissions for major facilities that are required to report greenhouse gas emissions
{25,000 metric tons of CO2e per year). This is also consistent with DWR’s Climate Action Plan which
covers projects that emit less than a total of 25,000 metric tons of COZe for the project or 12,500 metric
tons of CO2e per year for any single construction project.

To compare the THR emissions to the original access route, it is relevant to consider only the changes in
fuel combustion equipment and vehicle use since emission factors for the scenarios would be the same,
Total emissions are a combination of equipment use times an emission factor. The THR has a very similar
alignment to the Tularcitos Access Route analyzed in the FEIR/EIS. Like the original route, the THR
includes construction of a permanent bridge over Tularcitos Creek and would be constructed using
similar equipment. The THR would not involve extensive improvements to the Low Road or structural
improvements to the bridge at OCRD, but may involve installation of a temporary bridge over the
Carmel River at the Sleepy Hollow Ford. Because the differences between the two routes are small and
would have similar equipment activity usage, the GHG emissions, even though they weren’t quantified
in the original FEIR/EIS, would be expected to be similar.

The access road improvements and truck trips analyzed in the 2012 SEIR were for more intensive road
access improvement activity and a longer truck trip route. Thus there is a reduction in overall fuel
combustion equipment and vehicle use associated with the THR compared to the Cachagua/Tassajara
Route analyzed in the July 2012 SEIR. Therefore the GHG emissions would be expected to be lower than
those reported for the July 2012 SEIR.

Based on a comparison of anticipated fuel combustion activity it can be conciuded that the GHG
emissions associated with the change to the THR are less than the emissions evaluated in both the
previous FEIR/EIS and July 2012 SEIR. The impact from GHG emissions remains less than significant.

3.9 Noise

Issue NO-2 {Access Road Upgrades} and Issue NO-3 {Project Generated Traffic) in the FEIR/EIS described
noise impacts during the construction of the access road and noise generated by vehicles on the access
road during the construction phase of the project. These were considered significant, unavoidable short-
term impacts.

Access Road Construction: During access road construction equipment such as scrapers, bulldozers,
backhoes, and excavators would be used. Construction equipment would be similar for both the
originally proposed route and the THR. This equipment typical generates noise levels of 75 to 85
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decibels {A-weighted, dBA?) at a distance of approximately 50 feet. The noise attenuates with distance
and the FEIR/EIS stated that noise exposures associated with road improvement would be in the 60 to
80 dBA range and would be very noticeable above background noise levels at Sleepy Hollow receptors.

A supplemental noise study was conducted for the THR. Additional ambient noise measurements and
modeling were conducted to assess potential noise impacts. This supplemental noise analysis showed
results similar to those reported in the FEIR/EIS. Construction activities would generate intermittent,
short-term, and unavoidable impacts at nearby noise-sensitive receivers when construction activities are
being conducted nearby. Impacts would decrease as construction activities move further away from
each respective receiver. Noise would be in the 60 to 80 dBA range, depending on the distance to the
receiver. The FEIR/EIS also concluded that noise generated by access road construction would range
from 60 to 80 dBA. These similar construction noise impacts would be considered significant,
unavoidable and short-term as they were for the originally proposed access route. Measures to reduce
access road construction noise levels would be the same as those presented in the FEIR/EIS and would
include:

s Use construction equipment that is of quiet design, has a high-quality muffler system, and is
well maintained. This includes trucks used to haul materials.

s Install engine enclosure panels when required on stationary gas, diesel, or pump equipment.

s Eliminate unnecessary idling of machines when not in use,

* Use good maintenance and lubrication procedures to reduce operating noise.

» Conduct construction activities during daytime hours

Project Generated Traffic: Project generated traffic noise was assessed in the FEIR/EIS. Typical project-
generated traffic would be comprised of material delivery trucks and construction worker vehicles
traveling to and from the site. Large diesel trucks would be employed to deliver aggregate and heavy
equipment to the dam site. These trucks have large diesel engines and produce noise levels of 75 to 80
dBA under full load and 70 to 75 dBA while idling (100 feet). Construction worker vehicles traveling to
and from the dam site include standard gas engine cars, pickups and vans, producing noise levels of 55
to 65 dBA at 50 feet. Vehicles would be similar for the THR.

The FEIR/EIS estimated that receivers in Sleepy Hollow would experience intermittent truck passby noise
of approximately 60-77 dBA at areas in the northern portion of San Clemente Drive and approximately
65-80 dBA at locations nearest the southern end of San Clemente Drive (FEIR/EIS Table 4.8-8). Worker
vehicles would produce noise in the range of 47-57 dBA to the north and 50-60 dBA to the south. These
impacts were considered significant, unavoidable and short-term. The FEIR/EIS concludes that project
generated traffic noise for the CRRDR would be the same as for the Proponent’s Proposed Project.
Traffic noise would be generated by large diesel trucks delivering equipment materials to the site,
construction equipment driving to the site, and worker vehicles.

? A-weighting de-emphasizes the very low and very high frequency components of sound in a manner that
simulates the frequency response of human hearing, and correlates well with people’s group reactions to sound

and environmental noise.
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Noise modeling conducted for the THR yielded very similar results to those in the FIER/EIS, with truck
passhy noise levels approximately 70-75 dBA at the north end of San Clemente Drive and approximately
77 dBA at the southern end and worker vehicle passbys at approximately 44-57 dBA. These are within
the range of estimates provided in the FEIR/EIS.

These noise levels would be intermittent and short-term, only occurring when trucks or worker vehicles
are passing nearby. However, since background levels are relatively low in the area away from Carmel
Valley Road, vehicle traffic passing the road several times per hour would be noticeable.

As with the original proposed access route, noise impacts from the THR would be considered significant,
unavoidable and short-term and would be the same as those already addressed in the FEIR/EIS.
Mitigation would be the same as that in the FEIR/EIS. No new mitigation measures would be required.

3.10 Traffic and Circulation

The FEIR/EIS addressed three impacts related to the Tularcitos Access Route: Issue TC-4 (Inadequate
Corner Sight Distances), Issue TC-5 {New Intersections}, and Issue TC-6 {Neighborhood Quality of Life).

Corner Sight Distances: The FEIR/EIS determined that corner sight distance to the location of the
Tularcitos Access Road looking from the east along Carmel Valley Road was approximately 300 feet and
the sight distance from the west is approximately 350 feet. The posted speed limit on Carmel Valley
Road is 35 miles per hour {mph)}, although average vehicle speeds measured along this relatively straight
portion of the roadway were 40 mph. The recommended stopping sight distance is 300 feet for vehicles
traveling 40 mph, and therefore corner sight distances were deemed adequate.

with CAW’s proposed alignment, the intersection for the THR would be approximately 1,100 feet west
of San Clemente Drive {approximately 250 feet west of the original intersection). This location provides a
corner site distance from the east of approximately 380 feet, and a corner site distance from the west of
approximately 245 feet. A design speed of 40 mph is appropriate for vehicles approaching from the
east. As stated above, the stopping sight distance for a design speed of 40 mph is 300 feet. Therefore,
adequate corner sight distance would be provided on Carmel Valley Road for vehicles approaching from
the east. From the west, a design speed of 25 mph is appropriate as vehicles would be travelling slower
around the curves just west of the proposed intersection. The stopping sight distance for a design speed
of 25 mph is 150 feet. The corner sight distance approaching the proposed location of the THR entrance
from the west is approximately 245 feet, which exceeds the 150 foot stopping sight distance. Therefore,
adequate corner sight distance would be provided on Carmel Valley Road for vehicles approaching from
the west,

If the THR entrance is located further to the west, the recommended design speed is 45 mph, based on
measured vehicle speeds along this portion of Carmel Valley Road. The stopping sight distance for 45
mph is 360 feet, Asight distance of over 360 feet in both directions can be provided by locating the
intersection for the western entrance alternative at the center of the curve in Carmel Valley Road as
shown on Figure 1.
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New intersection: The FEIR/EIS addressed the new intersection on Carmel Valley Road that would be
created at the entrance to the Tularcitos Access Route. This intersection would be designed to meet
Monterey County design standards. The FEIR/EIS concluded that during periods of peak traffic demand

during the construction project, the new intersection would operate at Leve! of Service (LOS} A.

The traffic analysis was updated for the THR, using current peak project generated traffic estimates and
updated average daily traffic volumes for Carmel Valley Road. The analysis yielded the same resuit as
the FEIR/EIS, indicating the new intersection would operate at LOS A.

As for the original Tularcitos Access Route, the new intersection would be appropriately identified with
advance warning and/or construction work zone signage on Carmel Valley Road. Analysis of the peak
hour intersection operations indicates that left-turn channelization would not be required on the
westbound Carmel Valley Road approach and a right turn lane would not be required on the eastbound
Carmel Valley Road approach to the new THR.

Neighborhood Quality of Life: The FEIR/EIS addressed the use of San Clemente Drive through Sleepy
Hollow during the first year of construction for heavy equipment mobilization and worker trips, until the

Tularcitos Access Route construction was completed. This impact was considered significant and
unavoidable.

The currently proposed plan would not use San Clemente Drive though Sleepy Hollow for equipment
mobilization or worker trips on a regular basis, but vehicles and equipment would occasionally need to
access the site via this road early in the construction schedule. Use of San Clemente Drive will be
consistent with the terms and conditions of the August 29, 2012 MOU between CAW and the Sleepy
Hollow Homeowners Association. Use of San Clemente Drive would likely be less than that described for
the original Tularcitos Access Route and for a shorter period of time.

Construction vehicle use of San Clemente Drive would still be considered significént, unavoidable and
short-term under the THR, however, the level of impact would be somewhat less than under the original
plan. Mitigation set forth in the FEIR/EIS included {but was not limited to) developing and implementing
a Traffic Coordination and Communication Plan, a Traffic Safety Plan, and traffic volume limitations.

3.11  Cultural Resources

Issue CR-1 (Ground Disturbance) was addressed in the FEIR/EIS, A large village site (labeled AR-1in the
FEIR/EIS) extends on both sides of the Tularcitos Access Route just north of the Carmel Valley Filter Plant
(CVFP). The site consists of two large midden areas separated by a small, possibly sterile, area.
Constituents of the site include shell and faunal bone fragments, some of which appear to be burned,
lithic tools, mortar fragments, pestles, metates, and other possibly ground stone milling tools, At least
five bedrock mortar features have been located along the riverbank. The site has been recommended
eligible for listing on the NRHP. The FEIR/ELS concluded that improvement or increased use of the
current access road near the CVFP could damage or destroy the archaeological resource, As portions of
this village site within the APE are still intact, monitoring of construction activities was recommended to
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protect those portions from inadvertent damage. This impact was considered less than significant with
mitigation.

The THR would follow the same route in this area as the original Tularcitos Access Route, and thus the
same impacts could occur. Mitigation addressed in the FEIR/EIS, in the form of a comprehensive
monitoring plan would be implemented for the THR. In addition, the contractor has agreed to not
conduct any excavation in this area.

3.12  Aesthetics

Views from residences were assessed in the FEIR/FEIS. Generally, views of the Tularcitos Access Route
are obstructed for most residences due to terrain and dense vegetation, Portions of the access route
and staging areas may visible from more elevated, but distant locations north of Carmel Valley Road. In
these more distant locations, residents may view trucks and vehicles travelling the road and equipment
being offloaded, during regular daytime working hours. The FEIR/EIS considered potential impacts to
views from Sleepy Hollow, primarily of the concrete batch plant, as significant and unavoidable, but
short-term. Other visual impacts were considered less than significant due to the more distant views.
No mitigation was proposed.

The THR does not differ significantly from the original route in the majority of its alignment, but the
proposed project alternative (CRRDR) does not include a concrete batch plant. The equipment
offloading area would be in the same approximate location as the batch plant described under the
Proponents Proposed Alternative in the FEIR/EIS. Impacts to visual resources from the THR are expected
to be the same, or somewhat less, with some residents potentially being able to see construction
vehicles and equipment at clearings or partially screened through the vegetation along the route. At the
southern end of the San Clemente Drive, the berm between the THR and San Clemente Drive, described
in Section 1.2, would help to screen this portion of the THR from the residence near the CAW gate.

As with the original proposed access route, potential impacts from the THR route to views from Sleepy
Hollow would be considered significant, unavoidable and short-term while other visual impacts would
be considered less than significant. Mitigation would be the same as that in the FEIR/EIS. No new
mitigation measures would be required.

3.13 Recreation

Neither the originally proposed Tularcitos Access Route nor the THR would affect recreational users.
The access route Is on private property and would be for private use only.

3.14 Land Use

There would be no changes to land use impacts as described in the FEIR/EIS.
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3.15 Other Environmental Effects

Other environmental effects addressed in the FEIR/EIS included population, housing, and employment,
These issues are not specific to the access route component. No specific impacts were addressed for
the access route in the FEIR/EIS and no new impacts in these topic areas would be applicable to the THR.

4.0 CEQA Documentation for the THR

Pursuant to 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15162, CEQA requires preparation of a subsequent
EIR if the lead agency determines that a project has undergone substantial changes which will require
major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects, a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identifted significant effects, or new mitigation
measures that are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR.,

The preceding analysis and impact category evaluation suggests that the THR does meet these criteria.
THR involves a minor relocation of the intersection with Carmel Valley Road, slight modifications to the
alignment near Carmel Valley Road, and potentially the installation of a temporary bridge over the
Sleepy Hollow Ford.

Pursuant to Section 15163, a supplement to the EIR is appropriate when there are new significant
effects or mitigation being introduced, but project changes are otherwise minor. As described in Section
15164,an addendum is appropriate when changes to the project are minor and no new significant
impacts would occur and no new mitigation is required. 5ince the Tularcitos Access Route was included
in the FEIR/EIS and the changes due to the THR are minor, it is our belief that an addendum would be a
sufficient CEQA level document.

The proposed THR weuld result in small changes in quantities of some of the impacts {e.g., minor
changes in the amount of vegetation removed). As described above, none of the changes would result
in new significant impacts or substantially increased impacts that were considered significant in the
FEIR/EIS, nor is there need for new mitigation measures. Mitigation would be applied as described in
the FEIR/EIS. '

Table 2 summarizes the resource topics, impacts that were evaluated in the FEIR/EIS for the Tularcitos
Access Route and whether mitigation already described in the FEIR/EIS is applicable to the changes as a
result of the current design of the THR.
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BERT, OF WATER RESOUREES Memorandum
oIv. SAFETY OF UAMS

WISAPR =5 Pif 4: 5

Date: January 14, 2013
To: Richard Olebe / Charyce Hatler
From: Bill Martin

Subject:  Fisheries

No additional fisheries studies were conducted as part of the analysis for the Tularcitos access route options.
Studies conducted for the 2008 EIR/EIS, and reported in Section 4.4 of the document, adequately characterized
fish resources in both the Carmel River and Tularcitos Creek. The document acknowledged the presence of
steelhead, as well as steelhead spawning and rearing habitat in Tularcitos Creek and the Carmel River,

Impact FI-1 (Access Route Improvements) in the Final EIR/EIS addressed the construction of a bridge over
Tularcitos Creek and associated disturbance to riparian habitat for construction of the bridge. This section also
described impacts of road construction along the Carimel River, including potential loss of riparian vegetation and
potential water quality effects such as short term increases in turbidity during construction. Mitigation ineasures
for these impacts were addressed and included reestablishment of riparian vegetation as identified in Appendix U
(Botanical Resources Management Plan) of the FETR/EIS and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to protect water quality, as identified in Appendix K.

Impact FI-2 (Dewatering River Channels for Construction Purposes) in the FEIR/EIS desctibed the impacts of
dewatering a 100-foot section of the Tularcitos Creek Channel for bridge construction. Mitigation for this impact
was to implement fish rescue and relocation efforts for the dewatered portion of the creek.

The currently proposed Tularcitos Access Route has two potential alternate entrance locations, but would
ultimately result in the construction of just one bridge over Tularcitos Creek for the chosen alternative, similar to
the original Tularcitos Access Route. Impacts would be similar at either location, and would be similar to that
described in the FEIR/EIS, namely that approximately 50 feet of riparian cover would be removed to construct the
bridge. Riparian habitat and cover is similar throughout this reach, based on observations made during site visits
on December 18, 2012 and January 22, 2013, therefore impacts to riparian habitat would be similar regardless of
the option chosen, Mitigation of the impacts would be the same as the original Tularcitos Access Route, as
described in the FEIR/EIS. Disturbed riparian habitat would be replaced per guidance provided in the Botanical
Resources Management Plan. Temporary water quality impacts from potentially increased turbidity for either

~ bridge option would be the same as those described in the FEIR/EIS and would be mitigated in the same way: by
implementation of the provisions in the SWPPP,

The bridge across Tularcitos Creek would clear-span the creek and would not have structures (pier walls or piles)
located in the creekbed. No fill within the ordinary high water mark would occur. Therefore, there would be no
temporary or permanent loss of fish habitat. Furtheriore, no temporary dewatering of the creek would be
necessary under the current proposed construction methods thus, impacts described in the FEIR/EIS for
dewatering of Tularcitos Creek would be eliminated.
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A temporary bridge would be placed across the Carmel River at the Sleepy Hollow Ford for access to the High
Road. This crossing was not specifically discussed in the FEIR/EIS, although fishery resources were adequate
assessed for this river reach by studies conducted for the original document. Approximately 50 feet of riparian
vegetation would be removed on each bank for placement of this bridge. Disturbed riparian habitat would be
replaced per guidance provided in the Botanical Resources Management Plan and no new or additional mitigation
measures would be required. Temporary water quality effects would be mitigated though implementation of the
provisions in the SWPPP. This temporary crossing would clear-span the river and would not result in any fill or
placement of structures within the ordinary high water mark of the river. In addition, no dewatering or diversion
of the river would be necessary for placement of this crossing,




























Camel Valley Rd/Tularcitos Access

Carmel Valley Rd/San Clemente Dr

N

JIN| &
v

0
25 >

TN

11

San Clemente Dr

Carmel Var!e; Rd

Carmel Valley Rd/Cachagua Rd

A\

ST

Carmel Valley Rd

Cachagua Rd

Carmmel Valley Rd/San Clemente Dr

>
a %
&
FIG| &=
AM f 0
PEAK Carmel Valley Rd
HOUR ‘
25,817
0 \, g'
s o oo
8
g
5
s
Camel Valley Rd/Tularcitos Access
>
5N
&
{j l \> <« 73
PM 0
PEAK Carmel Valley Rd \f
HOUR 3
50 —> 8 T
A
_gl o o a
b}
El
HATCH MOTT MACDONALD

N
1\ < ¢

Carmel Vaffe; Rd

0
146%‘56\1‘/)
4 @
\/E o oo
g
(&}
5
(%3

Carmmel Valley Rd/Cachagua Rd

IntVols 021913 xsExisting

<« 44
Carmel Vailey Rd \f ’
%
i) C
EXHIBIT 4

EXISTING PEAK HOUR
TRAFFIC VOLUME

























APPENDIX C
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CALCULATION WORKSHEETS








































APPENDIX D
LEFT-TURN AND RIGHT-TURN WARRANT WORKSHEETS



















































































































Memorandum

DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES
DIV.SATETY OF DAMS

WidiPR -5 PH L: 52

o !

Date: February 5, 2013, revised April 5, 2013
To: File
From: Francesca Demgen, Jan Novak, and Katherine Dudney

Subject: Findings of the January 17 and February 13, 2013 jurisdictional waters assessments within
the Access Route Alternative Alignments of the Carmel River Reroute and San Clemente
Dam Removal Project, Monterey County, California

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This memorandum (memo} summarizes the findings of the water resource and wetland delineation surveys
conducted on alternative constrmetion access road alignments for the Carmel River Reroute and San Clemente
Dam Removal (CRRDR) Project. The entrance road alignment alternatives were developed in response to public
comment. The field surveys identified water resource associated features at the West Entrance Option (West
1/West 2), the East Entrance Options (East 1 and East 2}, the Sleepy Hollow Ford area and the previous entrance
location mapped on Figure 3-3.2 as the Proponents Proposed Project in the Carmel River Reroute and Dam
Removal project described in the 2008 Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement
CRRDR (Entrix 2008).

On January 17, 2013 URS scientists Jan Novak (Senior Soil Scientist, Professional Wetland Scientist) and
Katherine Dudney (Senior Ecologist) surveyed the area within the proposed new limits of work and evaluated
potential inpacts to jurisdictional state and federal waters within the proposed alternative access alignments. The
riparian zone was delineated as part of this survey, even though it is not technically a “jurisdictional water”. A
subsequent survey for an additional alignment was performed by URS scientists Jan Novak, Keith Wright
(Ecologist), and Anna Larson (Botanist} on February 13, 2013, Detailed tree data will be presented in a
subsequent, companion memorandum,

The purpose of this memorandum is to:

* Delineate all jurisdictional waters that are regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (by the United States Army Corps of Engineers), Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and
the Porter Cologne Act (by the Regional Water Quality Control Board), and the California
Fish and Game Code — Section 1602 (by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife).

e Describe and map the survey results of the jurisdictional delineation, including wetlands,
other waters of the United States (by means of the Ordinary High Water Mark [OHWM]),
riparian habitat (edge of dripline), and the top of bank (TOB) boundaries.

o Update the wetland description presented in the Carmel River Reroute and Dam Removal
Project Environmental Permitting Task 3.1 Jurisdictional Delineation of Waters of the U.S.
including Wetlands (URS 2011).

W1575sr-prj01\Projects\SC_DamRemoval_268181074000 COMMUNICATIONS900 Deliverables\Task 3.1 Wetland Delineation
and Project Description\2013 updates\4 Draft Deliverables\l- DWRiwetland update 040413b.docx




2.0 SURVEY RESULTS

The survey methodology was consistent with prior field efforts for this project and as described in
Carmel River Reroute and Dam Removal Project Envirormental Permitting Task 3.1 Jurisdictional
Delineation of Waters of the U.S. including Wetlands (URS 2011). In short, field recorded horizontal
coordinates were mapped to define the spatial position and lunits of Ordinary High Water Mark,
Riparian Zone and Top of Bank. In some locations density of poison cak brambles prevented access
and points were estimated from a recorded GPS position. Survey results are shown in Figure 1 and
described in Section 2.1. Section 2.2 reports the field sampling results collected at the wetland data
point locations. The data included in this memo is based on conceptual plan drawings and survey
stakes defining potential work limits as of the January 17, 2013 survey date.

2.1 WEST ENTRANCE OPTIONS

The West Entrance Options (West 1 and West 2) span Tularcitos Creek in the same project footprint
(limit of work). West 1/West 2 would include building an access road to East Carmel Valley Road
and a multiple span bridge over Tularcitos Creek. After the bridge, the two potential alignments
diverge, to identify routes that minimize natural resource impacts. West 1 runs south/southeast from
the bridge crossing; West 2 follows the ridgeline southeast before merging with a dirt road, which
runs southwest. Both alignments merge at Filter Plant Road. No jurisdictional features were found
outside of the Tularcitos Creek crossing. The features described below are mapped on Figure 1 detail
box A.

2.1.1 Ordinary High Water Mark

Tularcitos Creek is a perennial water feature tributary to the Carmel River. In the crossing area, the
narrow channel is confined by its incised position at the base of a steep ravine. The overall stream
channel gradient is low, and the creek bed material consists primarily of sand and gravel. OHWM
was mapped based on wrack material found in the riparian trees as well as water marks on the
concrete pillar on the north side of the creek.

2.1.2 Riparian

Surrounding the Tularcitos Creek West Crossing, the vegetation is characterized by an open canopy
dominated by black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa;, form, P. balsamifera subsp. trichocarpa) and
white alder (Alnus rhombifolia). The understory is sparse and composed of willows (Salix sp.),
poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), and snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis).

21.3 Top of Bank

At the West Entrance crossing, Tularcitos Creek is a single narrow channel within a steep ravine,
TOB was delineated at the point on either side of the ravine where the slope flattened out (the hinge
point).

WI575sr-prj01\Projects\SC_DamRemoval 268181074000 COMMUNICATIONSM900 Deliverables\Task 3.1
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2.2 EAST ENTRANCE OPTION1

The East 1 Option off East Carinel Valley Road would include building an access road to and a clear
span bridge over Tularcitos Creek. The feature described below is mapped on Figure 1 detail box C.

2.2.1 Ordinary High Water Mark

Within the work limits of the East 1 crossing, Tularcitos Creek winds through a moderately broad
floodplain; the active channel lies between a series of shallow terraces; it is bordered to the southwest
by a relatively steep slope and to the northeast by an equally steep, albeit shorter slope. Tularcitos
creek is a single—~channel and the creek bed consists of sandy and gravelly material; the creek flow
was three to four feet wide. The gradient is low and the creek is surrounded by dense vegetation. For
the OHWM analysis, a path was cut through the dense riparian vegetation by a vegetation-removal
team. The channel morphology was significantly more apparent once all riparian vegetation had
been removed. OHWM was identified by URS biologists based on the location of rack material and
water marks on the riverbank. The location of the OHWM was shown to Bestor surveyors, who
recorded its location with survey-grade GPS equipment.

2.2.2 Riparian

At East 1, Tularcitos Creek flows through a riparian forest characterized by a continuous, high
canopy formed by large trees that include white alder, Califoruia sycamore (Platanus racemosa), and
black cottonwood. California buckeye (desculus californica) and California bay (Umbellularia
californica) are also found in this riparian forest. The dense understory surrouuding the creek, and
underlying the high canopy, consists of dense thickets of poison oak, California blackberry (Rubus
ursinus), and willows,

2.2.3 Top of Bank

Top of bank was well defined and easily visible, once the cross section of vegetation had been
removed, It was recorded by surveyors with survey-grade GPS equipment.

2,3 EAST ENTRANCE OPTION 2

The East 2 Option off East Carmel Valley Road would include building an access road to and a clear
span bridge over Tularcitos Creek. The features described below are mapped on Figure 1 detail box
D. '

2.3.1 Ordinary High Water Mark

Within the work limits of the East Entrance crossing, Tularcitos Creek winds through a broad
floodplain, bordered to the southwest by a relatively steep slope and to the northeast by a more
gradual slope. An ephemeral drainage parallels the northeast limit of work adjacent to the potential
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intersection of the access road with East Carmel Valley Road. Tularcitos creek is a single—channel
and the creek bed is sandy and gravelly material. The gradient is low and the creek is surrounded by
dense vegetation. OHWM on the west slope was delineated based on the approximate location of the
creel channel as seen from the forested slopes. The slopes gradually descend to a hinge point after
which they steeply slope towards the creek. OITWM on the east slope was delineated by URS
biologists using a GPS unit and marking the location on a figure for future aerial interpretation.
OHWM was also delineated for the ephemeral drainage.

2.3.2 Riparian

At the East Crossing, Tularcitos Creek flows through a riparian forest characterized by a continuous,
high canopy formed by large trees that include white alder, California sycamore , and black
cottonwood. Coast live oak, California buckeye, and California bay are also found in this riparian
forest. Immediately adjacent to the creek, the canopy opens up and the understory is dominated by
dense thickets of poison oak, California blackberry , and willows. Bracken fern (Preridium aquilinum
var. pubescens) is abundant.

233 Top of Bank

The dense riparian understory surrounding Tularcitos Creck extends beyond the east TOB location
within the East Entrance Crossing Limits of Work. The hinge point was barely visible through
vepgetation. TOB is relatively close to the OHWM, based on the steep nature of the slope. TOB for
the west location was delineated with a GPS unit and marked on a figure for future aerial
interpretation by a URS biologist. TOB was also delineated for the ephemeral drainage.

24 SLEEPY HOLLOW FORD

A temporary bridge may be placed during non-rainy season to span the Carmel River at the Sleepy
Hollow Ford. The features described below are mapped on Figure 1 detail box E.

2.4.1 Ordinary High Water Mark

Sleepy Hollow Ford crosses the Carmel River approximately a mile downstreamn of the dam, When
the reservoir is full, commonly i the rainy season, Carmel River flow depends on storm events and
watershed discharge. River bed substrate surrounding the concrete ford is comprised of boulders,
somne embedded in sand. The Carmel River is braided in this location, several side channels are
located south of the ford. The OHWM was determined based on vegetative wrack material entrained
in the adjacent riparian trees.

2.4.2 Riparian

The vegetation in the vicinity of the Sleepy Hollow Ford is an open riparian forest comprised of
medium to large frees with a relatively sparse understory. The riparian community is dominated by
white alder and black cottonwood, infermixed with red willow (Salix laevigata), California sycamore
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and California bay (Umbellularia californica). Tall flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis) is the
predominant, herbaceous component of the understory community.

A wetland data point (Wetland Data Point 1) was recorded on the south side of the Carmel River at
the Sleepy Hollow Ford and is addressed in Section 2.5.1. The area did not qualify as a Corps three-
parameter wetland. The riparian area north of the Carmel River was considered sufficiently
addressed as not meeting the Cotps’ three-parameter wetland criteria by this data sheet determination.

2.4.3 Top of Bank

The TOB extends beyond the active channel in this area to include several side channels and islands.
This is mainly due to signs of flooding beyond the active channel. Within the southern limit of worl,
it approximately parallels the dirt road leading to the fish hatchery. Within the northern limit of work,
there is a steep hillside leading away from the river. In this area, the extent of the riparian zone was
used to inform the placement of the TOB.

2.5 WETLAND DATA POINTS

Three sampling points were evaluated with respect to Corps’ jurisdictional wetlands criteria within
the limit of work (Attachment 1). Data points were only taken in locations with both > 5% hydric
vegetation and soil/hydrology conditions that could meet Corps criteria. As such, no delineation
points were recorded along the Tularcitos Creek riparian corridor, as the soils were too sandy and the
hydrology too ephemeral to provide the minimum 5% saturation during the growing season. Two of
the three points did not meet the three-parameter wetland criteria. The third sampling point was
determined to be within a wetland.

2.5.1 Wetland Data Point 1 (Sleepy Hollow Ford)

Wetland Data Point 1 was taken within the OHWM to the south of the Sleepy Hollow Ford, within an
area of sand accumulation and a population of obligate, hydric sedges. The site had a 5% slope and is
downstream from the San Clemente Dain which affects flow seasonally, The dominant vegetation
included white alder, sycamore, slough sedge (Carex obrupta), braken fern, and California
blackberry. Of these five dominant species, three are hydrie, indicating the presence of hydrophytic
vegetation.

The soil profile was characterized by two horizons below an organic layer of decoinposing leaves.
The top horizon (0-3"") was composed of course sand and the matrix of the second horizon (3-18”)
consisted of 10YR 3/2 loamny sand. No redoximorphic features were present within the soil matrix.
No hydric soil indicators were present. Below eighteen inches, the profile is underlain by gravel.

No wetland hydrology indicators were present, as indicated by the absence of surface water, a
detectable water table, and soil saturation. Although the site lies within the OHWM, the soils are too
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porous to remain saturated for the minimum 5% of the growing season (18 days). Therefore, this
area receives flood water but not sufficient inundation to meet wetland criteria.

Since the site met the hydric vegetation criteria but did not meet the hydric soils and hydrology
criteria, the site did not qualify as a wetland. Additional test pits were dug in the area, but they did
not meet hydric soil or wetland hydrology criteria. As such, no additional wetland data points were
recorded in this area.

2.5.2 Wetland Data Point 2

Wetland data point 2 was taken within the West Entrance Option alignment, on the south side of'the
ridge bordering Tularcitos Creek in riparian serub dominated by four species: artoyo willow (Salix
lasiolepis), coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis subsp. consanguinea), poison oak, and Santa Barbara
sedge (Carex barbarae). Since only two of the four dominant species were hydric, the vegetation did
not meet the dominance test for the presence of hydrophytic vegetation.

The soil profile was comprised of two inches of 10YR 2/2 loam and 16 inches of brownish fine sand.
Neither horizon exhibited redoximorphic features; no other hydric soil indicator was present.

No wetland hydrology was present at wetland data point 2, The soil was slightly moist but no surface
water, soil saturation, or water table was present. This site, with its permeable soils, does not appear
to have sufficient waters inputs to be saturated for the minimum 5% of the growing season.

Since the site did not ineet the hydric vegetation, hydric soils and hydrology criteria, the site did not
qualify as a wetland.

2.5.3 Wetland Data Point 3 and Non-Jurisdictional Swale

Wetland Data Point 3 was taken within a swale in the East Entrance Option alignment, upstream
from standing water. The area met criteria for wetland vegetation and exhibited indicators of hydric
soils and wetland hydrology. This wetland had not previously been mapped in this project limit of
work. The features described below are mapped on Figure 1 detail box B.

The vepetation at Wetland Data Point 3 was dominated by herbaceous plants, mixed with arroyo
willow. In addition to arroyo willow, the dominant species included Santa Barbara sedge and
beardless wildrye (Elymus eragrostis). All three of these species are hydric and the vegetation passed
the Dominance Test for the presence of hydrophytic vegetation.

The top 18” of the soil profile were not stratified and the single horizon was composed of a sand
mairix which qualified as a hydric soil based on the presence of indicator 85 (Sandy Redox). The
redoximorphic feature concentrations iade up 5% of'the soil matrix and had a color of 10YR 4/6.

Wetland hydrology was present at the site. The high water table was present at 4” and saturation was
observed throughout the profile.
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All three wetland criteria were met, qualifying this area as a wetland, A polygon was mapped around
the wetland area, although it is located mainly outside of the limit of work. The wetland area within
these limits of work is 388 square feet.

The wetfand was within the low portion of a swale, which continues towards the limit of work area
(the limit of work area lies at a higher elevation than the swale). The swale did not exhibit an
ordinary high water mark and no saturation was found in the higher elevation areas of the swale. As
such, it is not expected to meet state or federal jurisdictional criteria.

2.6 CONCLUSION

Four crossings of jurisdictional waters occur within the limit of work, West 1/West 2, East 1, East 2,
and the Sleepy Hollow Ford Crossing. The OHWM, Riparian Zone and TOB were marked for all
four areas.

Three wetland data points were collected, one of which meet the Corps’ wetland criteria. A wetland
polygon was created around this area and the access road design was adjusted to avoid impacting this
wetland. The adjacent swale, however, was not jurisdictional.
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ATTACHMENT 1

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORMS




WETLAND DETERMINATICN DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Peoject Site:  San Clemente Cily/County: Carmel Valley/Monterey Sampling Date: [01/17/2013
Applicant/Qwner. Cal A/ CCC State: CA Sampling Point: £
Investigator(s): Jan Novak/ Katie Dudney ' Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillsiope, ierrace, etc.): river's edge Local relief {concave, convex, none): _____ Slope (%) B
Subregion (LRR): LRRC Lat: Long: ' Datum: .
Soit Map Unit Name: ______ NWI classification: __
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No [0 {If no, explain in Remarks.) -
Are Vegetation [, Seit [, or Hydrology B significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Gircumstances” present? Yes [ No [
Are Vegetation [, Soit [, or Hydrolegy [0  naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetaticn Present? Yes B No O
Hydric Soil Present? Yes O No K Is the Sampled Area within a Wetland? Yes [0 No [
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [ No K

Remarks: Downstream of dam, water flow is manipulated (controlled release).

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Tree Stratum (Plot size:30' rad) Qbé%'tg? go?ciir;asr'n?t ISntc;it:La;or Dominance Test Worksheet:
1. Alnus rthombifolia 60 yes FACW Number of Dominant Species 3 A
2. Platanus racemosa 20 yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: =
N [a— —_— —_— Toia[vNumber of Dominar!t 5 ®)
4 . o . Species Across All Strata: =
50% =40, 20% =18 S = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species 60 (AB)
Sapling/Shrub Slratum (Plotsize:_____) That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAC: —
1. . . . Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 _ . . Total % Cover of : Multiply by:
3 e _ . . OBL species _ xt=  __
4. - - _ FACW species _ ) 2= _
5 . _ _ _ FAG species . x3= __
50% = L 20% = _ = Totai Cover FACU species I M=
Herb Stralum (Plot size:5sq ) UPL species — x5=
1. Carex obnupta ' 30 yes OBL Column Tofals: w (B
2 Pleridium aguilinum var. pubescens 10 yes FACU Prevalence Index =B/A=_____
3 . R — —_— Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
p— N - [ Iz Dominance Test is >50%
5 - - - O Prevalence Index Is <3.0°
L — - — — 0 Morphologicat Adaptations' (Provide supporting
7 o - . _ data in Remarks or on a separaie shoel)
6 I - - O Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
50% =20, 20% =8 - = ol Cover "indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woody Vine Stratum  (Plot size:10sq ft} be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Rubus ursinus B yes FAGU
2. -
50% =4, 20% =2 = Total Cover cg;;?:tii‘g:lm Yes X No O
% Bare Ground in Herb Straium % Cover of Biotic Crust Present?
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0




Project Site:

SOIL

Sampling Point:

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicater or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color {moist) % Color (Moist % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
0.25-0 organic matter - [eaves semi-decomposed
03 n/a 100 = H H z sand coarse
3-18 10YR 3/3 100 B H z H LS —
18+ gravel ——

"Type: G= Conceniration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. ZLocation:

PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soll Indicators: (Applicabkle fo all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Indicators for Probiematic Hydrlc Soils™:

3

[0 Histosol {A1) a Sandy Redox (S5} O 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR C)

[0 Histic Epipedon (A2} O Stripped Matrix (56} O 2 cm Muck (A10} {LRR B)

O Black Histic (A3} a Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) O Reduced Vertic (F18)

[0 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) O Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (| Red Parent Materiaf (TF2)

O Stratified Layers (A8) (LRR C) O Depleted Matrix {F3) O Other {Expiain in Remarks)

O 1 cmMuck (A9) (LRR D} O Redox Dark Surface (F6)

[0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) a Depleted Dark Surface {(F7)

O  Thick Dark Surface {A12} a Redox Depressions (F8) *Indlcators of hydrophytic vegetation and
O  Sandy Mucky Mineral (51} O  Vemal Pools (F9) wetland hydrology must be present,
O Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type: -

Depth {Inches): Hydric Soils Present? Yes O No X
Romarks: Sand deposit on river bank; insufficient saturation for hydric soils,

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check ali that apply)

Secondary indicators (2 or more required)

0  Surface Water (A1) O  SaltCrust (B11) O water Marks {(B1) {Riverine)

0 High Water Table (A2) O  Biotic Crust (B12) O Sediment Deposits (B2) {Riverine)

0 Saturation {A3) O  Aguatic invertebrates {B13) O  Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine}

0  Water Marks (B1) {Nonriverine) O  Hydrogen Sulfide Qdor {C1) [0 Drainage Patterns (B10)

O  Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine} [0  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3) [ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

O  Drift Deposiis (B3} {Nonriverine} [0 Presence of Reduced Iran {C4) O Grayfish Burrows (C8)

O  Surface Soil Gracks {B6) [0 Recent fron Reduction in Tifled Soils {C6) [O Saturation Visible on Aeriat Imagery (C9)
O inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) O  Thin Muck Surface {C7) O Shallow Aquitard (D3}

O  Water-Stained Leaves (B9) O  Qther (Explain in Remarks) O FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations;

Surface Water Present? Yes a No [ Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes O Mo [x] Depth (inches):

(Sigé?éggglggﬁ;?;%nge) Yes O Ne [ Depth {inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [0 No [

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previcus inspections), if available:

Remarks:  Within OHWM, uniikely to get 5% minimum continuous safuration,

US Army Gorps of Engineers

Arid West ~ Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project Site:  San Ciemente City/Gounly: Carmel Valley/Monterey Sampling Date: f01/17/2013
Applicant/Owner: Cal Am/ CCC State: CA Sampling Point: W12
Investigator(s}: Jan Moval/ Katie Dudney Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): ____ Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):
Subregion {LRR): LRRC Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: __ NWI classification: ____ |
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes [ No [ {If no, explain in Remarks.}
Are Vegetation [, Soil [0, orHydrology [ significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumsiances” present? Yes @ No O
Are Vegetation [, Soll [, of Hydrology [0  natuzally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling peint locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophyiic Vegetation Present? Yes 1 No [X
Hydric Soil Present? Yes O No [ Is the Sampled Area within a Wetland? Yes [0 No X
Wetland Hydrology Preseni? Yes [0 No [

Remarks: In Carex/ willow meadow; most depressed point in extended vegetation community.

VEGETATION ~ Use scientific names of plants.

e Absolute  Dominant Indicater . ,
Tree Stratum (Plot size:30" rad) % Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test Worksheet:
1. Sall fasiolenis a0 Yes ) EFACW Number of Dominant Species 2 )
2 Aesculus californica 5 no - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: =
. [ J— JE— Total Number of Dominant 4 ®)
4 Species Across All Strafa: -
50% = 18, 20% = 1 35 = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species 50 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stralum (Ploj size:15' rad) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: -
1 Baccharis pilularis subsp. consanguinea 20 yes = Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 Toxicodendron diversilobum 5 yes - Total % Cover of Muttiply by:
3. OBL species xi=
4 FACWV species x2=
5 — _ . _ FAC species _ x3=
80% =13, 20% =8 25 = Total Cover FACU species x4 =
Herb Stratum (Plot size:5' rad) ' UPL species xb=
1. Carex barbarae 40 yes FAC Column Totals: (A) — (B
2. Prevalence Index = B/A =
3, Hydrophytic Vegetation Iindicators:
4 - _ - | Dominance Test is »50%
5 _____ R - - O Prevalence Index is <3.0
6 _ JE— JE— O Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
7. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
6 —_— - - O Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® {Explain}
50% =20,20% =8 40 = Total Cover ;
: . indicators of hydric sell and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum. (Plot size:_) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. - J— R
2.

— R _— i Hydrophytic _
50% = . 20% = = Tolal Cover Vegetation Yes [ No I

. . Present?
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust
Remarks:

LS Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0




Project Site:

SOIL

Sampling Point: 2

Profile Description: (Describe fo the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches} Color {moist % Cotor (Moist) % Type' Loc*
0-2 10 YR 2/2 100 - z z -
2-i8 nia 100 - z - =

Texture Remarks
L
ES brownish; NRMF

Ny

*Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Coverad or Coated Sand Grains. “Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Indicators for Prablematic Hydric Soils™;

[0 Histosol (A1) O Sandy Redox (S5) O 1 ¢m Muck (A} (LRR C)

[0 Histic Epipedon {(A2) (| Stripped Matrix (S6) (| 2 om Muck (A10) (LRR B}

[0 Biack Histic (A3) O Loamy Mucky Minezat (F1} O Reduced Vertic (F18)

O Hydrogen Sulfide {A4) O Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2} O Red Parent Material (TF2}

[ Siratified Layers (A5} (LRR C} O Depleted Matrix (F3) O Cther (Explain in Remarks)

O 1 cmMuck (A9) {LRR D} O Redox Dark Surface (F6)

O Depleted Below Dark Surface (At1) O Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

[0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) O Redex Depressions (F8) YIndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
O  sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) O  Vetnat Pools {F9) wetland hydrology must be prasent,
[0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer {if present):

Type: -

Depth (Inches): Hydric Solls Present? Yes [ No |
Remarks: No hydric soit indicators.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check ali that appiy)

Secondary Indicators {2 or more required)

O  Surface Water (A1) [0  Sali Crust (B11} [0 Water Marks {B1) {(Riverine}

O  High Water Table {A2) | Biotic Crust (B12) [0 Sediment Deposils {B2} (Riverine)

O  Saturation (A3) O  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) [0  Drift Deposits {B3) {Riverine}

O  water Marks (B1) (Nenriverine) [0  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) [0 Drainage Patterns (B10}

[0 sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) [0 Oxdized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) O Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[0 Drift Deposits {B3) (Nonriverine) O Presence of Reduced lron (C4) [0 Crayfish Burrows (C8)

[0  Surface Soil Cracks (B8} Od Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6} [0 Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C9)
[0  Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7} [0  Thin Muck Surface (C7) [0 Shallow Aquitard {D3)

O Water-Stained Leaves (B9) [0  Other (Explain in Remarks) [0 FAC-Neutral Test {D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes a No [ Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes a No B Depth (inches):

(Siséﬁsgg:lggﬁgegtgmge) Yes a No B Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [0 HNo [

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial pholos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:  No wetland hydrology present.

US Army Gorps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project Site:  San Clemente City/County: Carmel Vailey/Monterey Sampling Date: [01/17/2013
Applicant/Owner. Cal Am/ CCC State: CA Sampling Point: 1
Investigator(s): Jan Novak/ Katie Dudney Section, Township, Range:
Landform {hillslope, terrace, eic.); [iver's edge Locat relief (concave, convex, none). ____ Stope (%). 5
Subregion (LRR}: LRRC Lat: | Leng: Datum: ____
Sail Map Unit Name: ______ NW classification: _____
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No OO {f no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation [, Sail [0,  orHydrology B significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No [
Are Vegetation [J, Soil [,  orHydrology [1 naturally problematic? {f needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No [
Hydric Scil Present? Yes [ HNo [X Is the Sampled Area within a Wetland? Yes [ No iX]
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [0 No [4

Remarks: Downstream of dam, water flow is manipulated {controiled release).

VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

vy Absolute  Dominant [ndicator . .
Tece SFratum {Plot size:30' rad) % Cover Species? Status Dominance Test Worksheet:
1. Alpus thombifolia 80 yes FACW Number of Dominarit Species 3 ")
2. Platanus racemosa 20 yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, ar FAC: =
3, —_— R N Total Number of Dominant 5 ‘ ®)
4 Species Across All Strata: =
50% = 40, 20% = 18 - = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species a0 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Siratum (Plot size: ) That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAC:
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2, Totat % Cover of ; Mubtiply by:
a OBL species x1=
4. FACW species =
5. FAC species x3=
50% = L 20% = = Total Cover FACU species x4 =
Herb Stratum {Plot size:5sq ff) UPL species x5 =
1. Carex obnupia 30 yes QBL Column Totals: {A) (B)
2. Pleridium aquilinum var. pubescens 10 yes EACU Prevalence index = B/A =
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. 4 Dominance Test is >50%
5. - - O Prevatence Index is <3,0°
6 —_— J— JU— 0 Marphotogical Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
7. data in Remarks or on a separale sheef)
8. - - O Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
50% =20,20% =8 = Total Caver ,

L Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
v : ; :
Woodv Vine Strafum. (Plot size:10sq fi) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. Rubus ursinds 8 yes FACU
2 e — — — Hydrophytic =
50% =4,20% =2 = Total Cover Vegetation Yes = No O
. ' - Present?
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0




Project Site:

SOIL

Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Mateix Redox Features

{inches) Color {moist % Color {Molst) % Type' Loc?
0.25-0
0-3 nig 100 H H z :
3-18 J0YR.3/3 100 H - z =
18+

||

Texiure

sand

LS

gravel

Remarks
organic matter - leaves semi-decompesed

coarse

"Type: G= Concentration, D=Depietion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. % ocation:

PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soit Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRS, unfess otherwise noted.)

OOo0oOoooOooOooOooan

Histoso! (A1}

Hislic Epipedon {A2)

Black Histic {A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad}

Stratified Layers {A5) (LRR C)

1 cm Muck {A9) {LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface {A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (51)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

OOoOooooooQ

Sandy Redox {S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions {F8)
Vernal Pools (F9)

Indlcators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

OoOooOooOo

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck (A10) {LRR B}
Reduced Verlic (F18}

Red Parent Material (TF2)
Other {Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or probiematic.

Restrictive Layer {if present):

Type:
Depth

(Inches):

Hydric Soils Present?

Yes [ No X

Rema

rks:

Sand depesit on river bank; insufiicient saturation for hydric soiis.

HYDROLOGY

Wetla

nd Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators {minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

[0  Surface Water (A1) O  SaltCrust(B11} O Water Marks {B1} {Riverine}

[0 High Waier Table {A2) O  Biotic Crust (B12) O Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

O Saturation (A3) O  Aquatic Investebrates (B13) [0  Drift Deposits (B3) {Riverine)

[0 Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine} [0  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) [0 Drainage Patterns (B40)

[0 Sediment Deposiis (B2) (Nonriverine) [0  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots {C3) [0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

O  Drift Deposits (B3) {Nonriverine) O Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) [1 Crayfish Burrows {CB)

[0  Surface Soif Cracks (B6) [0  Recent fron Reduction in Tilied Soils (CB) [0 Saturation Visible on Aerial magery (C9}
[0 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) O  Thin Muck Surface {C7) [0 Shallow Aquitard (D3)

[0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) [0  Other (Explain in Remarks) [0 FAC-Neutral Test {D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes Od No [ Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes A No B Depth (inches):. __

Saturation Present? Yes [0 No [ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes O No X

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aezial photes, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

Within OHWM, unlikely 1o get 5% minimum continuous saturation.

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arld West Region

Praject Site:  San Clemente City/County: Carmel Valley/Manterey Sampling Date: f01/17/2013
Applicant/Owner: Cal Any CCG State: CA Sampling Point: WL2
Investigator{s): Jan Novak/ Katie Dudney Section, Township, Range:
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.}): Local relief (concave, convex, nona): Slope (%)
Subregion (LRR): LRRC Lat: __ Long: __ Datum: __
Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yos [ Na [0 (if no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation [, Soit [, or Hydrology [ significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Gircumstances” present? Yes [ No O
Are Vegetation [, Sail [, or Hydrology [0 naturally problematic? (1f needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Aftach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes O No K
Hydric Soil Present? Yes [ No [ Is the Sampled Area within a Wetland? Yes [ No [X
Wetiand Hydrology Present? ) Yes [0 No [

Remarks: In Carex! willow meadow; most depressed point in extended vegetation community.

VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Tree Stratum (Plot size:30' rad) ";’béﬂgé? gog;gx%t &i&for Dominance Test Worksheet:

1. Salix lasiolepis 80 ¥es FACW Number of Dominant Species 2 @)
2. Aesculus californica 5 no - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: -

N R R _ TotaI_Number of Dominar!l 4 ®)
4 _ . . Species Across Afl Strata:

50% = 18,20% =7 35 = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species . 50 AB)
Sapiing/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:15' rad) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

1 Bacchatis pilularis subsp. consanguinea 20 yes - Prevalence Index worksheet:

2 Toxicodendron diversifobum 5 yes - Total % Cover of : Multiply by:
L - - _ OBL species _ x1=
S _ _ - FACW species - x2=

5 _— _ - FAC species - x3=
‘50% =13,20%=5 25 = Total Cover FACU species . x4 = .

Herb Stratum (Plot size:5' rad) UPL species R x5 = -

1. Carex barbarae 40 yes FAC Column Totals: QY — (B
2. . _ _ Pravalence Index=B/A=___

a0 . o — Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

a0 - o . O Dominance Test is >50%

S —_ S — O Prevatence Index is <3.0°

& [ f— —_— 0O Morppological Adaptations' {Provide supperling

7 - o - data in Remarks or on a separate sheet}

8 N J— N O Problematic Hydrophytic Vegstation' (Explain)

50% =20,20% =8 40 = Total Gover "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydralogy must
Woody Vine Strafum, (Plot size:___) be present, uniess disturbed or problematic.

1.

2 — E— — _— Hydrophytic

50%=___ ., 20%=____ = Total Cover Vegetation Yes O No X
% Bare Ground in Hetb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present?

Remarks:

US Army Gorps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0




Project Site:

SOIL

Sampling Point:

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

{inches) Color (moist % Color {Moist % Type' Loc?
02 10 YR 2/2 100 - - - .
218 nia 100 . i - X

Texture Remarks
brownish; NRMF

AEE

Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. “Location; PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic {A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad)

Stratified Layers (AS) {LRR C)

1 ¢m Muck (A9} (LRR D}

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface {A12}

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1}

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

OOooooooooo

OoOoocoOoodooan

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral {(F1}
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3}
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface {F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)
Vernal Pools (F9)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Solts™
1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C}

2 cm Muck (A10} {LRR B}

Reduced Vertic (F18)

Red Parent Material (TF2}

Other (Explain in Remarks}

OoOooono

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present}:
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soils Present?

Remarks: No hydric soil indicators.

Yes [ No X

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicaters (2 or more required)

O  Surface Water (A1) O  salt Crust (B11) [0 Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

[0  High Water Table (A2} O ' Biotic Crust (B12) [0 Sediment Deposits (B2) {Riverine}
[0 Saturation {A3) O . Aguatic Invertebrates {B13) [0  Ddft Deposits {B3) {Riverine}

O  Water Marks (B1) {Nonriverine) [0  Hydrogen Suifide Odor (C1) ] [0 Drainage Paltetns {B10}

O sedimeni Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) [0  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) [0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

[0  Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) Oa Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) [0 Crayfish Burrows (C8)

O Surface Soil Cracks (B&) O  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C&) O Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (CS)
[0  Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) [l  Thin Muck Surface {C7) O Shallow Aquitard {D3)

[0 Water-Stained Leaves (BS) a Other {Explain in Remarks} [0 FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes O Na | Depth (inchesy.  ____

Water Table Preseni? Yes [ Mo [ Depth (inches):

Saturation Present?

(includes capillary fringe) Yes [0 MNo

B4

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes [ No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks;  No wetland hydrology present.

Us Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project Site:  San Clemente City/County: Carmel Vailey/Monterey Sampling Date: 01/17/2013
Applicant/Owner:  Cal Am/ CCC : Stale; CA Sampling Point: W13
Investigator(s): .an Novak/ Kalie Dudney Section, Township, Range: _____ -
Landform (hillslope, terrace, ste), Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope {%):
Subregion (LRR): LRRC Lat _ Llong: _____ Datum: _____
Soif Map Unit Name: _ NWI classification;
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes [ Mo [ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation [, Sait [, or Hydralogy [ significantly disturbed? Aze "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes | No O
Are Vegelation [, Soil [, or Hydralogy [0 naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophylic Vegetaiion Present? Yes No O
Hydric Soil Present? Yes B No O Is the Sampled Area within a Wetland? Yes No O
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes K No [

Remarks: In Carex/ willow meadow; most depressed point in extended vegetation community.

VEGETATION ~ Use scientific names of plénts.

Troe Stratum (Plotsize_ ) @obgczj:’;er go;nciir:r;t g‘;&gcr Dominance Test Worksheet:
1. Salix laglolepis ) 10 yes FACW Number of Dominant Species 3 )
2. - - - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: =
3 - —_— J— TotaI‘Number of Duminaqt 3 (B)
4, - _ Species Across Alf Strata: =
8% = L 20%=___ _— = Total Gover Percent of Dominant Species 100 AE)
Sapling/Shrub Siratum {Plot size;, ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: —
1 - - _ _ Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 - - . _ Total % Cover of : ~ Multiply by:
3 - - _ QBL species _ o= __
4 - . - - FACW species _ X2 = -
5 I - . . FAC species _ X3 = -
50%=____ ., 20%=__ - = Total Cover FACU species _ 4=
Herb Stratum {Plotsize;. ) UPL species - x5=
1. Carex barbarag 80 yes EAG Column Totals: 0] — 8
2. Polypogon monspeliensis 10 _ FACW Prevalence Index=B/A=_____
3. Geranium dissecium 5 _ - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4.  Erodium bofrys 5 _ EACU = Dominance Test is >560%
5. Elymus titicoides 50 yes FAC O Prevalence Index is <3.0
8.  Cyperus eragrostis _ _ FACW 0 Morphologica! Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
7. - - - data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
& _ _— — O Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
00% =85, 20% = 20 e = Total Gover *Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
w (Plotsize: ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
2 — — B Hydrophytic
50% = 20%=__ = Total Cover Vegetation Yes [ No d
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust Present?
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West - Version 2.0




Project Site:

Sampling Point. 3

Texture Remarks

S0IL
Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Fealures
(inches) Color {(moist ) Golor {Moist; % Type! Loc®
0-18 : - 5 10YR 4/6 c M

1Type: C= Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains, % ocation:

PL=Pore Lining, M=Matsix.

Hydric Soll Indicators: {Applicable to alt LRRs, unless otherwise noted.}

indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

O Hisiosol {A1) X Sandy Redox (85) O 1 em Muck (A9) {LRR C}

[0 Histic Epipedon {A2} O  stipped Matrix (S8) O  2cmMuck (A10) {LRR B}

O Black Histic (A3) Oa Loamy Mucky Minerat (F1} O Reduced Vertic (F18)

[0  Hydrogen Suifide {Ad} O Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (| Red Parent Material (TF2)

[0 Stratified Layers {A5) {LRR C) Oa Depleted Matrix (F3) O Other (Explain in Remarks}

O 1cmMuck {A9) {LRR b) O Redox Dark Surface (F6)

[0 Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11) a Depieted Dark Surface (F7)

[0 Thick Dark Surface (A12) [0  Redox Depressions {F8) ndicators of hydrophylic vegotation and
O Sandy Mucky Minerat {S1) O  vemal Pools {F8} wettand hydrolagy must be present,
O Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54} unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer {if present}:

Type: N

Depth {lnches):  _____ Hydric Solls Present? Yes | No O
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: )

Primary Endicators (minimum of ene required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (2.or more required)

[  Surface Water (A1) O  Salt Crust{B11) O water Marks (B1) {Riverine}

K High Water Table (A2) [0 Biotic Grust (B12) O Sediment Deposits (B2) {Riverine}

B  Saturation (A3) [0  Aquatic inverlebrates (B13) [0  Drift Peposits (B3} (Riverine)

O Water Marks (B1) {Nonriverine} [0  Hydrogen Suifide Odor {C1} O Drainage Patlerns (B10}

O Sediment Depaosits (B2) {Nonriverine) [0  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) O Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

O  Dritt Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) O  Presence of Reduced lron {C4) O cCrayfish Burrows (C8)

[0 Surface Sail Cracks (B8) [0 - RecentIron Reduction in Tilied Soils {C6) [0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C8)
O Inundation Visible on Aerial iImagery (B7) O  Thin Muck Surface {C7) [0 Shallow Aquitard {D3)

[0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) O Other (Explain in Remarks) [0 FAC-Neutal Test (D5)

Field Qbservations:

Surface Water Present? Yes M Ne [O Depth (inches). _____

Water Table Present? Yes [X No [O Depth (inches): 4"

g:é?:ggﬁg;ﬁ;?;ﬂgmge) Yes X No O Depth (inches): 0" Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [X] Noe O

Describe Recorded Dafa (siream gauge, monitoring well, aeriaf photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:  Swale with standing water downstream, high water table/ saturation at our location.

USs Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Regicn

Sampling Date: 01/17/2013
Sampling Point: WL3B

City/County: Carmei Valley/Monterey
State: CA

Project Site: San Clemente
Applicant/Owner: Cal Am/ CCC

Invesiigator(s): Jan Novak/ Kaiie Dudney Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillstope, terrace, eic.): Local refief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope {%):
Subregion {LRRY: LRRC Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: NWI ciassification:
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this ime of year? Yes No [ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation [, Soit [, or Hydrology [0 significantly disturbed? Are "Mormal Circumstances” present? Yes No [
Are Vegetation [, Soit [, or Hydrology [0  naturally problernatic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY QF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes B No O
Hydric Soil Present? Yes [0 No K Is the Sampled Area within a Wetland? Yes [J] No [®
Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes [0 No [
Remarks: In Carex! willow meadow; upland counterpoint for the depressed point in extended vegetation community.
VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.
e Absolute  Dominant Indicator .
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) 9% Cover  Species? Status Dominance Test Worksheet:
1. Salix fasjolepls i0 yes FACW Number of Dominant Species 5 )
7 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: =
e _ _ _ Total Number of Dominant 2 (B)
4, Species Across All Strata: =
50% = L 20%=__ — = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species 100 (AB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plat size:; That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: -
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Totat % Cover of : Multiply by:
3 OBL species X1 =
4, FACW species X2 =
5 - _ FAC species . 3=
50% = ,20% = =Total Cover FACU species x4 =
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) . UPL species x5 =
1. Carex barbarae ' 1o no FAC Column Totals: {A) - m
2. Polypogon monspeliensis 10 no EACW Prevalence Index = B/A =
3. Gerapium dissectum 5 no - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Erodium bolrys 5 no FACU (< Dominance Test is »50%
5. Elymus triticoides 50 yes FAC O Prevalence ndex is <3.0'
6. Cyperus eragrostis - _ EACW 0 Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
7. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8 T v — O Problemalic Hydrephytic Vegetation‘ {Explain)
50% = 40, 20% =186 80 = Total Cover .
. . Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrclogy must
y : : y
Woody Vine Stratum_ (Plot size be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. [ —
2 — — — _ Hydrophytic
50% = | 20% = = Tatal Cover Vegetation Yes [ No [
i - Present?
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of Biotic Crust

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 2.0




Project Site:

SOIL Sampling Point: 3B
Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to decument the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.}
Depth Mafrix Redox Features
{inches) Color (moist % Coler {Moist % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-18 - - sand

Type: C= Goncentration, D=Depietion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2| ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) ) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

[0 Histosal (A1) B Sandy Redox {S5) O 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR C}
[0 Histic Epipedon (A2) Oa Stripped Matrix (S6) O 2 em Muck (A10) {LRR B}
[0 Biack Histic (A3) O Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) [l Reduced Vertic {(F18)
O Hydrogen Suffide (Ad) (| Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) [l Red Parent Material {TF2)
[0 Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C} O Depleted Matrix (F3) O Other {Explain in Remarks}
O 1cm Muck (A9} (LRR D} (| Redox Dark Surface (F6})
[0 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) O Depleted Dark Surface (F7}
L1 Thick Dark Surface (A12) - Redox Depressions (F8) ®|ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
[0 Sandy Mucky Minerai {51} Oa Vernal Pools {F&) wetland hydrology must be present,
[0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S54) uniess disturbed or preblematic.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: -
Depth (Inches).  _____ Hydric Solls Present? Yes | No P}
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wettand Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (2 cr more required)
O  Surface Water (A1) O  salt Crust (B11) [0 water Marks {B1) (Riverine}
[0 High Water Table (42) O  Biolic Crust {B12) [1 Sediment Deposits (B2) {Riverine)
‘0O Saturaiion (A3) O  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) [0 Drft Deposits (B3) (Riverine}
[0 Water Marks {(B1) {Nonrlverine} O  Hydrogen Suliide Odor (C1) [0 Drainage Patterns {B10)
[0 Sediment Deposits (B2) {Nonriverine) [0  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) [0 Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
[0 Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonriverine) [0 Presence of Reduced iron {C4) [0 Crayfish Burrows (C8)
[0 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) O Recent [ron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) [0 Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
[0 [nundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) [l  Thin Muck Surface (C7) O shallow Aquitard (D3)
[0 Water-Stained Leaves (B9) O  Other (Explain in Remarks) O FAC-Neutral Test {D5)
Fleld Observations:
Surface Waler Present? Yes Oa No . [ Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes ] No (| Depth {inches): ___
g:é?&ggglg;ﬁ;;im ge) Yes B No [ Depth (inches): _____ Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [0 No X
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previcus inspecfions), if available:

Remarks:  Upland point of swale with standing water downsiream; no hydrology indicators in our lecation
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORNM — Arid West Region

Project Site:  San Clemente ' City/County: Carmei Valley/Monterey Sampling Date: 01/17/203

Applicant/Owner. Cal Am/ CCC State: CA Sampling Point: WL3
Investigator(s): Jan Novak/ Kaiie Dudney Section, Township, Range: _____

Landform (hiilslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief {concave, convex, none). concave Slope {%): ___
Subregion (LRR): LRRC Lat, __ Long; ___ Datum: _

Soil Map Unit Name: | NWI classification:
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes Mo [ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation [, Soil [0, orHydrology [ significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes [ No [

Are Vegetation [, Soil [0, orHydrolegy [0 naturally prablematic? {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes K No [
Hydric Soll Present? Yes B No O Is the Sampled Area within a Wetland? Yes Ne [
Wetland Hy«drology Present? Yes B No [

Remarks:  In Carex! willow meadow; most depressed point In extended vegetation community.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants,

N Absolute  Dominant Indicatar " .
Tree Stralum (Plat size: 3 o, Cover Species? Status Dominance Test Worksheet:
1. Salix lasiclepis 10 yes FACW Nurmber of Dominant Species s A
2 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 @
3. _ - R Total Number of Dominant 3 ®)
4 Species Across All Strata: =
50% = s 20% = - = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species 100 (VB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum {Plot size: ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: —
1 Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 Total % Cover of : Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4 - _ _ FACW species . x2=
5 - _ FAC species _ x3=
50% = , 20% = = Total Cover FACU species =
Herb Straium (Plot size: ) UPL species x5 =
1. Carex barbarae 80 yes EAG Column Totals: ) — (B
2. Polypogon monspeliensis a0 FACW Prevalence Index = B/A =
3.  Geranium dissectum 5 - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Erodium bofrys 5 FACU X Dominance Test'is »50%
5. Elymus iticoldes 50 yes EAC O Prevalence Index is <3.0°
6. Lyperus eragrostis —_— - EACW 0 Marphological Adaptations' {Provide supporting
7. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8. - — O Problematic Hydrophylic Vegetation' (Explain}
50% =65, 20% =28 130 = Total Cover :
. . Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
y : ) : -
Woody Vine Strafum. {Plot size be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
1. _ - - -
z I — Hydrophytic
50% = ,20% = = Total Cover Vegetation Yes K No [
. - Present?
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Gover of Biotic Crust
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers ) Arid West — Version 2.0




Project Site:

SOIL

Sampling Poinl: 3

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Mairix Redox Features
{inches) Color {moist % Color {Molst) % Type' Loc®
0-18 . . 5 10YR 4/6 c M

Texiure

sand

Remarks

“Type: C= Concentration, D=Deplaticn, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric $olls®:

[ Histosal (A1} P Sandy Redox (S5) O 1 cm Muck {A9) (LRR C}

[0 Histic Epipedon {(A2) O Stripped Matrix (S8) O 2 om Muck (A10) {LRR B}

[0 Black Histic (A3) O Loamy Mucky Minerai {F1) O Reduced Vertic (F18)

[0 Hydrogen Suifide (A4) O Loamy Gleyed Malrix (F2) O Red Parent Material {TF2)

[0 Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) O Depieted Matrix {F3) O Other {(Explain in Remarks)

O 1 cmMuck {A9) (LRR D) O Redox Dark Surface {Fg&)

[0 Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11) O Depteted Dark Surface (F7)

[0 -Thick Dark Surface (A12) O Redox Depressions (FB8) 3 ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
[0 Sandy Mucky Mineral {S1) O Vernal Pools {F9) wetiand hydrelogy must be present,
[0 Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type: -

Depth {(Inches): Hydric Soils Present? Yes X No (|
Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one reguired; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required}

[ Surface Water (A1) [0  Salt Crust (B11) O water Marks {B1} {Riverine}

Kl High Water Table {A2) O Biotic Crust {B12) [0 Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

K Saturation {A3) O  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) [0  Dyiit Deposits (B3} (Riverine)

[0 Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) O Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1) [0 Drainage Patterns (B10)

[0  Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) [0  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3} [ Dry-Season Water Table {C2)

O  Drift Deposits (B3) {Nonriverine) O Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) [0 Crayfish Burrows {(C8)

O  Surface Scil Cracks (B8) O Recent Iren Reduction in Tifled Soils (C6) [0 sSaturation Visible on Aeriat Imagery {C9)
0 nundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7} [0  Thin Muck Surface {C7) [ shallow Aguitard (D3)

[0 Water-Stained Leaves (B8) [0  Other (Explain in Remarks) [ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes O No [ Depth {inches): ___

Water Table Present? Yes b4 Noe O Depth {inches): 4"

Saturation Present? Yes X No O Depth (inches): 0" Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes [X No

{includes capilfary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, manitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if avallable:

Rematrks:

Swale with standing water dewnstream, high water table/ saturation at our location.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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