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SECTION 1 ,
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

INTRODUCTION AND LOCATION

The Department of Water Resources (DWR) has applied for a statewide general National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit from the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) to continne application of aquatic pesticides when necessary, to State Water Project aqueducts,
forebays and reservoirs (Table 1). Figure 1. shows the location of SWP facilities. This Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) was prepared by DWR to comply with California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) requirements associated with regulatory requirements established by the SWRCE.

DWR currently applies copper complexes including copper suifate pentahydrate, Komeen,® and
Nautiquc® on an as-needed basis to control aquatic weeds and algal blooms so that such blcoms do not-
degrade drinking water quality through elevated tastes and odors, productior of algal toxins, clogging of
filters, and reduction in water flows. These applications of copper for resource management currently are
authorized under the SWRCB Water Quality Order No. 2001-12-DWQ: Statewide General National '
Pollution Discharge Elimination: System (NPDES) Permit for Discharges of Aquatic Pesticides to Surface

“Waters of the United Statés (General Permit No. CAG990003)." This General Permit expires on,

January 31, 2004.

The SWRCB has notified interested parties that it intends to develop a new general NPDES permit for

application of aquatic pesticides to replace the expiring General Permit, and that this new general permit
will require strict compliance with California Toxics Rule criferia, the State Board Policy for .
Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of ‘
California (SWRCR Policy), and applicable Basin Plans.” Thus, any aquatic pesticide that contains a
Priority Pollutant (such as copper) would be prohibited from being applied in concentrations that would
exceed applicable water quality criteria outside of an established mixing zone. Section 5.3 of the
SWRCB Policy, however, authorizes variances from the Priority Pollutant criteria for public agencies.

Among other things; Section 5.3 provides a Categorical Exception from the toxics standards where the
discharge is necessary to implement control measures (1) for resource or pest management or {2) to meet
statutory requirements under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act or the California Health and Safety
Code, and for certain maintenance and cleaning activities. DWR’s primary purpose in periodically

applying aquatic pesticides to its reservoirs and aqueducts is: (1) to control algal blooms and, in turm,

achieve secondary drinking water standards for taste and odor; and (2) to control aquatic weeds that

impact the beneficial uses and conveyance of water supplies for municipal, irrigation, and industrial
_purposes. .

Therefore, such discharges qualify for a Categorical Exception to the toxics standards. Accordingly,
DWR plans to apply for coverage under the SWRCB’s new general permit for aguatic pesticides and, as
part of that application, seek a Categorical Exception for its use of copper. If granted, DWR would
comply with all terms and conditions of the general permit.

! USEPA, in interim guidance issued on July 11, 2003, states that the direct application of a pesticide to waters of
the United States to control pests and consistent with all relevant requirements of FIFRA “does not constitute the
discharge of a pollutant that requires an NPDES permit under the Clean Water Act.” Chief Counsel for the
SWRCB, in 2 memorandum issued on July 25, 2003 disagreed with USEPA’s position and advised the SWRCB
not to follow the guidance. ' _

* Cantu, C. 2003
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_ The proposed Project would involve the continued application of copper to control aquatic weeds and
algal blooms at State Water Project reservoirs and aqueducts operated by the Department of Water
Resources (Tabie 1). Figures 1-7 provide area maps for each of the reservoirs and aqueducts. The
facilities are located within the boundaries of five Regional Water Quality Control Boards. Table 2.
summarizes general characteristics of éach reservoir.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

DWR operates and manages SWP, the largest state-built, multipurpose water projects i the United
States. The SWP depends on a cornplex system of dams, reservoirs, power plants, pumping plants,
canals, and aquedicts to deliver water. The Project provides drinking water to more than 23 million
California residents and SWP water is used to frrigate about 600,000 acres of farmland, mainly in the
south San Joaquin valley. Also, SWP was designed and built to control floods, generate power, and
provide recreational facilities as well as enhance habitats for fish and wildlife.

The mission of DWR is to manage the water resources of California in cooperation with other agencies, to .
benefit the State's people, and to protect, restore, and enhance the natural and huipan environments. To
carry out this mission, DWR routinely monitors and tests water samples from its reservoirs, canials,
aqueducts, and other water supply facilities to assure compliance with state and federal requirements for
safe drinking water quality. '

Water quality monitoring provides detailed information on concentrations and distribution of chemical,
physical, and biological properties at 29 stations throughout the Project. Objectives of this monitoring are
to: ' ' ' ' ‘

Assess the influence of hydrological conditions & project operations on water quality.
Document long-term changes in SWP Water Quality.

Provide water quality data to assess water treatment plant operational needs.

Identify, monitor, & respond to water quality emergencies & determine impacts to the project.
‘Provide data needed to determine if State Water Contracts Article 19 & DHS Drinking Water
Standards are being met. ‘ R

Assess issues of concern through special studies.

O CHOHD

DWR applies copper for two main purposes: (1) to control cyanobacteria (bluegreen algae) that can
produce taste and odor compounds, and (2) to control aquatic weeds and attached algae that can
negatively impact conveyance of water supplies for municipal, irrigation, and industrial purposes.

DWR routinely monitors the taste and odor compounds produced by algae. Chemical substances in water
that often are associated with earthy, musty smelling or tasting water include geosmin and ,
2-methylisoborneol (MIB), which are produced in natural and manmade lakes by certain types of algae,
Geosmin and MIB are natural byproducts of algal chlorophyll production, although not 2ll algae produce
them or produce them in the same amounts, so the presence of algae alone isnot 2 good indicator of taste

and odor problems.

DWR’s evaluation of 2 taste and odor event is based upon microscopic examination of samples, flavor
profile analysis, and most impottantly, the chemical analysis of MIB and geosmin. "When sampling
results indicate that concentrations of geosmin or MIB in reservoir waters are increasing within the 1 to
10 nanograms per liter (ng/l) range (1 ng/l is one nanogram per liter of water, or one part per triflion),
DWR water quality staff respond by searching for the location of the source of the geosmin or MIB. To
do this, water quality samples are collected and analyzed, and field staff ascertains possible algae sources.
If an algae source is identified, DWR staff then develop a copper sulfate application plan to control the
specific algae that are associated with the elevated geosmin and/or MIB concentrations.




Figure 1. Clifton Court Forebay
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Figure 2. South Bay Aqueduct
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Figure 3. California Aqueduct — Coastal Branch
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Figure 5. Castaic Lake
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TABLE 2. SWP Reservoir and Aqueduct Characteristics

Raximum

M s e o
Sulrace arca ai

|

. Volume {af) . Max vol {ac)
RESERVOIRS y
Cliftor: Court Forebay 28,853 2,180
Castaic Lake | 323,702 2,235
Lake Perris 131,450 2320
Tehachapi Afterbay 550 40
Flow'
(cfs)
AQUEDUCTS
South Bay Aqueduct 150 - 310
Coastal Branch Aquedljct 90 - 220
2000

East Branch Aqueduct

"_Flo.w = range in flow during copper sulfate applicatons




Prior to application of copper sulfate, DWR evaluates potential operational strategies to avoid introducing
fhe taste and odor compounds into the distribution system. These modifications may inciude withdrawing
water from varying depths on the intake towers, blending, or utilizing other sources of water umntil the

tagte and odor compounds naturalty disperse. If application of copper sulfate is deemed necessary, this

- early warning monitoring provides detailed information on the location of the source blooms, allowing for
spot applications. ' '

Aquatic weeds and attached algae can restrict the conveyance of water in the SWP. Aquatic weed
accurnulation may be so severe that pumping at the Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant is restricted or
halted and water delivery to the Celifornia and Seuth Bay Aqueducts ceases. Six species’ of the
submersed aguatic weeds that are prevalent in Clifton Court Forebay are listed as” Prevalent species in
California considered to be among the world’s most troublesome aquatic weeds” (University of -

' California, 2001.) : ' '

To minimize the impact-of aquatic weeds and aigae,DWR applies copper at regular iritervals throughout
the. growing season {April - October) at the South Bay Aqueduct and Coastal Branch of the California
Aqueduct. This scheduled application of copper began in the late 1960’s in the South Bay Aqueduct,
soon after canal operations began. -In addition, liguid copper products (N autique®, Komeen” ) are applied
periodically in Clifton Court Forebay to control aquatic weeds.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DWR. proposes-to continue the existing copper application operations at Clifton Court Forebay, South

~ Bay Aqueduct, Coastal Branch, East Branch, Castaic Lake, and Lake Perris for controlling aquatic weeds
and aigal blooms under the new statewide NPDES permit. DWR’s Quality Adssurance Project Plan -
Monitoring Plan for Copper Treatments in the State Water Project herein referred to as “Monitoring
Plan” was prepared to control aquatic weed and taste and odor problems while minimizing the use of
copper (refer to Appendix A). Receiving water monitoring procedures for the new statewide NPCES
permit wili adhere to the Monitoring and Reporting Program described in Attachment B of the permit.
The monitoring would support DWR’s three fypes of aquatic pesticide applications: (a) treatment of

~ reservoirs and forebays with copper sulfate crystals to control algal blooms (b) treatment of aqueducts -
with copper sulfate crystals to control taste and odor and filter clogging, and (c) treatment of Clifton
Court Forebay with Nautique to control aquatic weeds.

a) Treatment of reservoirs and forebays with éopper sulfate crystals to control algal blooms

Appliéations of copper sulfate crystals would be made to the two reservoirs and forebay using
agricultural spreaders suspended from helicopters. The spreaders would be operated over areas
identified for treatment. Heliports or landing pads with loading areas currently are located at

Castaic Lake, Lake Perris and Clifton Court Forcbay would continue to be used for the Project.

The solid copper sulfate (in crystalline form) would be applied by helicopter. The applicator would '

be properly licensed for application of pesticides, and ground crews would wear appropriate -
personal protective equipment to reduce exposure to copper sulfate.

3Egeria (Fgeria densa), coontail (Ceratophyllum demersum), coMmon elodea (Elodea Canadensis), Eurasian
watermilfoil (Myriophylium spicatum), curleyleaf pondweed (Potamageton crispus), and sago pondweed
(Potamageton pectinatus). : :

12




b)

e .

During application, the Castaic Lake, and Lake Perris reservoirs would be restricted or closed for
recreational use. Access to shoreline fishing would be restricted at Clifton Cowt Forebay. DWR
staff would direct helicopter crews from a boat on the reservoir (setting buoys on the reservoir if
necessary) to assure application(s) in designated areas of the reservoir only. Application areas
would vary in size, but not greater than 1,600 acres. No changes in current existing application
methods would be proposed for the Project. '

Treatment of aqueducts with copper sulfate crystals to control taste and odor and filter
clogging

Applications of copper sulfate crystals would be made to the aqueducts following the Best
Management Practices described in the Monitoring Plan. The portions of the aqueduct that are
treated with copper sulfate are closed to public access. The treatments are supervised by a licensed
Pest Control Advisor. '

Treatment of Clifton Court Forebay with liquid copper pesticides to control aquatic weeds

Applications of copper sulfate crystals would be rnade using an agricultural sprayer suspended from
a helicopter. The sprayer would be operated over areas identified for treatment. Heliports or
landing pads with loading areas currently located at Clifton Court Forebay would continue to be
used for the Project. ' . '

The liquid copper équatic pesticides would be applied by a helicopter. The applicator would be
properly licensed for application of pesticides, and ground crews would wear appropriate personal
protective equipment to reduce exposure {0 the pesticide.

During application, access to shoreline fishing would be restricted. DWR staff would direct
helicopter crews from a boat on the reservoir (setting buoys on the reservoir if necessary) to assure
application(s) in designated areas of the reservoir only. Application areas would vary in size, but
may be greater than 1000 acres. No changes in current existing application methods would be
proposed for the Project. In addition, the application is done during the Vernalis Adaptive
Management Plan (VAMP) period in May to reduce impacts to fisheries.

PROJECT SCHEDULE

Application of copper to the reservoirs and forebays would be carried out only as néeded, that is, when
other options have been exhausted. Application of copper sulfate to the aqueducts is required on regular

intervals throughout the growing season to prevent Toss in water delivery capacity.

REQUIRED APPROVALS

Continued application of copper would require obtaining a permit from the SWRCB.

13
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~ SECTION?
INITIAL STUDY

This MND complies with Section 21064.5 of the California Public Resources Code (California
Environmental Quality Act [CEQAL]) and Article 6 of the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of
Regulations). The followitig Initial Study, Environmental Checklist, and evaluation of potential
environmental effects (see Section 3) were completed in accordance with Section 15063(d) of the State
CEQA Guidelines to determine if the proposed Project could have any potentially significant effect on the
physical environment, and if so, what mitigation measures would be imposed to reduce such impacts to
less-than-significant levels.

An explanation is provided for all determinations, including the citation of sources as listed in

Section 5. A""No Impact" or a "Less-than-Significant Impact" determination indicates that the proposed
Project would not have a significant effect on the physical environment for that specific environmental
category. With regard to the water quality and hazardous materials categories, the proposed Project
would include specific mitigation measures (see Section 4) to reduce the potentially significant impacts to
a less-than-significant levels. No other environmental categories for this evaluation were found to be
potentially affected in a significant manner by the proposed Project.

INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAY, CHECKLIST FORM

1. Project Title: The Application of-Copper to the State ‘Water Project to Control Aquatic Weeds and Algal
. Blooms _ :

2, Lead Agency Name and Address: The Department of Water Resources
- 1416 Sth Sireet
Sacramento, California 95814

3. Contact Person and Pbone Number: Daniel F. Peterson, (916) 653-9978

4, Project Location: State Water Project reservoirs and aqueducts: Clifton Court Forebay, South Bay
Agqueduct, Coastal Branch, East Branch, Lake Perris, Castaic Lake, and Tehachapi
Afterbays (see Table 1, Section 1 for list of Counties locations).

5. Project Sponser's Name and Address:  The Department of Water Resources
: 1416 Sth Street
Sacramento, California 95814

6. General Pian Designation: Reservoirs and aqueducts ' 7.  Zoning: Public Facilities ‘
8. Description of Project: See Project Description in Section 1 of the MND.
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: See Project Description in Section 1 of the MND.

10. - Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required: SWRCB

14




ENVI'RONNEENTAI_; FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

D Aesthetics ) D Agriculture Resources D Ailr Quality
D Biological Resources D Cultural Resources D Geology /Soils
THazards & Hazardous | Hydrolo gny ater Quality 0 Land Use/Planning

_ Materials ' ‘
O Mineral Resources 0 Noise O ~ Population/Housing
D Public Services O Recreation O Transportation/Traffic
[] Utlities/ Service Systems [ Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be-completed by the Lead Agency)
.On the basis of this initial evaluation: :

D I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. '

I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the Project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared. '

m 1 find that the proposed project MAY have a sighificant eifect on the environment, and an .
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. '

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

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

i) Wm ) '.Mz (4 Q04

Signature = Déte

. i L
p/ﬁr rie ! F’ p(:i -hi 2.5 pir~ The Department of Water Resources
Printed Name ' : For
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SECTION 3 - |
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - Reservoirs

. Less Than
Potentially Sigmificant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
1. AESTHETICS — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect | ' D 0

on a scenic vista? o ' -

b) Substantially damage scenic. O | D
resources, including, but not : '
limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic
highway? ' |

¢) Substantially degrade the existing o | 0 X1
visual character or quality of the - : ' :
site and its surroundings? '

d) Create a new source of substantial | 1 | |

light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Discussion:

a) No Impact. No designated scenic vistas or state scenic highways would be impacted by this
proposed project. The closest Caltrans-designated scenic highway to any of the reservoirs or
aqueducts is an underground portion of the South Bay Aqueduct from mile marker 25 to mile marker
29.5 which runs adjacent to I-680 from Calavaras Road west to Highway 238. The proposed Project
would not alter existing scenic conditions because no new structures would be built. No impact
would occur.

'b) No Impact. The proposed Project would consist entirely of the periodic application of aquatic
pesticides to the existing reservoirs and agueducts and would not involve any permanent or long ferm
alterations to existing visual conditions. Implementation of the proposed Project would not affect any
historic buildings, rock outcroppings or other scenic resources. Hence, the proposed Project would
have no impact on existing scenic resources.

¢) No Impact. No structures, physical alterations, or other physical changes would be included in the
proposed Project that would degrade visual conditions in the vicinity. Hence, the proposed Project
would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. Therefore,
10 impact would result from Project implementation. ' :

d) No Impact. The proposed Project would not introduce any new source of substantial light or
glare. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would have no impact.
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Less Than
: . Significant -
~ Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES:
In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are significant

~ environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared
by the California Dept. of
Conservation as an optional model to
use in assessing impactson
agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:

‘g) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique - D _ D ' D ‘
Farmland, or Farmland of :
Statewide Iraportance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program

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

b) Conflict with existing zoning for : , | '
agricultural use, or a Williamson O O D
Act contract?

¢) Involve other changes in the o O O
existing environment which, due '
to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland,
to non-agricultural use?

Discussion:

a,b & ¢) No Impact. There are no agricultural resources or operations within the Project sites. All
Project activities would be conducted entirely within DWR-owned property at existing reservoirs
and aqueducts. No development or acquisition of new lands would be involved. Therefore, no
lands enrolled under the Williamson Act would be impacted. No impacts to agricultural resources
would occur. -
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‘Less Than
oo _ Significant
Potentially - - with Less Than
" Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact . Impact

1. AIR QUALITY: Where available,
 the significance criteria established’

by the applicable air quality

management or air pollution control

district may be relied upon to make

the following determinations.

Would the project: _

a) -Conflict with or obstruct O O _ O

implementation of the apphcable - -
- air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard ~ [ 0 0
or contribute substantially to an ;
existing or proj ected an‘ quality
violation?

¢) Resultin a cumulatively . - 0O O D

considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or’
state ambient air quality standard
[(including releasing emissions,
which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to D ; D : D
substantial pollutant - _
concentrations?

¢) Create objectionable odors O O i3

affecting a substantial number of
people? :

Discussion:

a &b) Less-than-significant impact. The proposed Project will be situated within three air basins.
Each basin has an air quality management district which is the regional agency empowered to
regulate stationary and certain mobile air emission sources within its respective air basin. Clifton
Court Forebay and the South Bay Aqueduct are located within the air basin regulated by the
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_ San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality Management District (SFBAQMD). The San Francisco Bay Air
Basin is in non-attainment for ozone and particulates (PM,o). The Tehachapi Afterbays and the
portion of the Coastal Branch of the California Aqueduct that would be treated as part of the Project
are situated within the San Joaguin Valley Unified Air Basin (STVUAB) which is regulated by the
San Joaquin Valley-Air Pollution Control District (STVAPCD). SIVAPCD is also in non-attainment
for particulates (FMi;o) and ozone. The East Branch of the Califormia Aqueduct, Castaic Lake and
Lake Perris are situated within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and are regulated by the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). ‘

Air Quality Management Districts are responsible for the preparation of Air Quality Management '
Plans which establish emission control measures for activities within the air basin that contribute to
‘the non-attainment condition. The proposed Project would result in minimal vehicle emissions from
the use of pickup trucks for the typical application and the less frequent use of a helicopter. The
South Bay Aqueduct and the Coastal Branch of the California Aqueduct are treated twice monthly
from April through October. The East Branch of the California Aqueduct has been treated three
times per vear since 1999 and Clifton Court Forebay has received one or two helicopter applications
per summer since 1996, Castaic Lake and Lake Perris have both received about one helicopter
application per year since 1994. The proposed Project would not involve any construction activities,
nor would it change existing conditions. The proposed Project would not conflict with or result in an
impact to policies or control measures set forth by the Air Quality Management Districts, and would
not result in a violation of air quality standards. '

Less-than-significant impact. Emissions associated with the project would include exhaust from &
pick up trucks and a helicopter. The typical application involves the use of a pick up truck and
applications at Project locations range from 3 to 24 times per year. Three of the Project locations
require the use of 2 helicopter for aerial application on an annual basis; although Clifton Court
Forebay receives two applications during some years. The proposed Project would not resultina
cumulatively considerable increase in any of the emissions of criteria pollutants. The proposed
Project would not change the existing condition and the emissions associated with the proposed
project would be less than significant.

Less-than-significant impact. Copper sulfate would be directly administered to the reservoirs from
an agricultural spreader attached to a helicopter-and applied to the agueducts either directly or '
enclosed in burlap bags suspended in the water colurm, thereby avoiding sensitive receptors. The
SCAQMD defines sensitive receptors as residential areas, schools, playgrounds, health care facilities,
and athletic facilities. The closest sensitive receptors to any of the reservoirs are scattered residences
above the shores of Castaic Lake. The Department of Fish and Game, as well as, the Department of
Parks and Recreation, County Agricultural- Commissioner, and appropriate SWP water contractors -~ - -
are notified prior to copper sulfate, Nautique and Komeen applications and portions of the TESEerVOoIrs
are closed to recreational boating and fishing during the treatment periods. :

Since the copper sulfate applied to the water would be in granular form, any dust emissions generated -
by its application would be minimal. Copper sulfate is not a toxic air contaminant according to the
SCAQMD. Most of the dust would settle out into the reservoirs within a few hundred feet of the
application areas. Nautigue is a liquid aquatic pesticide and would therefore not create dust

emissions. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would have a less-than-significant
impact on local sensitive receptors.

No Impact. Project implementation would not create any substantial odors. Copper sulfate is
odorless and Nautique has a-slight ammoniacal odor. The purpose of the pesticide application would
be to reduce taste and odor producing algae and aquatic weed growth in the SWP reservoirs and
aqueducts. The Project wouid not generate any odors.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES --

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
‘modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species
in local or regional plans, _
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect
on any riparian habitat or other
sensifive natural community
identified in local or regional

- plans, policies, regulations or by
the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Fish and -
Wildlife Service?

" ¢) Have a substantial adverse effect

on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native
‘resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Less Than
o Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Signtficant ~ Mifigation = Significant
Impact incorporated Impact -

O

ad
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) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as atree
pigsarvation policy vr ordinance? _

f) Conflict with the provisions of an O = = .

adopted-Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

Discussion:

4)' Less-than- s1gmﬁcant impact. The propoesed Project would mvolve the periodic apphcatmn of

. aquatic pesticides to existing SWP reservoirs, aqueducts, and forebays. Several federal and state-

. listed threatened and/or endarigered species are known to exist in the aquatic and terrestrial areas
adjacent to the Project sites but not within the proposed Project reservoirs and aqueduct sites. Tke
California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) of the California Department of Fish and Game was
consulted to reveal any State or federally listed, sensitive, or species of concern occurring adjacent to -
the Project locations.

The CNDDB reports several occurrences of California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii),
which is federally listed as threatenied, in the area near the South Bay Aqueduct and Clifton Court
Forebay; Monitoring by Department of Water Resource’s biologist has not revealed occurrences of
the California red-legged frog within the lined portions of the State Water Project. In addition,
predation on the California red-legged frog would be high within the SWP and the frog’s preferred
habitat is lacking (Hogan, 2003). San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica) also occur in the area
near the South Bay Aqueduct and Clifton Court Forebay; although no occurrences have been reported

. in or adjacent to the Project location. It is conceivable that San Joaquin Kit Fox individuals.could
move through the Project location, nevertheless, the project would have a less-than-significant impact
or: the San Joaquin kit fox for the following reasons (1) San Joaquin kit fox is known to be nocturnal -
“and the aquatic pesticide treatmenits woiuld take place during daylight hours, (2) there would be no
direct copper toxicity to the San Joaquin kit fox, and (3} any disturbance to the San Joaquin Kit Fox
would be temporary and infrequent as Clifton Court Forebay is treated by helicopter once or twice

- annually and the South Bay Aqueduct is treated twice monthly April to October.

Clifton Court Forebay is located in Conira Costa County which is currently in the planning stage of
setting up a Habitat Conservation Plan for 190,000 acres in the eastern portion of the County.

The proposed Project would not affect habitat conservation areas. No copper sulfate, Nautique, of
Komeen would be dispersed within the habitat conservation areas.

The section of the Coastal Branch of the California Aqueduct that would be freated as part of the

. Project has known occurrences of San Joaquin antelope squirrel (dmmospermophiius nelsoni), glent
kangaroo tat (Dipodomys ingens), and San Joaquin kit fox. An occurrence of San Joaquin
woollythreads (Monolopia congdonii), approximately 100 plants, was reported within the right-of-way
of the Coastal Aqueduct near the Scuth Dome area of Kettleman Hills. The copper sulfate
applications on the Coastal Branch would be administered directly into the aqueduct. Terrestrial
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* species would not be impacted by the Project. The proposed Habitat Conservation Plan for the
‘aqueduct maintenance activities in the San Joaquin Field Division would not be impacted in any way.

A CNDDB search for the Project areas at Castaic Lake, and at the location of the Tehachapi Afterbays
revealed no occurrences of any State or federally listed, sensitive, or species of concern occurring
adjacent to these Project locations.,

A CNDDRB search for the Project portion of the Fast Branch of the California Aqueduct revealed one
occurrence of the coast {San Diego) homed lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum) in the general vicinity of
the California Aqueduct, four miles north, northeast of Lake Hughes. The water in this portion of the
aqueduct would be treated with copper sulfate; however the copper sulfate would not be administered
from this location. Portions of the East Branch of the California Aqueduct that are in this Project are
located 1n areas covered by the San Bernardino Valley-wide Multi species Habitat Conservation Plan.
No copper sulfate would be dispersed within the habitat conservation areas and terresmal species
would not be nnpacted by the Project. -

A CNDDB search for Lake Perris revealed an occurrence of Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys
stephensi) within the areas surrounding the Lake. The copper sulfate applications to Lake Perris
would be administered directly into the Lake. The lands surrounding Lake Perris are identified for
conservation under the Riverside County MSHCE/NCCP and the Riverside County Habitat
Conservation Agency Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The proposed Project would not affect
habitat conservation areas. Project activities would include unloading pallets of copper sulfate from a
truck to the helicopter pad area, loading the copper sulfate into bins, and depositing the material into
the reservoir using a helicopier. No copper sulfate would be dispersed within the habitat conservation
areas. The helicopter pad areas are devoid of vegetation and are not part of the hab1tat conservation
areas. Terrestrial species would not be impacted by the Project.

The California Department of Fish and Game has reported that the following fish species can be found
within the aqueducts and réservoirs of the State Water Project: large mouth bass (Micropterus
salmoides), small mouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu), striped bass (Morone saxatilis), channel catfish
(letalurus punctatus), white catfish (dmeiurus catus), black bullhead (Admeiurus mela), brown
bullhead ( Ameiurus nebulosus), yellow bulthead (dmeiurus natalis), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus),
green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus), redear sunfish (Lepomi microlophus), black crappie (Pomoxis
nigromaculatus), white crappie (Pomoxis annularis), warmouth (Lepomis gulosus), pumpkinseed
(Lepomis gibbosus), bigscale logpearch (Percina macrolepida), staghorn sculpin (Leptocotius
armatus), riffle sculpin (Cottus gulosus), Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis), mosquitofish
(Gambusia spp.), goldfish (Carassius spp.), rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mylkiss). carp (Cyprinus
carpio), shokihaze goby (Tridentiger barbatus), chameleon goby (Tridentiger trigonocephelus),
yellow fin goby (Acanthogobius flavimanus), rainwater killifish (Lucania parva), threadfin shad
{(Dorosoma petenense), inland silversides (Menidia beryllma) golden shiner (Notemigonus
crysoleucas), red shivier (Notropis lutrensis) fathead minmow (Pimephales promelas), California roach
(Lavinia symmetricus), speckeled dace (Rhinichthys osculus). Native fish species found within the
SWP include tule perch (Hysterocarpus traski), splittail (Pogonicthys macrolepidotus), Sacrarmenio
pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus grandis), hardhead (Mylopharodon conocephalus), hitch (Lavinia
exilicauda), Sacramento blackfish (Orthodon microlepidotus), threespine stickleback (Gasterosreus
aculeatus), and the prickly sculpin (Coftus asper) (Wern Ette, 2003). None of these species are listed
or fully protected species. .

Clifton Court Forebay is known to contain winter-run Chinook salmon (Oncorkynchus tshawyischa),
which is listed State and federally as endangered, and Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus), which
is State and federally listed as threateneéd. Aquatic pesticides are applied to approximately 30 percent
of the Forebays’surface area during a treatment, allowing fish to avoid the application areas. Clifton
Court Forebay typically is treated with Nautique or Komeen in May during the pumping restrictions of
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the Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan. The pumping restriction results in longer than normal gate
closures at Clifton Court Forebay. The water generally resides in the Forebay for several days prior to
the aquatic pesticide applications and predation upon winter-run salmon and Delta smelt is a known
factor. The copper concentrations would be applied according the label to achieve & maximum

~-concentration of 1,000 ppb. California Department of Fish and Game laboratory tests have shown that
vonceniraiions of 1,000 ppb are many times below the 96 hour LCso values for Delta smeit '
(DBW, 2001). ' - :

Salmonids tend to be more sensitive to copper than other species but tests for rainbow trout have also
shown LCsq values many times higher than the application concentrations that would occur with this
Project (DBW, 2001). Thus, it is likely that neither the winter-run Chinook salmon, nor Delta smelt,
would be impacted by the concentrations of copper that would be used in Clifton Court Forebay. The
mmpact on these listed fish species would be less than significant.

Studies have shown that the application of copper at label rates to surface waters for nuisance al gae

- control in reservoirs has no apparent negative effects on most adult game fish. However, copper
suifate has been shown to be toxic to larval fish and aquatic invertebrates and has shown a potential
for bioaccumulation depending on the physical, biological, and chemical factors present within the
ecosystern. Bioaccumulation of copper sulfate poses less of a threat to birds than to other animals,
with the lowest lethal dose for this material in pigeons and ducks being 1,000 parts per million
(mg/kg). Application of copper sulfate in specific areas of the reservoirs would provide opportunities
to fish to avoid the application sites. While temporary impacts to these animals may occur during
aquatic pesticide applications, the Project’s impacts would be less than significant. '

b & c) Less-than-siguificant impact. The proposed Project would be implemented entirely
within the open water of the existing SWP aqueducts and reservoits and would not distirb any upland
habitat adjacent to the Project areas. Lake Perris and Castaic Lake support small areas of wetland and
riparian habitat. The South Bay Aqueduct, the East Branch, the Coastal Branch, and the Tehachapi
Afterbay are concrete-lined and do not support wetland habitat. - '

'd) Less-than-significant impact.. Project activities would be conducted entirely within the existing
SWP aqueducts and reservoirs and would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
Resident fish and potential impacts to fish nursery sites are evaluated in Item I'V.a above. The impact
would be less than significant. ’ '

¢) No Impact. The Project would consist of applying aquatic pesticides to the water of existing
- reservoirs and aqueducts and would not conflict with any local policies or erdinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. No impact would occur,

f) No Impact. Some areas around the East Branch of the California Aqueduct and Lake Perris are
designated as reserves and managed under various Conservation Plans (refer to Ttem IV.a). The
proposed Project would be conducted entirely within existing SWP aqueducts and reservoirs and
designated operations areas, outside of upland habitat, and would not affect any MSHCP, Natural
Community Conservation Plan or other Conservation Plan. Therefore, the proposed Project would not

- conflict with or impact any provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation
" Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.
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Less Than
"Significant
Potentialiy with Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
- Impact Incorporated Impact impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES --
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change O O '

in the significance of a _historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

b) Causea substantial adverse_ ' 1 . 0 , o
change in the significance of an : -
archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.57

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a 1 O O _
~unigue paleontological resource or ' o
site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, 1 ! 0
including those interred outside of .
formal cemeteries?

Discussion:

a, b, c & d) No Impact. The proposed Project would be implemented entirely within the open water of
the existing Project reservoirs and aqueducts and would include no elements that would alter or
otherwise disturb any known historical, archaeological or paleontologic resources. As the Project
would only involve water treatment with no ground disturbances, there would be no impacts to
unrecorded cultural resource sites. Therefore, no impacts to cultural resources would occur.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
. Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
YL GEOL_OGY’ AND SOILS -- -
Would the project: '
- a) Expose people or structures to 1 B n D

potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:
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i) Rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most

-recent Alquist-Priolo

Forbhonal-a Tondd Taminme
i wruionte Oty LOIULLE

Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division
of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground
shaking?

i)  Seismic-related ground
- failure, including
liquefaction?

i)  Landslides?

b} Result in substantial séil erosion
or the loss of topsoil?

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

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

property?

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




- = l . .

Discussion:

a, b, ¢, d & ) No Impact. The Project would consist of applying-aquatic pesticides to the water of
existing SWP reservoirs and aqueducts and would not include any new structures, ground
disturbances, or other elements that could expose persons or property to geological hazards. There
would be no risk of landslide or erosion of topsoil. The Project would not require a septic or other

- wastewater system; as workers would use existing facilities in the operation areas of the reservoirs or
aqueducts. No impacts to soils or geologic conditions would ocotr.

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

Vil. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS - Would the project:

- a) Create a significant hazard to the public 0 _ n ]
or the environment through the routine ' ,
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public 0 C ' | .
or the environment through reasonably '
foresecable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle '
. hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, D D n .

substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

- d) Be located on a site which is included on E E D

a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as'a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?

e} For a project located within an airport O | 0
land use plan or, where such a plan has

not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the
project area?
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f) For a project within the vicinity of a Cl | ‘
_private airstrip, would the project result - ‘ -
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the projoct area?

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

~ h) Expose people or structures to a n By U ' D
significant risk of loss, injury or death :
involving wildland fires, including where -
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?.

"~ Discussion:

- a&b) Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed Project would
nvolve handling copper sulfate pentahydrate, Nautique, and Komeen. All are regulated hazardous
materials. . .

Copper sulfate: Acute exposure to humans can cause eye, skin, and respiratory irritation, and can be

~ barmful if swallowed." The Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for copper sulfate is included in
-Appendix B. Use of this material would create a potential for spills that could affect worker safety and
the environment. The spills could occur potentially during transport from storage sites in the Field
Division to the application site and helicopter pads. Spills could also occur during loading into the
‘helicopter spreader, and during transport by helicopter to the application sites. Potential risks would exist
for spills to occur during the application process. Exposure to spills could affect humans and the
environment. : '

Nautique and Komeen: Acute exposure to humans can cause eye, skin, and respiratory frritation, and can
be harmful if swallowed.»® The Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for Nautique and Komeen are
included in Appendix C and D, respectively. Use of this material would create a potential for spills that
could affect worker safety and the environment. The spills could occur potentially during transport to the
helicopter pads and during loading into the applicator.  Exposure to spills could affect humans and the
environment. ' ' - :

DWR has a Hazardous Waste Management Program for the handiing, storage, disposal, transport, and
source reduction of hazardous waste. The existing Program includes procedures for containment and
cleanup of hazardous materials/wastes spills, and establishes hazardous waste contingency. In addition,
each Field Division has 2 contract with a private firms specializing in hazardous material cleanup. With
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures as noted below, along with the Hazardous Waste
Management Program, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact.

¢ Material Safety Data Sheet for Copper Sulfate
% Material Safety Data Sheet for Nautique
¢ Material Safety Data Sheet for Komeen
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Mitigation Measure:

To ensure worker safety protection, DWR would require handlers of copper sulfate, Nautique, and
Komeen to undergo training specific to the application process. DWR wonld also require workers to
wear personal protective equipment for handling this aquatic pesticide, iricluding disposable coveralls,
gloves and respirators. DWR would further require that applications of copper sulfate, Nautique and
Komeen be conducted in a manner consistent with the product labeling. Finally, DWR would comply
with the recommendations on the MSDS for worker protection to minimize potential for exposure to the
aquatic pesticides. With implementation of the following proposed mitigation measures, the potential to
create a significant hazard to the public or to the environment would be reduced to a less-than s1gn1ﬁcant
: 1mpact

HAZ ! Annual training in Safety shall be required for all DWR employees pan‘zczparmg in the

- application or handling of copper sulfate, Nautique, and Komeen. Similarly, DWR shall require
that all participating coniractors and their employees or agenis secure and maintain in force such
licenses and permits as are required by law, in connection with the application or handling of
copper su.{fare

HAZ-2 DWR shall require its employees participating in the application or handling of copper sulfate
and Nautique, to wear appropriate personal protective equipment, including protective eyewear,
gloves, boots, and coveralls, as well as a respirator that meets OSHA 29 CFR 910,134
requirements. :

HAZ-3 DWR shall apply copper sulfate, Naungue and Komeen in a manner consistent with the product
labeling.

HAZ-4 DWR shall comply with the recommendations provided on the Material Safety Data Sheet
applicable to the specific aquatic pesticide product 1o be used.

¢) No Impact. No known existing or proposed schools are located within % mile of the reservoirs,
" aqueducts, or helicopter pads. No impact would oecur. :

d) No Impact. The Project sites are not listed on any hazardous waste site lists compiled in Government
Code Section 65962.5. Hence, there would be no impact,

¢ & f) Less-than-significant impact. No airports are located within two miles of aqueduct and reservoir
treatment sites. No spreaders containing copper sulfate, Nautique, and Komeer would fly over
housing, roadways, or habitat conservation areas. The use of helicopters would not pose hazards to
people working in the Project areas, nor would it result in any impacts to airport facilities.

g} No Impact. The proposed Project would not affect emergency evacuation routes, as public roadways
would not be affected by the Project. No impact would result from the Project.

h) No Impact. The Project would not increase fire hazards at the reservoirs. Helicopter refueling
activities would take place on existing dirt, concrete or asphalt pads No impact from wildland fires
‘would oceur. :




VII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
- QUALITY -- Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements?

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

~ groundwater table level (e.g., the

_ production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a

~ level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been
granted)?

¢) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the
alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a marner
which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

d) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the

-alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or
off-site?

Less Than

i Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation . Significant
impact Incotporated impact

o o o

O o o

No
Impact




e) Create or contribute runoff water | O 0
which would exceed the capacity of '
" existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? '
f) Otherwise substantlally degrade water
- quality?

|
O
O

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

h} Place within a 100-year flood hazard | O =)
area structures which would impede .
or redirect flood flows? ,

i) Expose people or structures toa | m 0
significant risk of loss, injury or death '
involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the fajlure of a
levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or [ O Cl |
mudflow? ' ' '

O
O
O
[X]

Discussion:

a) Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. -
Compliance with Federal and State Water Quality Standards: National Toxics Rule/California Toxics
Rule as discussed in Section 1, the application of copper sulfate currently is permitted under and
governed by Water Quality Order No. 2001-12-DWQ, NPDES Permit for Discharges of Aquatic

- Pesticides to Waters of the United States (General Permit), General Permit CAG990003. This General
Permit was issued by the SWRCB in July 2001 and is scheduled to expire on January 31, 2004.

The SWRCB has notified interested parties that it intends to develop a new general permit for aquatic
pesticides to replace the expiring General Permit No. CAG990003. However, to obtain coverage
undér this new permit, the SWRCB 1is requiring applicants to demonstrate either that its discharges
comply with the water quality criteria for Priority Pollutants under the California Toxics Rule (CTR)

. and National Toxics Rule (NTR) or that it qualifies for an exception from compliance with such

 criteria, pursuant to Section 5.3 of the SWRCB’s Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for

Intand Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of Czlifornia (SWRCB Policy). The CTR
contains the copper water quality criteria for surface waters in California. .

Among other things, Section 5.3 provides a Categorical Exception from the toxics standards where the
discharge is necessary to implement control measures (1) for resource or pest management or (2) to
me_cf statutory requirements under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act or the California Health and
Safety Code, and for cerfain maintenance and cleaning activities. DWR’s purpose in periodically
applying aquatic pesticides to its reservoirs and aqueducts is to: control algal bloonis and, in turn,
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achieve secondary drinking water standards for taste and odor; and to control aquatic weeds that
impact the beneficial uses and conveyance of watér supplies for municipal, irrigation, and industrial
purposes. Therefore, such discharges qualify for a Categorical Exception to the toxics standards.
Accordingly, DWR’s plans to apply for coverage under the SWRCB’s new general permit for aguatic

pesticides and, as part of that application, seck a Categorical Exception for its use of copper sulfate,
and Nautique. If granted, DWR would comply with all terms and conditions of the general permit.

- DWR’s use of copper compounds to control algal blooms and aquatic weeds would temporarily
elevate copper concentrations above the freshwater thresholds set forth in the CTR for aquatic life,
resulting in a potentially significant impact.” However, with the implementation of the proposed
mitigation measures (e.g., seeking a variance from these thresholds via a Categorical Exception), this
potentially-significant impact would be reduced to a less-than significant level. :

Existing data indicate that copper concentrations in DWR’s reservoirs and aqueducts decreases
quickly following the initial application of this pesticide. Furthermore, the copper concentrations are
below the CTR copper human health criteria for consumption of water and organisms of 1.3 mg/l.
Thus, DWR’s use of copper sulfate, Nautique, and Komeen would not result in any long-term -
“exceedance of the applicable toxics standards for copper. Finally, DWR would continue collecting
samples in accordance with the new statewide permits receiving water monitoring protocols.

The results of these monitoring events would be submitted to the SWRCB, pursuant to the reporting
requirements of the NPDES permit. The reports would indicate the hardness, temperature, pH, and
dissolved oxygen at two points as described in the general permit.

' Comp'liance with F edéral and State Drinking Water Standards:

Copper levels at DWR’s reservoir outlets and aqueducts are generally an order of magnitude below the
federal and state drinking water standards In addition, water withdrawn from SWP reservoirs and
aqueducts undergoes conventional treatment prior to distribution. DWR delivers untreated water to its
SWP contractors and other agencies. These contractors are responsible for the water treatment process
involving coagulation, flocculation, sedimentation, filtration, and disinfection, which further reduces

. copper concentrations. Thus, periodic application of copper sulfate and Nautique is not expected to
adversely affect DWR’s ability meet applicable drinking water standards. '

Mitigation Measures:

With the implementation of the following proposed mitigation measures, in conjunction with Mitigation
Measure HAZ-3 (described above in Section VII, Hazards and Hazardous Materials), impacts to water
quality standards and waste discharge requirements would be less than significant;

HYDRO-1 DWR shall apply for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board’s new’
NPDES Permit for Discharges of Aquatic Pesticides and, as part of that application, seek
a Categorical Exception, pursuant to Section 3.3 of the SWRCB's Policy for
Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and
Estuaries of California. :

7 The recommended water quality criteria for copper in freshwater is dependent on water hardness and is expressed

as chronic and acute values. When water hardness is 100 mg/], the recommended acute threshold for copper is 13
muicrograms per liter (pg/l). This level increases as water hardness increases. EPA, 2002
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HYDRO-2 DWR shall continue to monitor and report copper levels in its reservoirs and agueducts in
accordance with the monitoring requirements of the SWRCB’s.new NPDES permit.

To the extent feasible, take full advantage of operational options (e.g., selective water
withdrawal, bypass and blending) to avoid or minimize the use of copper sulfate;

1o the extent feasible, treat algal blooms prior to their exponential growth phase to
minimize the amount of aquatic pesticides used,; and

- b) No Impaét. The proposed Project would not involve any construction activities or require the use of
groundwater. No impact on groundwater recharge or supplies would result from the Project.

¢, d & ¢) No Impact. The proposed Project would not involve construction of any structures that wouid
alter drainage patterns or increase storm water runoff. The Project would not increase erosion or
siltation on- or off-site. No streambeds would be altered. No increase in drainage capacity of local
storm sewers would be required. No impact would result from the Project.

) Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. Sec response to item VIILa above.

g h,i& j) No Impact. Since the proposed Project would involve no new constriction, no housing or
other structures would be placed within a designated 100-year floodplain. The proposed Project
would not alter the floodplain or have the potential to redirect flood flows. The Project would not be
subject to tsunami or inundation due to mudflows. Nor would the Project expose personnel to a
substantial risk due to seiche waves or from flooding as a result of a catastrophic dam failure. Copper
sulfate treatments in the reservoirs and aqueducts would occur only periodically, as needed. The
reservoir applications would take place above the surface elevations and each reservoir has a
substantial freeboard around its perimeter, even when the reservoirs are full. No impacts would oceur.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than -
Significant Mitigation Significant No -
Impact incorporated Impact impact
-IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - -~ -~ -
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established | O 0
community? .
- b) Conflict with any applicable landuse - [ N O

plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental
effect?
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c¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat 0O | g '
conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

Discussion:

a) No Impact. The proposed Project would be implemented within the open water of existing SWP
water reservoirs and aqueducts.  Nearby housing and other development would not be affected. The
proposed Project would not result in any division of an established community. Therefore no impact =
Would occur. :

b) No Impact The proposed Project would involve the application of aquatic pesticides to SWP

- reservoirs and aqueducts, each of which is located within property owned and operated by DWR. The.
purpose of the proposed Project would be to control aquatic weeds and algal blooms and, in turn,
achieve secondary drinking water standards for taste and odor. Implementation of the Project would
not create any new land uses or alter any existing uses, Rather, the proposed Project would nvolve
the continuation of copper sulfate and Nautique treatments, which have occurred routinely at
reservoirs; Clifton Court Forebay, Lake Perris, Castaic Lake and aqueducts; South Bay, Coastal
Branch, and East Branch for the past several years. Implementation of the proposed Project would not
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or agency regulation. No impact would occur.

Less Than
. Significant
Potentially . with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
"~ Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
- X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would
the project: o
a) Result inl the loss of availability of 1 0 |

S a known mineral resource that
| | would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of O O O
a locally-important mineral . -
resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

Discussion:

a & b) No Impact. All Project activities would be limited to adding copper to the water of existing SWP |
reservoirs and aqueducts, and no development or ground disturbances would occur. Therefore, the
proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of any mineral resource that would be of
future vatue. No impacts would oceur.
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n:

. NOISE -- Would the project result

-a} Exposure of persons to or
generation .of noise lévels in
excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agenciés?

b) Exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase
“in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an

-airport land use plan or, where such

a plan has not been adopted, within
" two miles of a public airport or

public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels? :

Potentially
Significant
Impact

w
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Discussion:

Noise from this equipment would not exceed noise levels generated b

b) No Impact. No substantial groundborne noise or vibration would res
vibration impact would occur with Project implementation.

¢) Ne Impact. The proposed Project would be carried out on a periodic

noise generating equipment is used during the application of copper s
Therefore, no impact would occur. '

' : _ Impact
X11. POPULATION AND HOUSING .
- -- Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population
growth in an area, either directly
(for examiple, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

~ b) Displace substantial numbers of
existing honsing, necessitating
the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

o O

¢) Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the
construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
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a & d) Less-than-significant Ympact. The application process in reservoirs would involve the use of a
helicopter for approximately four to eight hours a few days per year during daytime hours. None of
the reservoirs are located close to residential areas. The helicopter activity wonld only cceir durin o
the daytime hours. Noise from the helicopter would be intermittent occurring for brief periods during -

- afew days per year. Other noise-generating equipment used on the helipad site would inchede trucks.

v the focal roadways, The

minimal use of the helicopter and other equipment would result in a less-than-significant noise impact.
The application process in aqueducts would not involve any noise generating equipraent.

ult from the Project. No

basis as needed, and only during

brief periods of time. An application process would typically be completed in four to eight hours.
The Project would not create any permanent noise sourees. Therefore, no impact would occur. -

e & f) Less-than-significant Impact. No Projects are located within 2 mile vicinity of an airport. No
ulfate to the aqueducis.

Less Than
Significant .
Potentially with " Less Than
Significant ~  Mitigation Significant No
Impact impact

O =
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. Discussion:

a) No Impact. The proposed Project would be entirely implemented within the open water of existing
reservoirs and aqueducts. No new comrmercial buildings or housing would be built in conjunction
with Project implementation. The proposed Project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial
population growth in the area. Hence, no impacts relating to substantial population growth would
occur, : : :

b) No Impact. No housing or other structures would be constructed, demolished, or replaced as a result
of the proposed Project. All operations would oceur within the boundaries of the existing reservoirs
and aqueducts. There would be no net increase of employment possibilities at the proposed Project -
sites and no additional housing would be needed during operations. Therefore, nio impact to housing,
would occur with Project implementation. - - ' '

¢) No Impact. No displacement of persons or housing would occur with Project implementation.

Therefore, the proposed Project would not necessitate the construction of any replacement housing.
"No impact would oceur. ' :

Less Than

Significant :
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

) Impact - Incorporated  Impact - Impact
XHI. PUBLIC SERVICES '

a) Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the

_ provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities,
need for riew or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
mn order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for
any of the public services:

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

OODooao
O0O0O0Ooao
ODoooao
EHEEE.

Other public facilities?




Discussion:

a) No Impact. The proposed Project would involve the application of aquatic pesticides to the water of
existing reservoirs and aqueducts. The proposed improvements would not alter or require the
construction of new schools, parks, or other public facilities, nor would the proposed Project -
substantially increase the need for police and fire services beyond existing conditions. The Project
would result in beneficial effects to water service by controlling algae blooms and aquatic weeds
which might otherwise degrade drinking through elevated taste and odors problems and reduce water

delivery capacity water by obstricting conveyance structures.

XIV. RECREATION -

a) Would the project increase the

~ use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that

substantial physical deterioration-

of the facility would occur or be
-accelerated? '

b) Does the project mclude
- recreational facilities or requ:lre
the construction or expansion of
- recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

Discussion:

Less Than
Significant
Potentially i
Significant Mitigation
Impact Incorporated

m

O

Less Than
Significant No
impact Impact

0O ©

a & b) No Impact. The proposed Project would involve the periodic application of aquatic pesticides to
the existing SWP reservoirs and aqueducts. The proposed Project would not increase demand for
neighborhood or regional parks. ‘Boating and fishing recreational uses in reservoirs would be
temporarily shut down during the application process. These closures would occur a few times per-

year. No impact would occur.
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

- Would the project: -

- a) Cause an increase in traffic
which is substantial in relation to
the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system
(i.c., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or
camulatively, a level of service
standard established by the
county congestion management

- agency for designated roads or
highways?

¢) Resultin a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a
‘change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards
due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

) Result in inadequate emergency
access?

f) Result in inadequate parking
capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies,
plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g.,
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Less Than
Significant
Potentially ‘with _
Significant Mitigation
Impact Incorporated
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Driscussion:

a & b) No Impact. The Project would involve the application of aquatic pesticides to open water with
the use of a helicopter. The copper sulfate, Nautigue, and Komeen would he delivered on nallets or in
tanks to the helicopter pads for reservoir applications. Up to five workers would be needed during an
application event. Each application would require one to two trucks to deliver the aquatic pesticide
for each application event. No impact would occur. '

¢) No Impact. The proposed Project would require the use of helicopters. A flight plan would be filed
routinely for each occurrence and no long-term or permanent alteration of air traffic patterns from
planes associated with public or private use airports would be required. The helicopters would not
transport any aquatic pesticides to or from the airports. Copper sulfate for aqueduct apphcatmns
would be dehvered by truck to the warehouse. No 1mpact would occur.

d) No Impact. The proposed Project would be lirmited to the open water of existing reservoirs and
" agueducts, and no alterations of roadways would be required. No incompatible uses or substantial
increase in hazards would occur as a result of the proposed Project. Hence, no impact would occur.

€¢) No Impact. Refer to item VL. g (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) for discussion

f) No Impact. The existing operational areas of DWR properties that are designated for storage, loading,
and handling of aquatic pesticides have sufficient parking capacity to accommodate the proposed
Project. No additional parking outside of DWR’s properties would be required. No new helicopters
would be required for reservoir applications and existing activities relying on helicopters have been
ongoing for a number of years at the reservoirs, no additional parking requirements would be
necessary. Henee, no impact would occur with respect to parlcing capacity.

g) No Impact. The proposed Project Would not involve or conflict with any alternative transportatmn
_ policies. No impact would oceur.”
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant - No

Impact incorporated Impact impact

XVI1. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment O D |

requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board? '

b) Require or result in the O O |
construction of new water or
- wastewater treatment facilities
or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant
environmental effects?

¢} Require or result in the - | O |
.. construction of new storm water :
drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the
construction of which could
cause significant environmental
- effects? : '

d) Have sufficient water supplies O | .
available to serve the project ' "
from existing entitlements and
ITESOUICES, OT are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the O O O

wastewater treatment provider :
which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate

* capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to
the provider's existing '
commitments?
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a)

b)

d)

2

f) Beserved by alandfill with 0 0 ' '
sufficient permitted capacity to :
- accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

g) Comply With federal, state, and O | 0
local statutes and regulations : : .

related to solid waste?

Discussion:

No Impact. The proposed PI’Q] ect would be limited to the application of aquatic pesticides to existing
water reservoirs and aqueducts and would not generate additional wastewater. The Project would not
result in discharges that would cause an exceedance of any Wastewater treatment Tequirements.
Therefore, no impacts would OCCUT. '

Neo Impact. The proposed Project would be limited to the apphcatlon of aquatic pesticides to existing
water reservoirs and aqueducts The Project would not increase demand for water or wastewater
treatment facilities in the region. Implementation of the proposed Project would result in no impacts
with regards to water or-wastewater treatment plants.

No Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project would not require paving and/or-the installation
of new facilities. There would be no increase in the amount of storm water runoff as a result of the
Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would not necessitate the construction or expansion of storm
water drainage facilities. No impacts would occur.

No I):ﬁpact. The Project would be limited to the treatment of an existing water supply and would
contain no elements that would require additional water supply. Hence, no impacts would occur.

No Impact. The proposed Project would not increase the amount of wastewater discharged into the

- existing sewer system. Hence, no impact would occur.

Less-than-significant Impact. DWR proposes to continue the existing copper application operations

_at Clifton Court Forebay, Castaic Lake, Lake Perris, South Bay Aqueduct, Coastal Branch, and East - - .-

Branch, for confrolling aquatic weeds and algal blooms under the SWRCB's new NPDES permt,
although such operations would be extended to the proposed Tehachapi Second Afterbay. Amy solid
waste generated by the proposed Project would be hauled to an approved offsite landfill or recycling

- facility with sufficient penmtted capac1ty, as is the case presently. Implementation of the Project

would result in only minor increases in solid waste production following copper sulfate applications to

‘Tehachapl Second Afterbay (this Afterbay has not yet beer constructed). However, any increases in

solid waste generation would be negligible and would not impact the landfill’s capacity. Hence, the
proposed Project would result in a less than- significant impact.

No Impact. The proposed Project would not result in an increased production of solid waste,
nor would it conflict with-applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste. No impacts would occur. :
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Potentially
Significant
- Impact

XVIL MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNTFICANCE

a} Does the project have the 0

- potential to-degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or
-animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts 0
that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable”

‘means that the incremental
effects of a project are -
considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects
of probable future projects)?

¢) Does the project have
environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly
or indirectly?

Discussion:

Less Than
Significant

with Less Than
Mitigation Significant

incorporated Impact

No
Impact

a) Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed Project would involve
the périodic application of copper sulfate and Nautique (aquatic pesticides) to existing State Water

Project water storage reservoirs; Clifton Court Forebay, Castaic Lake, Lake Perris, Tehchapi

Afterbays; atid aqueducts; South Bay Aqueduct, Coastal Branch, and East Branch owned and operated
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