Agent Strawman
For Discussion Purposes
June 29, 2020

Vision: (can mission be considered the vision or is an independent statement necessary for
vision?)

Mission Statement:

To create a flexible, resilient water storage system that reliably delivers environmental, water
supply, flood control, and recreation benefits to its investors while responsibly managing its
entrusted water resources for the betterment of all California.

Values:

In fulfilling this mission, the Authority will perform its activities in a manner that upholds these
core values: {these are words to describe current and/or future ways we do business, we would
add one or two sentences to each value to explain how it is applied to us).

1. Safety

2. Trust and Integrity (alternative Open and Transparent) Being a resource for reliable,
thoughtful information and analysis

3. Respect and honor for the local community {alternative Being a good neighbor)

4. Responsible Environmental Stewards {alternative Environmental Sensitivity)

5. Partnership/Teamwork

6. Fiscally responsible

7. Innovative/Proactive

8. Respectful of Differences, Inclusion of all, appreciative of Statewide Diversity of

Communities
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Here is the current vision/mission/values which is Section 2 of the Nov 2016 Bylaws:

2 Sites Project Authority’s Mission, Vision & Values

2.1. Mission: (Restatement). "[T]o be a proponent and facilitator to design and potentially
acquire, construct, manage, govern, and operate Sites Reservoir and related facilities; to increase
and develop water supplies; to improve the operation of the state’s water system; and to provide
a net improvement in ecosystem and water quality conditions in the Sacramento River system
and the Delta.”

2.2. Vision Statement: Fulfill state and federal mandates to provide a new supply of safe,
reliable, affordable water. Sites Reservoir will augment water delivery reliability to agricultural
and urban water users, while adding environmental flows that benefit the Delta and Sacramento
Valley watershed ecosystems. Sites will enhance the state water system, providing flexible and
resilient storage under future climate change conditions.

2.3. Values: Those involved with all activities of the Authority should:

e Transact all business in an open and honest manner, except that communications shall
not be disclosed when occurring in closed sessions of the Board of Directors or a
committee, or are otherwise privileged and confidential, and certain documents may be
exempt from disclosure under the Public Records Act;

Communicate effectively;

Build trust and confidence, both internally and externally to the Authority;

Make decisions that are fiscally prudent;

Utilize best-in-class processes and procedures, particularly in development of project
controls for both management of risk and ensuring appropriate levels of quality.
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Topic: Sites Reservoir Project 22 March 2019

Subject: Authority Ad Hoc Land Management Commitise

Authority Committee Chartering Document

Status: Ad Hoc
= Leader: Gary Evans (Colusa County)
= Members (2): Lee McDaniel (Glenn County)

Jeff Sutton (TCCA)
Logan Dennis (GCID)

=  Staff Support:
1. The External Affairs Manager

2. Legal counsel on an as needed basis.

3. Other specialty advisors or experts on an as needed basis.

= Formation: March 22, 2019
= Expires: TBD

Related Documents:
=  Attachment A: Work Group Chartering Process, General Requirements

Purpose: To advise the Authority on Real Estate, Land Management and Site
Facilities issues, including land use changes caused by proposed project
facilities for incorporation into both the EIR/S and Reclamation’s
congressionally mandated Feasibility Report.

Meeting Frequency: When either the Leader determines or an Authority
Board Member requests that a potential issue exists to warrant convening the
ad hoc committee to develop a recommended resolution or response for the
Authority Board to then consider and act upon.

Committee Roles and Responsibilities:

* The primary focus of this Committee will be:

* Issues and activities relating to the Sites Project Authority’s Real Estate
program including temporary-rights-of-entry (TROE), property acquisition
and landowner engagement activities.

= Issues and activities relating to the Site Project Authority’s Land
Management program including polncnes for the management of Authority

For Work Group Leader’s consideration 2 vession A
Informational
Subject to change

1 2
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acquired property, management of easements (project and mitigation),
and other land management activities.

Issues and activities relating to the planning and development of the
project’s proposed recreation facilities and other public lands.

Issues and activities relating to coordination with local agencies

regarding project planning activities, facilities siting issues and changes
in local land use.

Page 2 of 2
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From: Flores, Amparo [aflores@zone7water.com]

Sent: 7/1/2020 2:09:07 PM

To: Tull, Robert/SAC [Robert.Tull@jacobs.com)]

CC: Alicia Forsythe [aforsythe@sitesproject.org]

Subject: RE: Sites Reservoir - Operations Work Group Feb 14, 2020 - Agenda and Discussion Materials - CONFIDENTIAL

Greetings, Rob. | hope you're doing well.

Is there a more updated (concise is good!) description of project operations? We have a consultant looking at how Sites
could benefit our water system operations, and it would be helpful to have a good overview document we can share.
This effort is also intended to help Zone 7 develop and evaluate different demand scenarios for Sites.

Thanks,
Amparo

Amparo Flores, P.E., Ph.D.

Integrated Planning Manager

Principal Engineer

Zone 7 Water Agency
aflores@zone/water.com | (925) 454-5019

We ore hiring thrae Associote Engineers! For more info, please check out: titps://veww zoneFwater comfworking-herea.
Feel free to share, and/or contact me with any questions.

From: Tull, Robert/SAC <Robert.Tull@jacobs.com>

Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 4:24 PM

To: Rob Kunde <rkunde@wrmwsd.com>; Heydinger, Erin <Erin.Heydinger@hdrinc.com>; rcooke1956 @gmail.com;
Chilmakuri,Chandra Sekhar <cchilmakuri@mwdh2o.com>; ccwd2@frontiernet.net; cwang@mwdh2o.com;
druiz@westsidewd.com; jsutton@tccanal.com; RCheng@cvwd.org; tbettner@gcid.net; wvanderwaal @rd108.org;
aforsythe@sitesproject.org; ckao@valleywater.org; dmarks@scvwa.org; eleitterman@valleywater.org; Flores, Amparo
<aflores@zone7water.com>; IReyburn@cvwd.org; RNeudeck@mwdh2o.com; Leaf, Rob/SAC <Rob.Leaf@jacobs.com>;
Jim Watson <jwatson@sitesproject.org>; Mercado, Wes <wmercado@zone7water.com>

Subject: RE: Sites Reservoir - Operations Work Group Feb 14, 2020 - Agenda and Discussion Materials - CONFIDENTIAL

All,

Attached is the draft Sites Project Operations Plan that was developed in June 2016. The plan was never finalized as it
was recognized that additional work would be required, but the draft plan provided the basis for the development of the
Sac Valley local preferred alternative D that was included in the public draft EIR/EIS and the CWC WSIP application.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Rob

From: Rob Kunde <rkunde@wirmwsd.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 13, 2020 12:23 PM

To: Heydinger, Erin <ErinHeydinper@hdrinc.com>; roooke 1856 @ zmail corm; Chilmakuri,Chandra Sekhar
<gehilmakuri@mwdhZo.come; cowd2 @ frontiernet net cwang@mwdh2o.com drubk@wesisidewd. corn,
isutton®@tecanaloom; RChens@covwd.org; Tull, Robert/SAC <Bobert.Tulli@iacobs.comy; thetiner@gcid.net;
wvanderwaal @rd 108, org; aforsythe@isitesprolect.org chao@vallevwater.org; dmarks@sovwa.org
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eleitterman@vallevwater.org, Aflores@zoneTwater.com, IRevburn@ovwdorg, RNeudeck@mwdhZo.com; Leaf,
Rob/SAC <Rub.lLeal@iacobs.com>; Jim Watson <iwatsond@sitesproischorg>; wmercado@zone fwaler.com
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sites Reservoir - Operations Work Group Feb 14, 2020 - Agenda and Discussion Materials -
CONFIDENTIAL

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Attached find the Agenda and 2 attachments for discussion on tomorrow's conference call. I recommend you
review the appropriate North of Delta or South of Delta attachment prior to the call.

Robert J. Kunde, P.E.

Retired Annuitant
Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District
12109 Highway 166, Bakersfield, CA 93313

cell: 661-345-3719  email: rhundefwinrwsd com

From: Heydinger, Erin

Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 1:44 PM

To: Heydinger, Erin; roooke 18568 emailcorm; aohilmakuri®mwdhZo.com; cowd2@frontiemet.nel;
cwang@mwdhio.com: druiz@westsidewd . comry suttonBiccanal.com; BChensi@ovwdl.org; roberttull@izcobs.com;
thettner@ecid net wvanderwaal @rd 108 org; aforsvthe@isitesproject.org, ckao@vallevwater.org, dmarks@sovwa.org,
gleilterman@vallevwaterorg Aflores@rone?water.cony Revbum@ovwd.org BNeudeck@mwdhZo.com; Leaf,
Rob/SAC; Jim Watson; winsrcado@zonefwater.com; Rob Kunde

Subject: Sites Ad-Hoc Operations Work Group

When: Friday, February 14, 2020 2:00 PM-4:00 PM.

Where: Webex Conference Call and Screenshare

Hi ali,

Below is the call-in and screen share information for the Operations WG. If vou are using your computer and dialing in
on your phone, please be sure to turn the volume down on your computer and mute your computer microphone to
avoid feedback.

Thanks!

Erin

Erin Heydinger, PE, PMP

HDR

2379 Gateway Qaks Dr, #200

Sacramento, CA 85833

B 916.679.8863 &4 651.307.9758

hdrinc.com/Tollow-us
-- Do not delete or change any of the following text. --

When it's time, join your Webex meeting here.

Meeting number (access code): 730079 176
Meeting password: kimnmMb7B72
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Tap to call in from a mobile device (attendees only)
+1-669-234-1708 United States of America Toll
1-844-531-9%388 United States of America Toll free
Global call-in numbers | Toll-free calling restrictions

Join from a video system or application
Dial 730073178 @ hdrinc.wehex.com

You can also dial 173.243.2.68 and enter your meeting number.

Join using Microsoft Lync or Microsoft Skype for Business

Dial 730079174 harine@lvne webex com

Need help? Go to hitg://help. webex.com
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From: Alicia Forsythe [aforsythe@sitesproject.org]

Sent: 7/1/2020 3:57:22 PM

To: Jerry Brown [jbrown@sitesproject.org]
CC: Marcia Kivett [MKivett@sitesproject.org]
Subject: RE: 3 month look ahead

Yes, based on the update to the OA tracking sheet, items were either combined with other items or as we know more
about schedule, items were pushed out.

For example, we have a few of the permitting items were moved to October as in hindsight, we’ll just have a more
complete project description in August / September and need a little more time to develop an analysis of major
regulatory decisions and the permitting strategy. We also pushed a few items into December when we would expect to
have modeling results and could firm up net environmental benefits and benefits to the State / Feds.

Hope this helps. Happy to chat if you’d like more info.

Ali

Alicia Forsythe | Environmental Planning and Permitting Manager | Sites Reservoir Project | 916.880.0676 |
aforsythe@sitesproject.org | www.SitesProject.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or lagally privileged information. it is soiely for
the use of the intended recipient{s). Unauthaorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may viciate applicable laws
including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of
the communication.

From: Jerry Brown <jbrown@sitesproject.org>
Sent: Wednesday, July 1, 2020 2:29 PM

To: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe@sitesproject.org>
Cc: Marcia Kivett <MKivett@sitesproject.org>
Subject: 3 month look ahead

| see that we eliminated most of the OA items of the August calendar. Whats the thinking behind that and what are we
saying for the July quarterly update? Let me know tomorrow before noon since | meet with chairs at 1pm. thanks
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Topic: Sites Reservoir Project 2 July 2020

Subject: Authority Ad Hoc Land Management Commitise

Authority Committee Chartering Document

Status: Ad Hoc
= Leader: Gary Evans (Colusa County)
= Members (3): Lee McDaniel (Glenn County)

Jeff Sutton (TCCA)
Logan Dennis (GCID)

=  Staff Support:
1. The External Affairs Manager

2. Legal counsel on an as needed basis.

3. Other specialty advisors or experts on an as needed basis.

= Formation: March 22, 2019
= Expires: TBD

Related Documents:
=  Attachment A: Work Group Chartering Process, General Requirements

Purpose: To advise the Authority on Real Estate, Land Management and Site
Facilities issues, including land use changes caused by proposed project
facilities for incorporation into both the EIR/S and Reclamation’s
congressionally mandated Feasibility Report.

Meeting Frequency: When either the Leader determines or an Authority
Board Member requests that a potential issue exists to warrant convening the
ad hoc committee to develop a recommended resolution or response for the
Authority Board to then consider and act upon.

Committee Roles and Responsibilities:

* The primary focus of this Committee will be:

* Issues and activities relating to the Sites Project Authority’s Real Estate
program including temporary-rights-of-entry (TROE), property acquisition
and landowner engagement activities.

= Issues and activities relating to the Site Project Authority’s Land
Management program including policies for the management of Authority
e s 2 version A

Informational
Subject to change
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acquired property, management of easements (project and mitigation),
and other land management activities.

Issues and activities relating to the planning and development of the
project’s proposed recreation facilities and other public lands.

Issues and activities relating to coordination with local agencies

regarding project planning activities, facilities siting issues and changes
in local land use.

Page 2 of 2
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From: Micko, Steve/SAC [Steve.Micko@jacobs.com]

Sent: 7/2/2020 12:30:39 PM

To: Alicia Forsythe [aforsythe@sitesproject.org]
Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request
Thank you Ali!

From: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe @sitesproject.org>

Sent: Thursday, July 2, 2020 9:37 AM

To: Micko, Steve/SAC <Steve.Micko@jacobs.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Including you also

Alicia Forsythe | Environmental Planning and Permitting Manager | Sites Reservoir Project | 916.880.0676 |
aforsythe@sitesproject.org | www.SitesProject.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or fegally privileged information. it is salely for
the use of the intended recipient{s}). Unauthorized intercention, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicabie laws
including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. f you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and dastroy all copies of
the communication,

From: Alicia Forsythe

Sent: Thursday, July 2, 2020 9:30 AM

To: Eric Leitterman <ELsitterman@vallevwater.org>; Tull, Robert/SAC <Robert. Tulld®iacobs.com>; Leaf, Rob/SAC
<Rob leaf@iacobs.com>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin.Hevdinger®@hdring com>; Katrina Jessop <Kiessop@vallevwater.org>; Rob Tull

<Bobert TUll@CH2M . com>

Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Below are more details on the Scenario A criteria. | think this confirms and adds details to some of the info you have in
your summary table Eric.

Attachment 1. CDFW Operations Scenarios A.

This attachment provides modeling assumptions of Sites Project operations scenario used to evaluate the release
capacity of Sites Reservoir — Scenario A. Both scenarios were developed by Jacobs in consultation with CDFW in
December of 2019.

. Reservoir Size 1.0 MAE, 1.3 MAF, or 1.5 MAF !

GCC Maintenance Wind 2 weeks

Fremont Weir Notch Prioritize the Fremont Weir Notch, Yolo Bypass preferred alternative, flow over weir
within 1%

Flows into the Sutter Bypass System? No restriction due to flow over Moulton, Colusa, and Tisdale Weirs

Modeled WaterFix Criteria
(applied on a daily basis)
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Pulse & Post-Pulse Protection (applied on a moving 7-day average)
Pulse = Oct-Mar (35,000 cfs off-ramp)

Post-Pulse (3 levels) = Oct-Jun

Level 1 starts Oct 1%

Net Delta Outflow Index (NDOI) Prior to 44,500 cfs between March 1st and May 31st
Project Diversions

Scenario A assumes the following:

e Pulse flow protection modeled as protecting the first pulse October — May. Pulse flow protection is the
cessation of diversions for 7 days during pulses of 15,000 cfs to 25,000 cfs as measured at Bend Bridge.
Modeled WaterFix Freeport criteria applied on a daily basis October — June. Modeled WaterFix NDOI criteria
applied using 44,500 cfs between March and May as a surrogate.

Alicia Forsythe | Environmental Planning and Permitting Manager | Sites Reservoir Project | 916.880.0676 |
aforsythe @sitesproject.org | www.SitesProject.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain canfidential and/or legally priviieged information. it is soiely for
the use of the intendad recipient{s}. Unauthorized interception, raview, use or disclosurs is prohibited and may vialate applicabis laws
including the Electronic Communicatinns Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, pieass contact the sendar and destroy ail copies of
the communication.

From: Eric Leitterman <ELeitterman@vallsvwater.org>

Sent: Wednesday, July 1, 2020 11:23 AM

To: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe@sitesproiect.org>; Tull, Robert/SAC <fobert. Tull®iacobs.com>; Leaf, Rob/SAC
<Rob leaf@iacobs.com>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin Heydingsr@hdrinc.com>; Katrina Jessop <ilessop@valleywater.org>; Cindy Kao
<CKao@valleywater.org>; Rob Tull <Robert. Tull@CHZM.com>

Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Great. Thanks Ali.

ERIC LEITTERMAN

ASSISTANT ENGINEER 1l - CIVIL

Imported Water Unit

Water Supply Division

Tel. (408) 630-2669 / Cell. (408) 784-4966
eleitterman@valleywater.org

Santa Clara Valley Water District is now known as:

Clean Water ¢ Healthy Environment « Flood Protection

5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose CA 95118
www.valleywater.org

From: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe@sitesproiect.org>
Sent: Wednesday, July 1, 2020 11:19 AM

Draft_0002711



To: Tull, Robert/SAC <Robert. Tulliiacobs.com>; Eric Leitterman <ELeitterman®@vallevwater.org>; Leaf, Rob/SAC
<Rob.leaf@iacobs.corm

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin Hevdinger@hdrinc.com>; Katrina Jessop <Klessop@valleywater org>; Cindy Kao
<CKan@valleywater.org>; Rob Tull <Bobert, TUl@CH2Z M com>

Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Hi all — I am checking with Rob Leaf to see if he’s available. In the meantime, I'll send out an invite to hold 9 to 10
AM. We'll adjust the time depending on Rob Leaf’s availability.

Ali

Alicia Forsythe | Environmental Planning and Permitting Manager | Sites Reservoir Project | 916.880.0676 |
aforsythe@sitesproject.org | www.SitesProject.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidentizl and/or legally priviieged information. it is saisly for
the usa of tha intended recipiant{s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may viciate applicabie laws
including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, piease contact the sender and destroy all copies of
the communication,

From: Tull, Robert/SAC <Robert Tull®iacobs.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 1, 2020 10:43 AM

To: Eric Leitterman <ELsitterman@valievwater.org>; Alicia Forsythe <azforsvihe@sitesproject.org>; Leaf, Rob/SAC
<Bob.leal@iacobs.cory

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin Hevdinger@hdrinc.com>; Katrina Jessop <Klessop@valleywater org>; Cindy Kao
<CRao@vallevwaler.org>; Rob Tull <Bobert TUll@OHZM com>

Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

I am available Thursday. To have a meaningful discussion we will need Rob Leaf on the call to address the specifics

Topics of we would like to discuss include:

® The basis for the 30 TAF yield range in the executive prospectus

® The Freemont Weir assumptions and how much input CDFW had on them

® What is meant by strict interpretation of the WaterFix ITP criteria for Scenario A
Rob T.

From: Eric Leitterman <ELeitterman@vallsvwater.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 11:17 AM

To: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe@sitesproject.orp>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin. Heydinger@hdring com>; Katrina Jessop <Kiessop@valleywaler.org>; Cindy Kao
<CKao®@valleywater.org>; Rob Tull <Robert Tull@CHZM cor>; Leaf, Rob/SAC <Rob.Leal@iacobs.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Hi Ali,

Any chance we can do that the meeting earlier in the morning (some time between 8 to 10)? We are working to on an
internal deadline for updates to one of our Board Committees, and have to have it in by 4pm Thursday due to the Friday
being a holiday for us.

ERIC LEITTERMAN
ASSISTANT ENGINEER 1 - CIVIL
Imported Water Unit

Water Supply Division
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Tel. (408) 630-2669 / Cell. (408) 784-4966
eleitterman@valleywater.org

Santa Clara Valley Water District is now known as:

Clean Water » Healthy Environment e Flood Protection

5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose CA 95118
www.valleywater.org

From: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe@sitesproject.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 10:42 AM

To: Eric Leitterman <ELeitterman@vallevwater.org>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin. Hevdinger®@hdring com>; Katrina Jessop <Kiessop@vallevwater.org>; Cindy Kao
<CRao@valleywater.org>; Rob Tull <Robert. TUll@CH2 M. com>; Leaf, Rob/SAC <Rob.Leaf@iacobs . com>
Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Hi Eric — I think Rob Tull is back from a few days off tomorrow. | am not sure what his schedule look like for the end of
this week.

Below are a few possible dates / times for a discussion. Please let me know what works for you and your team and | can
check in with Rob when he returns tomorrow.

Thursday, July 2 -10 amto 11 am
Thursday, July 2 - 11 am to noon
Thursday, July 2 -3 pm to 4 pm
Thursday, July 2—-4 pm to 5 pm

Ali

Alicia Forsythe | Environmental Planning and Permitting Manager | Sites Reservoir Project | 916.880.0676 |
aforsythe@sitesproject.org | www.SitesProject.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally priviieged information. it is solely for
the use of the intended recipient{s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may vislate applicabie laws
including the Elactronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, pleass contact the sender and destroy all coples of
the communication.

From: Eric Leitterman <figitterman@vallevwaterorg>

Sent: Monday, June 29, 2020 10:30 AM

To: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe@sitesprolect. org>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin Hevdinger@hdrinc.com>; Katrina Jessop <Klessop@valleywater org>; Cindy Kao
<CKani@valleywater.org>; Rob Tull <Robert, Tull@CH2Z M com>

Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Hi Ali,

| thought the Ops call we had earlier this month was very helpful, but we still have a few more questions. Would it be
possible to have a quick call with you and Rob sometime this week to discuss?
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Topics of we would like to discuss include:

® The basis for the 30 TAF yield range in the executive prospectus
® The Freemont Weir assumptions and how much input CDFW had on them
e What is meant by strict interpretation of the WaterFix ITP criteria for Scenario A

ERIC LEITTERMAN

ASSISTANT ENGINEER 11 - CIVIL

Imported Water Unit

Water Supply Division

Tel. (408) 630-2669 / Cell. (408) 784-4966
eleitterman@valleywater.org

Santa Clara Valley Water District is now known as:

Clean Water » Healthy Environment « Flood Protection

5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose CA 95118
www.valleywater.org

From: Alicia Forsythe <zforsythe@sitesprolect. org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 12:47 PM

To: Eric Leitterman <ELeitterman@vallevwater.org>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin.Hevdinger®@hdrine.com>; Katrina Jessop <Klessop@vallevwater.org>; Cindy Kao
<CRao@vallevwaler.org>; Rob Tull <Bobert TUll@CHZM com>

Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Hi Eric — We actually plan to cover this in our next Ad Hoc Operations and Engineering Work Group meeting. We're
working on getting that scheduled now. It looks like it will be sometime the week of June 8. Does this issue hold for you
all until then or do we need to chat earlier?

Ali

Alicia Forsythe | Environmental Planning and Permitting Manager | Sites Reservoir Project | 916.880.0676 |
aforsythe@sitesproject.org | www.SitesProject.org

CONMFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidentizl and/or legally privileged information. it is soiely for
the wse of the intended recipiant{s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may viclate applicable laws
including the Elacironic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recigiant, pizase contact the sander and das troy all copies of
the communication.

From: Eric Leitterman <Elsitterman@valleywater.org>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 2:55 PM

To: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe@sitesprolect. org>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin. Hevdinger®hdring com>; Katrina Jessop <Kiessop@vallevwater.org>; Cindy Kao
<CKao@vallevwaler.org>; Rob Tull <Bobert Tull@CH2 M com>

Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Hi Ali,
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Wanted to follow up with you to determine if we should schedule a meeting this week or if the requested info will be
provided in the Ops/Facilities workgroup.

ERIC LEITTERMAN

ASSISTANT ENGINEER 1 - CIVIL

Imported Water Unit

Water Supply Division

Tel. (408) 630-2669 / Cell. (408) 784-4966
eleitterman@valleywater.org

Santa Clara Valley Water District is now known as:

Clean Water » Healthy Environment « Flood Protection

5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose CA 95118
www.valleywater.org

From: Alicia Forsythe <zforsvithe@sitesproiect.org>

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 1:31 PM

To: Eric Leitterman <ELeiiterman@@valisvwater.org>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin. Hevdinger@hdrinc.com>; Katrina Jessop <Klessop@valleywater org>; Cindy Kao
<CKan@valleywater.org>; Rob Tull <Bohert Tull@CH2Z M com>

Subject: RE: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Hi Eric — Thanks for the email. We'd be happy to chat with you and the team. We are setting up another work group
meeting and | think we’ll be adding this to the agenda. Let me check and circle back with you on Monday.

Hope you have a great weekend!

Ali

Alicia Forsythe | Environmental Planning and Permitting Manager | Sites Reservoir Project | 916.880.0676 |
aforsythe @sitesproject.org | www.SitesProject.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or fegally priviieged information. It is soisly for
the use of the intendead racipient{s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may vislate applicabis laws
including the Electronic Communicatinns Privacy Act. If you are not the intendaed recipient, pieass contact the sendar and dastroy all copies of
the communication.

From: Eric Leitterman <ELsitterman@vallsywatsr.org>

Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 10:11 AM

To: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe@sitesproject.org>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin. Hevdinger @hdrinc com>; Katrina Jessop <Klessop@valleywater org>; Cindy Kao
<CKao@valleywater.org>; Rob Tull <Bobert Tull @CHZM com>

Subject: Sites Modeling Scenario A Info Request

Hi Ali,

As | recall during the last Sites Ops and Facilities Workgroup Call on 5/18, participants that wanted additional
information on the scenarios in the Board Packets should get in touch with you so you could help us on a 1:1 basis. As |
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have mentioned before Santa Clara would like to have a better understanding of the Scenario A modeling assumptions

and results. Would it be possible to set up 30 min call next week with you and CH2M/Jacobs staff to discuss?

To assist in this discussion | have attached a Modeling Assumptions Table | created to help our staff understand some of
the changes in Sites Modeling Assumptions. | am hoping that our discussion can verify some of the text in red.

I have also attached a copy of the executive prospectus that was sent out to Sites Participants for our discussion of the
results. It would be helpful for us at Santa Clara to better understand how Scenario A and Scenario Be results are

captured in the table in the lower right corner of the 2" page.

ERIC LEITTERMAN

ASSISTANT ENGINEER Il - CIVIL

Imported Water Unit

Water Supply Division

Tel. {408) 630-2669 / Cell. (408) 784-4966
eleitterman@valleywater.org

Santa Clara Valley Water District is now known as:

Clean Water ¢ Healthy Environment « Flood Protection

5750 Almaden Expressway, San Jose CA 95118
www.valleywater.org
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From: Arsenijevic, Jelica [Jelica.Arsenijevic@hdrinc.com]

Sent: 7/2/2020 4:14:55 PM

To: Alicia Forsythe [aforsythe@sitesproject.org]; Forrest, Michael [michael.forrest@aecom.com]; Spranza, John
[John.Spranza@hdrinc.com]; Laurie Warner Herson [laurie.warner.herson@phenixenv.com]; Williams, Nicole
[Nicole.Williams@icf.com]; Unsworth, Ellen [Ellen.Unsworth@icf.com]; Jeff Herrin (Jeff.Herrin@aecom.com)
[Jeff.Herrin@aecom.com]; Smith, Michael (orange) [michael.g.smith@aecom.com]; Barnes, Joseph
[joseph.barnes@aecom.com]; Berryman, Ellen [Ellen.Berryman@icf.com]; Luu, Henry [Henry.Luu@hdrinc.com];
Zarchi, Idit [Idit.Zarchi@aecom.com]; Rude, Pete/RDD [Pete.Rude@jacobs.com]

Subject: RE: Sites: Focus Data Needs/Assumption Meetings

Importance: High

Hey folks
Here are agenda items for the few meetings. | will update the meeting invites accordingly (to identify whether
HR or HC team needs to attend). Thank you all for your patience.

July 10, 2020 ~ HC Team

® Diversion from Sacramento River at Red Bluff and Conveyance to Regulating Reservoirs
e Conveyance from Sites Reservoir to Knights Landing
® In-channel work

July 17, 2020 - HR
e Continuation of roads discussion (discuss those not covered in previous meeting)

e How roads and bridge would be constructed.
July 24, 2020 - HC

® Regulating reservoirs, pump stations, and intermediary conveyance, including Dunnigan pipeline. Information on
Funks pumping/generating plant electrical switchyard, and TRR will be pulled from existing documents.

July 31, 2020 - “as needed” —~ On our calendars but nothing scheduled yet for topics.

Bondioves o8 s onsnd fonyrie
Julios Srsonijavig

Due to COVID-15, | will be working from home. Please contact me via cell # listed below. Be safe out thers!

£ 918-675-8004

hidrine.comffoliow-us

From: Arsenijevic, Jelica

Sent: Thursday, July 2, 2020 12:52 PM

To: Arsenijevic, Jelica; 'Alicia Forsythe'; Forrest, Michael; Spranza, John; Laurie Warner Herson; Williams, Nicole;
Unsworth, Ellen; Jeff Herrin (Jeff.Herrin@aecom.com); Smith, Michael (orange); Barnes, Joseph; Berryman, Ellen; Luu,
Henry; Zarchi, Idit; Rude, Pete/RDD

Subject: Sites: Focus Data Needs/Assumption Meetings

When: Occurs every Friday effective 7/10/2020 until 7/31/2020 from 9:00 AM to 11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US

Draft_0002717



& Canada).
Where: WebEx

Hello Folks

Per group consensus, we are going to have project feature specific data needs meetings every Friday morning

for the next few weeks. I've made this a reoccurring meeting for the next 4 weeks. I'm including the core group
of folks for the meetings — depending on the meeting, please carefully consider who else should attend before
you hit the forward button.

Many thanks to ICF for providing suggested meeting topics. I'm waiting to hear from them on the final
“schedule”. Once they are finalized, | will revise the invite to align with who should be on the call (either HR or
HC or maybe both). The engineers have a desire to alternate weeks.

As we inch closer to providing the information for the project description, there may be a need to have
additional meetings during the week.

Thank you so much!
Jelica

Sefios Svsey

Emvironmental Proj

eof Manager

Due to COVID-19, | will be working from home. Blease contact me via cell # listed below. Be safe out there!

2379 Gateway (aks Drive, Suite 200
Qacramento, O& 85833

£ 918-675-8854

M 208-320-8887

Jelica.Arsenijevic@hdrinc.com

hdring. comfoliow-us

When
it's
time,
join
your
Webex
meeting
here.

Meeting
number
(access
code): 146
158 6715

Draft_0002718



Meeting
password:
tA3unEjpu93

Tap to join from a mobile dewce (attendees only)
A United States Toll

Join by phone
+1 408—4?8 9388 Umted States Toll

Slohal

Join from a video system or application
Dial 1487 aweheax. oom

You can also daaE 173 243 2. 68 and enter your meeling number.

Join using Microsoft Lync or Microsoft
Skype for Business

Daai

information.

Need help? Goto
SEN, DO
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Topic: Sites Reservoir Project, Phase 1 (2019) 2020 June 17

Subject: Reservoir Commitiee’s Environmental and Permitting Work Group

Work Group Chartering Document

Status: Ad Hoc
= Leaders: Chair Vice Chair
Thad Bettner, GCID Heather Dyer (SBVMWD)
= Members (9): Mike Azevedo (Colusa Co.) Randall Neudeck (MWD)
Robert Cheng (CVWD) Bill Vanderwaal (DWD)

Jeff Davis (SGPWA)
Rob Kunde (WR-M WSD)
Eric Leitterman (Valley Water)

= Expertise: PCWA/Roseville for Lower American River

Staff from participating agencies who have specific
expertise that is relevant to the matter being addressed
by this work group.

= Staff Support:

1. Environmental Planning and Permitting Manager.

2. Legal counsel on an as needed basis.

3. Other specialty advisors or experts, including consultant team members
on an as needed basis.

= Re-Adoption of Charter: June 17, 2020

=  EXxpires: End of the Phase 2 Reservoir Project Agreement

Related Documents:
= Attachment A: Work Group Chartering Process, General Requirements

Purpose: To advise the Reservoir Committee on all environmental planning
and permitting aspects of the development and implementation of pre-
construction, construction, and mitigation actions for the Sites Reservoir
Project.

Meeting Freguency: When either the Leader determines or the Reservoir
Committee Chairperson requests that a potential issue exists to warrant
convening the work group to develop a recommended resolution or response
for the Reservoir Committee to then consider and act upon.

2 versien A
2020 June 15
12.228-025.000

1 i 2

For Workgroup consideration

Informational

Subject to change

202006_P2 (2020) Env+Permits WG Charter

Forsythe
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Work Group’s Roles and Responsibilities:
= The primary focus of this work group is to review and provide input to:

1. The Authority’s adoption of CEQA Guidelines, revisions to those
Guidelines, if any, and proposed environmental policies.

2. The Authority’s development, completion, and implementation of all
environmental planning and permitting aspects of pre-construction,
construction, environmental commitments, and mitigation actions for the
Sites Reservoir Project.

NOTE: The review of operations or construction permits and approvals
has been assigned to the Reservoir Operations and Engineering Work
Group (e.g., Dam Safety, Traffic).

Page 2 of 2
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SITES PROJECT AUTHORITY Board of Directors

P.O.Box 517 FRITZz DURST, RECLAMATION DISTRICT 108, CHAIR
JEFF SUTTON, TEHAMA-COLUSA CANAL AUTHORITY, VICE-CHAIR

122 OLD HIGHWAY 99 WEST GARY EVANS, COLUSA COUNTY SUPERVISOR
MAXWELL, CALIFORNIA 95955 LEIGH MCDANIEL, GLENN COUNTY SUPERVISOR
www.SitesProject.org LOGAN DENNIS, GLENN-COLUSA IRRIGATION DISTRICT
BRUCE HOUDESHELDT, PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY/CITY OF ROSEVILLE

DouG PARKER, WESTSIDE WATER DISTRICT

JOE MARSH, COLUSA COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

JERRY BROWN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR JEFF HARRIS, CITY OF SACRAMENTO/SACRAMENTO COUNTY WATER AGENCY
925.260.7417 DoN BADER, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION {COST-SHARE PARTNER, NON-VOTING )
Roe Cooke, CA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES (EX-OFFICIO, NON-VOTING)

YOLANDA TIRADO, CLERK .
530.438.2309 Associate Members (Non-vonne)

GREG JOHNSON, WESTERN CANAL WATER DISTRICT

Boardclerk@SitesProject.org JAMIE TRAYNHAM, TC 4 DISTRICTS

St

June 24, 2020 1:30 p.m.
Sites Project Authority
Minutes

St

et

-

CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL:

Chairman Durst called the Sites Project Authority Board of Directors meefing fo
order at the hour of 1:30 p.m., followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.

INTRODUCTIONS:

Chairman Durst asked those present fo infroduce themselves. (Attachment A)

AGENDA APPROVAL:

It was moved by Director Dennis, seconded by Director Parker to approve the June
24, 2020 Sites Project Authority Agenda. Moftion carried: All Directors present voted
yes.

PERIOD OF PUBLIC COMMENT:

Chairman Durst called for public comment. Hearing none, he closed the period of
public comment.

1. CONSENT AGENDA: It was moved by Director Harris, seconded by Director
Dennis fo approve Consent Agenda Ifem Numbers 1.1 through 1.3 as
follows:

1.1 Approval of the May 21, 2020 Phase 2 Reservoir Committee Meeting Minufes.

1.2 Acceptance of the Sites Project Authority Treasurer’s Report as presented in
Atfachment 1.2A.

Pace 1 oF 4
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MINUTES June 24, 2020

1.3 Approval of the Payment of Claims as presented in Atfachment 1.3A with
supporting details provided in Attachment 1.3B.

Motion carried: All Directors present voted yes.

2. Action ltems:

2.1 Consider acceptance of the 2020-2021 Sites Project State Agency Legislative
Activity Priorities.

Mr. Spesert provided an overview of the 2020-2021 Sites Project State Agency
Legislative Activities Priorities, stafing these priorities would be fthe
Committee’'s and Team's focus through December 2021. He added any
adjustmenits/refinements would be presented tfo the RC and AB prior fo being
incorporated, with updates as needed. Brief discussion followed.

Action: It moved by Director Evans, seconded by Director Harris to accept
the 2020-2021 Sites Project State Agency Legislative Activity Priorities.
Motion carried: All Directors present voted yes.

2.2 Consider approval of the Authoritfy’s negotiation approach for permifs and
operatfing agreements.

Ms. Forsythe provided an overview of the Authority’'s negotiation approach
for permifs and operatfing agreements with state and federal agencies.

Chairman Durst stated the Executive Director would be given the authority
as the lead in these negotiations, with 2 feams working under him, the Work
Group which would deal with technicalissues and the Negotiating Team who
would evolve some of the principles. Brief discussion followed.

Action: It was moved by Director Suttfon, seconded by Director Dennis to
approve the Authority’s negotiation approach for permits and operating
agreements. Motion carried: All Directors present voted yes.

3. Discussion and Information items:

3.1 Receive status update on preliminary participation levels, outreach efforts
related tfo maintaining project subscription in Second Amendment to 2019
Reservoir Project Agreement {Amendment 2) and the process of rebalancing
parficipation. (Attachment A, B & C)

Mr. Robinette provided an update regarding the following:

e Preliminary Participation Levels.

e Qufreach and Rebalancing.

e Schedule.

e Cash Call Timing.

e Process for a participant securing a position in the parficipation queue
and steps involved.

PAGE 2 OF 4
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MINUTES June 24, 2020

Mr. Robinette also spoke to a request from Colusa County regarding an
alternate payment plan based on their unique situation. He sftafed the
alternate payment plan proposed by the County was analyzed by the Project
tfeam and the Team determined that it was prudent and reasonable to accepft
the alternate payment plan and made a finding of equivalency for the
following reasons:

e The same total dollars are to be paid and there is no lesser commitment
as compared to any of the other participating members.

e The fiming of the alternate payments is such that on a cash flow basis
there is no redirected impacts on other participating members.

e The administrative burden of the alternate plan is offset by the
proposed additional year of rent relief for the Authority’'s use of the
Maxwell office building which is owned by the County.

Discussion followed with no action tfaken.
3.2 Receive status update on draft 2020 Final Federal Feasibility Report.

Mr. Brown provided an update on the draft 2020 Final Federal Feasibility
Report, stating the approved 2020-21 Sites Federal Government Affairs
Priorities includes completion of the Final Federal Feasibility Report to qualify
for federal funding and serves as a basis for the State’s feasibility analysis
required for WSIP funding. Mr. Brown spoke to the following:

¢ Pofenfial benefits for north and south of delta, new supplies for
incremental level 4 refuges and improvement for migrating fish in north
of delta rivers and streams.

e WIIN Act constfruction funds.

e Differences befween the draff 2020 FFFR and VP7 {the Authority's
preferred alternative).

e “Right sized” Project.

e WIIN Act deadlines.

e Benefit cost ratio.

e Key WIIN Act criteria (defermination of feasibility by December 2020
and initiation of construction by 2022.

e Feasibility Report Review Process.

Mr. Brown stated the draft 2020 FFR is currently going through policy review
and will be sent to Washington DC in July where it will undergo numerous
reviews by OMB and the Secretary of Interior who will then submit the final
determination to Congress. Discussion followed with no action taken.

3.3 Review and Comment on the objectives and alternatives for the Revised
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement to focus

efforts in developing a more complete project description on schedule.
(Attachment A & B)

PAGE 3 OF 4
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MINUTES June 24, 2020

Ms. Forsythe provided an overview on the objectives and alternatives for the
Revised Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement. She
spoke to the following:

Overview:
e Work on the preparation of the Revised EIR/EIS, updates to the
Biological Assessment and design efforts.

e Key first step is the development of a Revised Project Description,
o Serves as the foundation of the Revised EIR/EIS,
o Preferred Project is foundation of the Biological Assessment and

Sites Feasibility Reporf.
e Soliciting early input to reduce rework and maintain schedule.

Building Block tfo September Decision:
e Environmental Planning and Permitting Key Milestones
o September, RC and AB fo review and approve
- More complete project description
- Recommendation on Preferred Project
e Necessity of staying on schedule.

Objectives - Background

e CEQA Guidelines - require that a project description contain a clear
statement of the project objectives, including the underlying purpose
of the Project.

e Staff proposing revisions to objectives to:

- Betfer reflect goals of RC and AB as described in the Value Planning
Report and messaging documents

- Add clarity and specificity fo improve understanding of fhe
foundation of the Project.

e Improve environmental, agricultural and municipal water supply
reliability in a cost-effective manner for Project Parficipants.

e Improve cold water poocl management in Shasta Reservoir through
coordination and exchanges with Reclamation to benefit anadromous
fish.

e Enhance the Delta ecosystem by providing water tfo convey food
resources from the floodplain to the Delta thereby improving the food
chain and quality of the Delta’s estuarine habitat for the benefit of
pelagic fishes in the north Delta {e.g. Cache Slough.)

e Provide improvements in state-wide water supply reliability fo enhance
opportunities for fish protection, habitat management and other
environmental needs.

e Provide local and regional amenities, including development of
recreational facilities, reduction of local flood damage and
maintaining community connecftivity through roadway modifications.

Alternatives — Background:
e CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of
alternatives that would:
o Satisfy and attain most of the basic objectives of the project
o Avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project

PAGE 4 OF 4
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MINUTES June 24, 2020

o Staff proposing revisions fo alternatives fo better align with Value
Planning Report.

e Alfernatives - Key Components and Differences of the
Facilities/Operations, Acfion Alternative 1 (Derived from VP7 and
Action Alternative 2 {Includes Parts of VP5 and VPé).

e Next Steps:

o Continue development and refinement of more complete project
description, including:
=  Objectives
= Action Alternatives
= No Action Alternatives
= Recommended Preferred Project
e Return to RC and AB in September with:
o More complete project description
o Recommend Preferred Project for the purpose of the CEQA
analysis
Coordinate with Reclamation and Sites legal counsel for input.

Discussion followed regarding Alfernatfive 1 and Alfernative {Conveyance
Release/Dunnigan Release and Route fo West side of Reservoir) with no action
taken.

3.4 Review and comment on the approach for discussions with the California
Department of Wafer Resources on a Sites Coordinated Operatfions
Agreement. (Attachment A)

Mr. Brown stated Staff is reinitiating technical discussion with DWR on a Sifes
Coordinated Operations Agreement {(COA). He stated Sites COA would
address the following key ifems:

1. Coordination of Sites water deliveries with DWR's operation of the Stafe
Water Project.

2. Sites water accounting in the context of the COA) for CVP and SWP.

3. Conveyance and operational losses.

4. Exchanges and fransfers from Sites-partficipants to non-Sites SWP
contractors.

5. Water rights and point of delivery considerations.

Brief discussion followed with no action taken.

3.5 Receive status update on the Colusa Basin Drain evaluation and Dunnigan
Pipeline alignment review.

Mr. Luu provided an update on the Colusa Basin Drain evaluation and the
Dunnigan Pipeline alignment. He stated the Dunnigan Pipeline alignment
analysis is progressing well, with no fatal flaws having been identified to date.
He stated further the consultant team is refining the alignment to reduce
impacts fo properties and landowner operations as well as minimizing
environmental impacts fo Bird Creek. He further stated a hydraulic study of

PAGE 5 OF 4
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MINUTES June 24, 2020

the CBD has been initiated and the analysis would confirm whether releases
info the CBD are viable. He said a determination of a go/no-go on releases
to the CBD would be made by August 2020. And should the use of the CBD
not be feasible an alternative extending the Dunnigan Pipeline alignment fo
the river would still exist. Brief discussion followed with no action taken.

3.6 Receive status update on the approach for Regulatory Agency Technical
Working Group. (Attachment A)

Ms. Forsythe stated staff have reinitiated efforts on the development and
submittal of key permits for the Sites Project as reflected in the Amendment
1B Work Plan. She stated two fechnical working groups would be established
to facilitate regular communication and coordination with state, federal
and local agencies with jurisdiction over all or porfions of the Project.

She stated Group 1: Interagency General Update would meet on a quarterly
basis to update and coordinate with all state, federal and local regulatory
and/or partnering agencies; Group 2: Fishery and Operations Technical
Meetings would focus, as needed on fishery and operations meetings fo
review and discuss the modeling approach, analysis approach, operational
criferia and the resulfing effects fo species of the Project. She also spoke to
Potential Attfendees of each of the Technical Working Groups.

Mr. Spesert suggested including local agencies such as the Fire Department,

Sheriff's Department, School Disfricts, efc. Brief discussion followed with no
action faken.

4. Reports:

4.1 Member’s Reports:

4.1.1 Chairpersons’ Report:

Chairman Durst provided a brief update on various matters related to the
Sites Project. He also stated Chairman Betftner, Executive Director Brown and
he meet on a regular monthly basis.

4.1.2 Workgroup Chairpersons’ Report:

Land Management

None.

Director Evans stated a kickoff meeting was held with AECOM and Glenn-
Colusa regarding road issues.

Budget & Finance
Ms. Traynham provided and update on the following:

PAGE 6 OF 4
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MINUTES June 24, 2020

e Audit Report (completed and signed).
¢ Revised Credit Reimbursement Policy.

Legislative & Quireach
Director Sutton provided a brief update regarding Legislative and Oufreach
matters.

4.1.3 Reservoir Committee Participant Reports:

None.

4.2 Executive Director’'s Reports:

e Monthly status report. (Attachment A)
e Updafted Message Plafform.

e Updafe on concerns raised by M & | Agencies re: 2020 Urban Wafer
Management Plan and added requirement of making findings of reducing
reliance on Delta supplies.

e Work conduct of Authority Agents and Consultants re: needs for and
responsibilities of conduct within the workplace.

e Federal and State Budgefs:
o WIHN Act Appropriations for fiscal year 2021 announced.
o Bond funding made it through as related to Sites Project.
e Strategic Planning Session update planned for end of July 2020.
¢ Communications:

o Revised Message Plafform has been added fo the Home Board
Package.

o Town Hall meetftings fo be held on July 14 and July 15, 2020.
o Landowner Newsletter re: right sized project has gone out.

Ms. Katz provided an update on outfreach fo the community and enfities
interested in the Town Hall meetings.

5. Future Meetings and Schedules:

5.1 Suggested Future Agenda ltems.

Mr. Brown provided a brief update of matters to be heard on future Agendas.
Brief discussion followed with no action taken.

52 Upcoming meetings:

RESERVOIR COMMITTEE
THURSDAY, JuLy 16, 2020 1:00 PM
Sites Project Office, 122 Old Highway 99W Maxwell, CA 95955

PAGE 7 OF 4
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MINUTES June 24, 2020

(TELECONFERENCING AND VIDEO LINK WILL BE PROVIDED AS AN OPTION)

AUTHORITY BOARD

WEDNESDAY, JULY 22, 2020 1:30PM
Sites Project Office, 122 Old Highway 929W Maxwell, CA 95955
(TELECONFERENCING AND VIDEO LINK WILL BE PROVIDED AS AN OPTION)

Chairman Durst adjourned the meeting at 3:35 p.m.

Yolanda Tirado, Board Clerk

Fritz Durst, Chairman

PAGE 8 OF 4
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Meeting: Phase 2 Reservoir Project Agreement 2020 June 18

Subject: Reservoir Committee Meetling 1:00 PM - 4:00 PM
Location: Maxwell Project Office Callin: 1-408-418-9388
122 Old Highway 99W, Maxwell, CA 95955 Code: 146 887 2482
WebEx Link

Chair: Thad Bettner {Glenn-Colusa lrrigation District)

Vice Chair:  Jeff Davis {San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency)

Treasurer: Jamie Traynham {(Davis Water District)

MINUTES
CALL TO ORDER:

Vice-Chairman Davis called the meetfing to order af 1:00 p.m., followed by the
Pledge of Allegiance.

ROLL CALL:

Roll was called (See Attachment A}, which resulted in 17 eligible representafives.
This equated to 88% of the current participation percentage being in aftfendance,
which is greater than the 50% needed fo have a quorum of the Reservoir
Committee.

ATTENDANCE:

See Attachment B.

AGENDA APPROVAL:

It was moved by Traynham, seconded by Tincher to approve the June 18, 2020
Reservoir Committee Agenda, as presented. Motion carried unanimously.

PERIOD OF PUBLIC COMMENT:

Vice-chairman Davis called for public comment. Hearing none, he closed the period
of public comment.

1. CONSENT AGENDA:

Vice-Chairman Davis made fime to consider Consent Agenda Ifem Numbers
1.1 through 1.3.

Ms. Kao stated there was an inaccuracy in the Reservoir Committee Minutes
of May 21, 2021, page 3, under Agenda lfem 2.1B “Two-Step Cash Call Process”
second bullet *...19 out of 21 agencies...”. She stated it was actually 17 out of
21 agencies. Brief discussion followed.

Action: It was moved by Tincher, seconded by Marks to approve Consent
Agenda Ifem Numbers 1.1 through 1.3 as follows:

A
2020 June 18

Issued for Use
Informational
Subject to change

1 of 8
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Reservoir Commiliee Meeling 2020 June 18

1.1 Approve the May 21, 2020 Phase 2 Reservoir Commiftee Meeting Minufes.
1.2 Accept the Sites Project Authority Treasurer's Report as presented in
Afttachment 1.2A. (Attachment A)

1.3 Approve the Payment of Claims as presented in Attachment 1.3A with
supporfting details provided in Aftachment 1.3B. (Attachments A, B & C)

Motion carried unanimously.

2. Action ltems:

2.1 Mr. Spesert stated staff worked with the Authority Ad Hoc Legislative &
Outreach Committee to develop a list of State level legislative and
government priorities to focus on activities to better align with key project
milestones. He stated further State activities would be implemented in
coordination with Sites Federal government affairs/legislative priorities and
any adjustments would be taken back to the Reservoir Commifttee and
Authority Board before being incorporated with updates provided on
significant progress. Discussion followed.

Action: It was moved by Cheng, seconded by Tincher fo accept the 2020-2021
Sites Project State Agency Legislative Activity Priorities. (Attachment A) Motion
carried unanimously.

INTRODUCTIONS:

Executive Director Brown sfafted Infroductions were not taken at the beginning of
the meeting and requestfed that Intfroductions be done af this fime.

The Sites Staff, Consulfants and members of the public infroduced themselves.

2.2 Approve the Authority's negotiation approach for permits and operafing
agreements. (Attachment A)

Executive Director Brown spoke tfo the need for the Authority Board and the
Reservoir Committee fto establish an approach on negoftiating permits and
agreement approvals to advance the project.

Ms. Forsythe provided an overview of the Authority's negotiation approach for
permifs and operating agreements with state and federal agencies. She spoke
to the purpose of the Workgroups, Role of the lead negofiator and
negoftiating feam as well as member involvement. Discussion followed.

Action: It was moved by Nuedeck, seconded by Vanderwaal to approve the
Authority’s negoftiation approach for permits and operating agreements.
Motion carried unanimously.

3. Discussion and Information ltems:
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Reservoir Commiliee Meeling 2020 June 18

3.1

3.2

Receive sftatus update on preliminary participation levels, oufreach efforfs
related to maintaining project subscription in Second Amendment fo 2019
Reservoir Project Agreement {Amendment 2) and the process of rebalancing
participation. (Attachment A, B & C)

Mr. Robinette stated based on the soft call survey and some informal responses,
staff has a working assumption that project participation in the Sacramento
Valley will drop about 13,000 AF. He spoke to the following:

e Preliminary Participation Levels.

e OQutreach and Rebalancing.

e Schedule.

e Cash Call Timing.

e Process for a partficipant securing a position in the parficipation queue
and steps involved.

Mr. Robinefte spoke fo a request from Colusa County regarding an alfernate
payment plan based on their unigue sitfuation. He stated the altfernate payment
plan proposed by the County was analyzed by the Project team and the Team
defermined that it was prudent and reasonable to accept the alternate
payment plan.

Vice-Chairman Davis stated Dan Ruiz, representative for Westside Water District
through the chat box wanted it known that the Westside WD Board had no
material update.

Ms. Kao expressed concern regarding the 16,000 AF notfed in the preliminary
soff call survey results and requested that asterisks be placed next to Santa
Clara Countfy's column. She stated staff has not established a staff
recommendation on the 16,000 AF but are evaluafing a 16,000 AF level.
Executive Director Brown sfated the edit would be made.

Mr. Evans informed the RC members that the Colusa County Board of Supervisors
on Tuesday, June 16, 2020 approved the Phase 2 Participaftion Agreement.

Discussion followed with no action tfaken.
Receive status update on draft 2020 Final Federal Feasibility Report.

Mr. Brown provided an update on the draft 2020 Final Federal Feasibility Report,
stating the approved 2020-21 Sites Federal Government Affairs Priorifies
includes completion of the Final Federal Feasibility Report to qualify for federal
funding and serves as a basis for the State’s feasibility analysis required for WSIP
funding. Mr. Brown spoke to the following:

e Potential benefits for north and south of delta, new supplies for
incremental level 4 refuges and improvement for migrating fish in north
of delta rivers and streams.

e WIIN Act constfruction funds.
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Reservoir Commiliee Meeling 2020 June 18

3.3

e Differences between the draft 2020 FFFR and VP7 {the Authority's
preferred alternative).

e Project costs.

e "“Right sized"” Project.

e WIIN Act deadlines.

e Benefit cost ratio.

e Key WIIN Act criteria {defermination of feasibility by December 2020 and
initiation of construction by 2022.

o Feasibility Report Review Process.

Mr. Brown stated the draft 2020 FFR is currently going through policy review and
will be sent to Washington DC in July where it will undergo numerous reviews by
OMB and the Secrefary of Intferior who will then submit the final defermination
to Congress. Discussion followed with no action taken.

Review and Comment on the objectives and alternatives for the Revised
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement to focus efforts
in developing a more complete project description on schedule. (Attachment
A & B)

Ms. Forsythe provided an overview on the objectives and alternatives for the
Revised Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement. She
spoke to the following:

Overview:
e Work on the preparation of the Revised EIR/EIS, updates to the Biological
Assessment and design efforfs.

e Key first step is the development of a Revised Project Description,
o Serves as the foundation of the Revised EIR/EIS,
o Preferred Project is foundation of the Biological Assessment and

Sites Feasibility Report.
e Soliciting early input to reduce rework and maintain schedule.

Building Block to September Decision:
e Environmental Planning and Permitting Key Milestones
o September, RC and AB fo review and approve
- More complete project description
- Recommendation on Preferred Project
e Necessity of staying on schedule.

Objectives - Background

e CEQA Guidelines - require that a project description contain a clear
statement of the project objectives, including the underlying purpose of
the Project.

e Staff proposing revisions to objectives to:
- Better reflect goals of RC and AB as described in the Value Planning
Report and messaging documents
- Add clarity and specificity to improve understanding of the foundation
of the Project.
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3.4

Improve environmental, agricultfural and municipal water supply
reliability in a cost-effective manner for Project Partficipants.

Improve cold water pool management in Shasta Reservoir through
coordination and exchanges with Reclamation to benefit anadromous
fish.

e Enhance the Delta ecosystem by providing water to convey food
resources from the floodplain tfo the Delta thereby improving the food
chain and quality of the Delta’s estuarine habitat for the benefit of
pelagic fishes in the north Delta (e.g. Cache Slough.)

Provide improvements in state-wide water supply reliability to enhance
opportunities for fish profection, habitat management and other
environmental needs.

Provide local and regional amenities, including development of
recreational facilities, reduction of local flood damage and maintaining
community connectivity through roadway modifications.

Alternatives — Background:
e CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of
alternatives that would:
o Saftisfy and atfain most of the basic objectives of the project
o Avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project
Staff proposing revisions to alternatives to betfter align with Value
Planning Report.
Alternatives - Key Components and Differences of the
Facilities/Operations, Acfion Alternative 1 {Derived from VP7 and Action
Alternative 2 {includes Partfs of VP5 and VPé6).
Next Steps:
o Contfinue development and refinement of more complefe project
description, including:
=  Objectives
=  Acftion Alternatives
= No Action Alfernatives
= Recommended Preferred Project
Return to RC and AB in September with:
o More complete project description
o Recommend Preferred Project for the purpose of the CEQA analysis
Coordinate with Reclamation and Sites legal counsel for input.

Discussion followed regarding Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 {Conveyance
Release/Dunnigan Release and Route to West side of Reservoir) and climate
change with no action taken.

Review and comment on the approach for discussions with the California

Department of Water Resources on a Sites Coordinated Operations Agreement.
(Attachment A)
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3.5

3.6

Ms. Forsythe stated Staff is reinifiating technical discussions with DWR on a Sites
Coordinated Operations Agreement {COA). She stafed the Sites COA would
address the following key items:

1. Coordination of Sites water deliveries with DWR's operation of the State
Water Project.

2. Sites water accounting in the context of the Coordinated Operations

Agreement for the CVP and SWP.

Conveyance and operafional losses.

4. Exchanges and fransfers from Sites-partficipants fo non-Sites SWP
confractors.

5. Water rights and point of delivery considerations.

w

She also spoke to the following:
e Sites Reservoir Project Schedule - Milestones and Scheduled dates.
e DWR/Sites Term Sheet Developments Schedules.
e Next Steps.

Discussion followed with no action taken.

Receive sfatus update on fthe Colusa Basin Drain evaluation and Dunnigan
Pipeline alignment review.

Mr. Luu provided an update on the Colusa Basin Drain evaluation and fhe
Dunnigan Pipeline alignment. He stated the Dunnigan Pipeline alignment
analysis is progressing well, with no fatal flaws having been identified to date.
He stated further the consultant team is refining the alignment fo reduce
impacts to properties and landowner operations as well as minimizing
environmental impacts fo Bird Creek. He further stated a hydraulic study of the
CBD has been initiated and the analysis would confirm whether releases info
the CBD are viable. He said a defermination of a go/no-go on releases fo the
CBD would be made by August 2020. And should the use of the CBD not be
feasible an alternative extending the Dunnigan Pipeline alignment to the river
would still exist. Discussion followed regarding environmental benefits and
timing of water release south of the Delta with no action taken.

Receive status update on the approach for Regulatory Agency Technical
Working Group. (Altachment A)

Ms. Forsythe stated staff have reinitiated efforts on the development and
submittal of key permits for the Sites Project as reflected in the Amendment
1B Work Plan. She stated two technical working groups would be established
to facilitate regular communication and coordination with state, federal and
local agencies with jurisdiction over all or portions of the Project.

She stated Group 1: Inferagency General Update and Coordination Meetings
would meet on a quarterly basis to update and coordinate with all state,
federal and local regulatory and/or partnering agencies; Group 2: Fishery and
Operations Technical Meetings would focus, as needed on fishery and
operations meetings to review and discuss the modeling approach, analysis
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4.1

4.1.1

4.1.2

4.1.3

4.2

approach, operational criteria and the resulting effects tfo species of the
Project. She also spoke to Potential Affendees of each of the Technical
Working Groups. Brief discussion followed with no actfion taken.

Reports:

Member’'s Reports:

Chairpersons' Report:

None.

Workgroup Chairpersons’' Report:

Reservoir Operations & Engineering

Mr. Kunde stated the Reservoir Operatfions and Engineering Work group is
meeting every three weeks and progress is being made.

Budget & Finance

Ms. Traynham stated the Budget and Finance Work Group is working on revising
the Credit Reimbursement Policy and should be to the Reservoir Commitfee
for consideration in July 2020.

Coordination
Vice-chairman Davis provided a brief updafte on activities of the Coordination
Work Group.

Reservoir Committee Participant Reports:

This fime is set aside fo allow Representatives or their Alternates an opportunity
to disclose/discuss items related to the Sites Project.

None.

Executive Director’s Reports:

e Monthly status report. (Attachment A)
e Message Platform Update.
e Delta Stewardship lefter regarding consistency determinatfion concerns.

e Memo regarding reporting and responsibility requirements as it relates fo
conduct matters within the workplace.

e Governor's/State Budget.
e Strategic Planning Session updates.

¢ Communicatfions regarding the following:
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o Revised Message Platform has been added to the Home Board
Package.

o Town Hall meetings fo be held on July 14 and July 15, 2020.

o Landowner Newsletter re: right sized project will be out soon.

5. Future Meetings and Schedules:

5.1 Suggested Future Agenda ltems.
Brief discussion followed regarding possible Agenda Items for future Agendas.

5.2 Upcoming meetings:

Reservoir Committee

Thursday, July 16, 2020 1:00 PM
Sites Project Office, 122 Old Highway 29W Maxwell, CA 95955
(Teleconferencing and video link will be provided as an option)

Avuthority Board

Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:30pm
Sites Project Office
(Teleconferencing and video link will be provided as an option)

Vice-Chairman Davis adjourned the meeting af 3:36 p.m.

Vice-Chairman Executive Director
Jeff Davis Jerry Brown
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From: Laurie Warner Herson [laurie.warner.herson@phenixenv.com]

Sent: 7/6/2020 9:55:37 AM

To: Alicia Forsythe [aforsythe@sitesproject.org]; Spranza, John [John.Spranza@hdrinc.com]
CC: Heydinger, Erin [Erin.Heydinger@hdrinc.com]

Subject: RE: Sites water quality working group-Mercury and Selenium modeling.

Attachments: summary_april_2017.pdf

Mercury is a statewide issue — we have had to address it at Nacimiento and San Antonio reservoirs on my other current
project. The water boards have been developing a “Statewide Mercury Control Program for Reservoirs”:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/mercury/reservoirs/#peerreview

From: Alicia Forsythe [mailto:aforsythe @sitesproject.org]

Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 9:26 AM

To: Spranza, John <John.Spranza@hdrinc.com>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin.Heydinger@hdrinc.com>; Laurie Warner Herson <laurie.warner.herson@phenixenv.com>
Subject: RE: Sites water quality working group-Mercury and Selenium modeling.

Thanks John. Let’s discuss at our 2:30 PM call today.

| wonder how much of an issue this really is. Does Shasta or East Park Reservoir have mercury or selenium issues? |
remember being briefed on mercury issues in CVP reservoirs when the SWRCB came out with some mercury data
request a few years ago. But | think | recall it being Folsom as the potentially the biggest concern because of the historic
mining in the watershed. | cant recall though.

I've never really heard of selenium being an issue in the Sacramento River watershed.

| guess | would just like to understand if we even think we have an issue here that needs modeling first. Or if we can
gather empirical data from other reservoirs in the Sac Valley and understand the potential issue (if there is one) and
maghitude (assuming there might be an issue). | also wonder how someone is going to model this with such little data in
the Sites watershed itself.

Anyway, lets talk at 2:30 PM today on this.

Ali

Alicia Forsythe | Environmental Planning and Permitting Manager | Sites Reservoir Project | 916.880.0676 |
aforsythe@sitesproject.org | www.SitesProject.org

CONTFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally priviteged information. 1t is soigly for
the use of the intended recipient{s}. Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosurs is prohibited and may viciate applicabis laws
including the Electronic Communicatinns Privacy Act. I vou are not the intended recipient, pieass contact the sendar and destroy all copies of
the communication.

From: Spranza, John <iohn.Spranza@hdring.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 1, 2020 4:26 PM

To: Alicia Forsythe <aforsythe@sitesproject.org>

Cc: Alicia Forsythe <aforsvihe@sitesproject. org>; Heydinger, Erin <Erin Heydinger@hdring com>; Laurie Warner Herson
<laurie.warner. herson@phenivenv.com>

Subject: FW: Sites water quality working group-Mercury and Selenium modeling.

Draft_0002738



Ali,
Steve brings up an excellent point, RBlis not on ICFs team and | do think that we will need to have the mercury and
selenium modeling done for this round given the comments we have received.

What are your thoughts on reaching out o them and getting a scope and budget for the modeling?

£ 916.070.8858 M 818.040.2487

From: Micko, Steve/SAC [mailin:Steve Micko® izcobs.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 1, 2020 1:47 PM

To: Spranza, John <juhn Soranza@hdrine.com>

Cc: Heydinger, Erin <Erin Heydinger@hdrinc.com>
Subject: RE: Sites water quality working group

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi John,

Another area of interest for WQ is Mercury and Selenium modeling.

Typically, RBI conducts modeling of Mercury and Selenium in the Delta.

Jacobs did not do Mercury and Selenium previously, so RBl is not in our contract.
Can you please check if RBl is on ICF’s contract as part of the effect analysis?

Best,
Steve

From: Heydinger, Erin <Erin. Heydinger@hdrinc.com>

Sent: Monday, June 29, 2020 1:08 PM

To: Spranza, John <John.Spranza@hdrinc.com>; Micko, Steve/SAC <Steve Micko®@iacobs.com>; Rude, Pete/RDD

<Pate. Rude @iscobs.com>; Lecky, Jim <lim.Lechy@icf.com>; aforsythe (aforsythe@sitesproject.org)
<aforsythe@sitesprolect. org>; Monique Briard (monigue. briard@icf.com) <meonigue. briard @icf com>; Williams, Nicole
(Nicole Willlamms @il com) <Nicole, Williams @icf.com>; Laurie Warner Herson <iaurie. warnsr. herson®@®@phenixenv.com>;
anne.huber@ict.com; Herrin, Jeff <ieff herrin@aecom.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Sites water quality working group

Hi John,

Rob, Ali, and | spoke about this at our ops meeting last week. CH, under the ops contract, will be doing reservoir
temperature modeling and will also provide an analysis on water temperature in the CBD to the river. | need to follow
up with Rob on other potential constituents of concern/water quality parameters beyond temperature. We still need to
determine exactly how the temperature impacts Funks and Stone Corral will be evaluated, but for now we do plan to
have some modeling data on water released from the reservoir.

Erin
Erin Hapdt E, PRAP
I 918.870.888; 851,307 8758

hdrine.comfoliow-us
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From: Spranza, John <iohn.Spranza@hdrinc.com>

Sent: Monday, June 29, 2020 12:56 PM

To: Micko, Steve/SAC <5teve Micke@iacohs.com>; Heydinger, Erin <Erin.Hevdingsr@hdrinc.com>; Rude, Pete/RDD
<Pste Rudedfiacobs.com>; Lecky, Jim <lim.Lecky@icf.com>; aforsythe (aforsythe @sitesproisct. org)
<aforsythe@sitesproject.org>; Monique Briard (monique briard@icf com) <manigue.brisrd@icf.com>; Williams, Nicole
(Micole Willlams@icl.com) <Micols Willams®icf com>; Laurie Warner Herson <laurie warner hersoni@ohenixem.com>;
anne huber@ict com; Herrin, Jeff (ieff herrin@ascom.com) <gffherrin@®@ascom.comy

Subject: RE: Sites water quality working group

Hey Folks,

Time is moving quick and there are a few action items that | still need input on from Erin, Steve, lim, Anne. Can you give
this a look and let me know the status. L would like to get the temperature modeling meeting scheduled in the next 2
weeks.

Thanks.

I
Fohn Spranss

=

£ 916.670.8858 & B18.640.2487

From: Spranza, John

Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2020 1:45 PM

To: Micko, Steve/SAC <5teve Micke@iscobs.com>; Erin Heydinger (Erin.Hevdinger@hdrinc.com)
<ErinHevdinger@hdrinc.com>; Rude, Pete/RDD <Pgie Rudefiacobs.com>; 'Lecky, Jim' <lim.Lecky@icl.com>; aforsythe
(aforsythe@sitesproiect.org) <aforsythe@sitesproject.org>; Monique Briard (monigus. briard@icf.com)
<moenigue.brisrd@icl.com>; Williams, Nicole (Nicole Williarmas @icf com) <Micole Willlams &icf com>; Laurie Warner
Herson <laurie warner herson@phenixenv.com>; 'anne.huber@icf.com’ <anng huber@icf com>; Herrin, Jeff

(ieff herrin@aecom.com) <eff herrin@ascom.com>

Cc: Jeriann Alexander (jalexander@fugro.com) <alexander@{ugro.com>

Subject: Sites water quality working group

Good Afternoon,

Attached are the notes and Action ltems identified in Monday’s meeting, please let me know if you have any questions
or edits. Folks with Al’s are Erin, Steve, Jim, Anne and I. | am thinking that the next meeting with be the week we return
from the July 4™ holiday but am open to other suggestions.

I have also attached the information | put together for the Salt Lake, that document has a list of next steps to address
the Salt lake. If you could please review the document and send me any thoughts you might have on the next steps |
would appreciate it.

Thank you.
John

/ Regulafory Specialist

N
Sobn Spra

§
Eenior Eoologis

o

MR

2379 Gateway Qaks Drive, Suite 200
Sacraments, OA 88833
jchn.spranza@hdrinc.com

iE,

hdrinoe.comdfoliow-us
hdrine.conioliow-us
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Prepared for

Sites Project Authority
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

For the Sites Project Authority (Authority), AECOM has developed a planning-level cost
estimate for implementing measures necessary to mitigate anticipated environmental impacts
resulting from the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Sites Reservoir Alternative C.

The cost estimate includes a summary of costs for relevant mitigation measures followed by
detailed cost estimate worksheets with assumptions. To support the preparation of the | cost
estimate, AECOM held a series of mitigation cost development workshops. In addition to cost
development, AECOM evaluated mitigation-related schedule constraints and recommendations
for modifying mitigation measures. This technical memorandum is comprised of the following:

e Study Objective

e Background

e Mitigation Costs

¢ Key Cost Assumptions

¢ Recommended Mitigation Measure Modifications
o Mitigation Related Schedule Constraints

e Recommendations and Next Steps

The purpose of this assignment was to develop feasibility-level costs for mitigation measure
implementation, identify any project schedule constraints related to implementing the mitigation
measures, provide recommendations for changes to the mitigation measures, and identify next
steps for mitigation planning. This assignment is intended to inform ongoing project planning
and requests for grant funding.

e o 8

In 2013, a planning-level cost estimate for implementation of the North-of-the-Delta-Offstream
Storage (NODOS) Mitigation Monitoring Plan was prepared (DWR and Reclamation 2013). At
the time these costs were developed, details regarding mitigation measures were limited. The
purpose of this memorandum is fo present a more detailed update to previous mitigation cost
estimates to inform ongoing project planning and requests for grant funding. In May 2016,
AECOM held a series of mitigation-related workshops with the Environmental Impact Report
(EIRYEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIS) Team comprised of California Department of
Water Resources (DWR), U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), and CH2M HILL staff.

During the workshops, a total of 155 mitigation measures from the NODOS Preliminary
Administrative Draft EIR were reviewed (DWR 2013: Appendix 1A). Cost assumptions, potential
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schedule impacts associated with implementing the mitigation measures, and recommended
modifications to the measures that could potentially reduce project costs were discussed. The
2013 mitigation cost estimate was also reviewed. Assumptions developed during the
workshops were used to update the mitigation costs.

Mitigation costs for Alternative C are based on the environmental impact analysis and
implementing the mitigation measures from the NODOS Preliminary Administrative Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DWR 2013). These costs can be readily scaled to Alternative A
or B and will inform the development of costs for Alternative D currently under development by
the Authority. Conceptual site plans for each of these Alternatives are provided as Attachment
1. Alternative C is comprised of a 1.81 million acre-feet reservoir formed by two large dams and
nine saddle dams. It includes two hydropower pumping and generating facilities, a
forebay/afterbay reservoir adjacent to the existing Tehama-Colusa Canal, a terminal regulating
reservoir adjacent to the Glenn-Colusa Canal, large diameter pipelines (TRR and Delevan),
power transmission lines, a fish-screened intake/discharge facility on the Sacramento River and
three designated recreation areas. The project components associated with Alternative C are
the most comparable to the Authority-preferred alternative (Alternative D) that is currently being
developed.

Wherever possible, AECOM followed the estimating instructions contained in Reclamation’s
Cost Estimating Handbook (Reclamation, 1989) and Reclamation’s Manual, Directives and
Standards, FAC 09-01, FAC 09-02, and FAC 09-03.

The allowances and contingencies by component applied to mitigation cost estimates are
presented in Table 1. The mobilization/demobilization allowance and designh and construction
contingencies were applied to develop the field cost. The non-contract cost allowance was then
applied to the field cost to arrive at the construction cost.

Escalation of construction costs to a Notice to Proceed date has not been included in the
estimate. This was done to avoid confusion and double counting, because escalation is a factor
included in the benefit-cost feasibility analysis of the project following several possible design
and construction scheduling options.

This analysis is limited to implementing mitigation measures not already included in the costs
associated with the design, construction, and operations and maintenance (O&M) activities for
Alternative C.
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Table 1. Cost Estimate Allowances and Contingencies for Mitigation Costs

Component Value Basis for Assigned Allowance or Contingency
Mobilization/Demo 2% Approximately 65% of the mitigation costs are associated with real estate
bilization actions, 19% of the costs with environmental and cultural resources

monitoring, and the remaining 16% for restoration.
Mobilization/demobilization for monitoring largely consists of the
mobilization and demobilization of environmental monitoring staff with
pickup trucks and infrequent short-term monitoring by watercraft. In this
case mobilization/demobilization costs are likely to be in the range of 1%

to 2%.
Design 12% Covers minor unlisted items, minor design and scope changes, and cost
Contingency estimating refinements. This is the area of greatest uncertainty prior to the

negotiation of permits. We recommend increasing the design contingency
from 10% to 12%.

Procurement 1% The most significant effort will be associated with procuring mitigation
Strategy credits. The construction contractors selected for facility construction will
perform the bulk of the restoration and construction related tasks. There
will be a real estate contractor and one or two environmental monitoring
contracts. There may be some small landscaping contracts. Most of the
oversight throughout will likely be performed by the environmental
contractor who will work for the Authority.

Escalation to —_ This will be addressed in the Basis of Estimate Report consistent with the

Notice to Proceed overall project cost estimate.

Construction 2% Only 16% of the total mitigation is anticipated to include construction

Contingency costs related to restoration. The construction contingency for real estate
and monitoring should be very low.

Non-Contract 4% Approximately $52 million in monitoring costs is already included in the

Costs mitigation estimates. We do not anticipate another layer of construction

management. There will be some design, but the design will be highly
constrained by the permits.

Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2016

Table 2 presents a summary of estimated construction phase mitigation costs by category. A
detailed cost breakdown by mitigation category and measure is presented Attachment 2.

Table 2. Construction Phase Mitigation Costs for Alternative C

Mitigation Category Estimated Cost
Vegetation Communities/Botanical Resources $91,800,000
Wetlands/Surface Waters $83,000,000
Aquatic Resources $56,000,000
Wildlife Habitat $53,000,000
Cultural/Historic/Paleontological Resources $35,000,000
Land and Agriculture $31,000,000
Air Quality $200,000
Total $350,000,000

Notes:
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2016
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Table 3 presents a summary of O&M phase mitigation costs.

Table 3. O&M Phase Mitigation Costs for Alternative C

Mitigation Category Estimated Annual Cost’

Vegetation Communities/Botanical Resources $85,000
Wetlands/Surface Waters/Groundwater $275,000°
Aquatic Resources $775,000°
Wildlife Habitat 12,400*
Cultural/Historic/Paleontological Resources $9,000
Land and Agriculture L 0
Air Quality $5,000°
Flood Control and Management $4,320,000
Total $5,481,400
Notes:

" Costs include mobilization, contingency and escalation

Costs include for Mitigation Measure GWRES-2 ($25,000) and Mitigation Measure SWQual-1a ($250,000).

Costs include an annual contingency for Mitigation Measure Fish-1b ($500,000 per year) and annual on-site
restoration land management for Mitigation Measure Fish-1e ($275,000 per year).

- Estimated costs are associated with on-site restoration land management for Mitigation Measure Wild-3¢ and
Bot-1a (10 acres); and Wet-1a (21 acres) for a total of 31 acres of on-site restoration monitoring.

" No ongoing costs are assumed for agricultural and conservation easements

" Estimated annual cost is associated with stationary source permitting fees anticipated for using the emergency
back-up generators at the pumping plants

- Estimated annual cost associated with maintaining stream flow of 10 cfs between Oct-May in Funks and Stone
Corral creeks as specified in Mitigation Measure Flood-1; Cost assumes average of 30 days per month; $450 per
acre-feet of water (AF); 1 cfs provides 2 AF/day

Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2016

2.
3.

Attachment 3 presents a summary of the mitigation measures that have the highest cost.
Detailed assumptions for mitigation categories presented in Table 1 are included in

Attachment 4. Quantities for estimating project costs are derived from the impact analysis in the
NODOS Preliminary Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report for Alternative C (DWR
2013). To simplify documentation, quantity tables used in the analysis are presented as
Attachments 5 and 6.

The total estimated costs associated with impacts on vegetation communities, wetlands and
special-status species habitat were developed by first calculating the land mitigation
requirements using applicable mitigation ratios and estimated land impacts presented on a per-
acre basis.

The range of mitigation ratios used for cost estimating were derived from mitigation ratios used
in previously implemented projects, including the CALFED Programmatic EIR/EIS, Shasta Lake
Water Resources Investigation EIR/EIS, and Los Vaqueros Expansion Investigation EIR/EIS.
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On-site mitigation through land acquisition and restoration was assumed for all temporary and
permanent impacts to streams, aquatic habitat as prescribed in Mitigation Measures Fish 1-e,
Wild-3c, Bot-1a; and Wet-1a. All other permanent impacts to natural community and terrestrial
special-status species habitat are assumed to be mitigated off-site through the purchase of
credits from a mitigation bank.

To estimate costs for off-site mitigation, the mitigation land acreages were then multiplied by a
mitigation bank cost range to obtain cost ranges for mitigation of effects on natural communities
and special-status species habitat. A detailed breakdown of the mitigation land needs and
associated costs for each natural community and focus special-status species is provided in
Attachment 6.

On-site mitigation costs for restoration prescribed in Mitigation Measures Fish 1-e, Wild-3c, Bot-
1a; and Wet-1a, it was assumed that assumed that two acres of land for every mitigation acre
would be needed for restoration. This conservative approach does not take into account the
existing habitat function acquired land. If land acquired is of high habitat value, then less acres
of land may be needed for on-site restoration. Annual mitigation land management and
monitoring costs for on-site restoration were assumed to be $400 per acre.

Air quality in California is regulated at the Federal, state, and local levels. The pollutants of
greatest concerm in the project area of Glenn and Colusa counties are:

e Ozone

e Ozone precursors (Nitrogen oxides (NOx) and Reactive Organic Gases (ROG))
¢ Particulate matter (PMyo) from vehicle and equipment exhaust

¢ Particulate matter (PMyg) from soil disturbance and wind erosion (fugitive dust)

e PM10 precursors (NOx, ROG, and Sulphur oxides (SOx)).

Table 4 compares the proposed Sites Reservoir project with the Folsom Dam Safety
Improvement project. Both projects are located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin but are
regulated by different air pollution control districts. Unlike the Folsom Dam project, the proposed
Sites Reservoir project would be located in federally-designated attainment zones for ozone and
PMyo. Therefore, no federal General Conformity de minimis standards would be applicable since
all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) would be met. However, the project would be located in a state-
designated nonattainment zone for PMyo similar to the Folsom Dam project.
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Table 4. Comparison with Folsom Dam Safety Improvements Project

Folsom Dam Safety Improvements

Sites Reservoirt

Project Location

Sacramento, Placer, and El Dorado counties

Glenn and Colusa counties

Air Basin

Lower Sacramento Valley

Upper Sacramento Valley

Air District

Sacramento Metro AQMD

Glenn County APCD and Colusa County APCD

Federal Attainment Status (NAAQS)*

Ozone

Non-attainment, serious for 8-hour average

Unclassified/Attainment

NOx Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
ROG Not applicable Not applicable
PMio Non-attainment, moderate Unclassified
PMs 5 Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
CO Attainment/Maintenance Unclassified/Attainment
SOx Attainment Unclassified
State Attainment Status (CAAQS)”
Ozone Non-attainment Attainment
NOx Attainment Attainment
ROG Not applicable Not applicable
PM;o Non-attainment Non-attainment
PM. 5 Attainment Attainment
CcO Attainment Unclassified
SOx Attainment Attainment

Local AQMD/APCD Construction-
Related Significance Threshold?

PMy

50 pg per cubic meter

Level B > 25 Ibs per day
Level C > 137 lbs per day3

NOx 85 Ibs per day Level B > 80 Ibs per day
Level C > 137 Ibs per day3
ROG Sacramento County - none; El Dorado and Level B > 25 Ibs per day

Placer counties — 82 Ibs. per day

Level C > 137 Ibs per day®

Local Fees for Exceeding
Threshold

If mitigated NOx emissions still exceed 85
Ibs per day, SMAQMD's policy is to charge a
mitigation fee of $14,300 per ton excess (at
time of construction) ($18,260 per ton
excess as of July 2016)

See Table 5 for stationary emission sources only

Glenn and Colusa counties currently do not have a
program or mechanism to collect mitigation fees for CEQA
project-related emissions beyond the New Source Review
permitting programs for stationary sources
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Notes for Table 4

Status is as of December 2015

PMzs — Particulate matter less than or equal to a 2.5 microns

PMyo — Particulate matter less than or equal to a nominal 10 microns
NOx - Nitrogen oxides (ozone and PM;yo precursor)

SOx — Sulphur oxides (PM1o precursor)

CO - Carbon monoxide

ROG - Reactive Organic Gases (ozone and PM1g precursor)

Level C — If emissions from a project would exceed the Level C thresholds, mitigation measures (BAMMs and SMMs4), including off-site mitigation measures
following the guidelines, may be required to reduce the overall air quality impacts of the project to a level of insignificance. (from Tehama County Air Pollution
Control District; Glenn and Colusa counties expected to have similar requirements)

BAMMS - Best Available Mitigation Measures
SMMs — Standard Mitigation Measures

Source: Folsom Dam Safety and Flood Damage Reduction Draft EIS/EIR Chapter 3 (Reclamation 2006) and Sites Reservoir - Preliminary Administrative Draft EIR
Chapter 24 (DWR 2013)
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New pollutant sources that meet the definition of a Stationary Source, such as on-site concrete
and asphalt batch plants and operational aggregate quarries, will need to be permitted by the
local air pollution control districts in Glenn and Colusa counties. Permit fees to allow
construction of stationary sources (Authority to Construct permits) and annual permit fees to
allow ongoing operation of stationary sources (Permits to Operate) are discussed in the
Districts’ air quality rules and regulations. These New Source Review (NSR) requirements in
Glenn and Colusa counties only apply to sources that meet the definition of a stationary source.
Table 5 summarizes the NSR permitting fee schedule for stationary sources. Glenn County has
a similar fee schedule.

Table 5. Colusa County Fee Schedule for Permitting Stationary Sources'

Permit Fee Schedule

Authority to Construct Permit $228.00 (fee covers the review of the project emissions, air
quality impacts, and the preparation of an air quality summary
analysis report)

Annual Operating Permit $110 plus the following:

For sources up to 1 ton per year $238

For sources 1 to 5 tons per year $279

For sources 5 to 10 tons per year $380

For sources 10 to 15 tons per year $465

For sources 15 to 20 tons per year $549

For sources 20 to 25 tons per year $744 plus $39 for every ton or fraction of ton over 25 tons

Source: Email communication from Casey Ryan, Air Pollution Standards Officer |l, Colusa County APCD (March 22,
2018)

For CEQA, construction-related emissions for all project-related sources (i.e., mobile, area,
fugitive, and stationary sources) must be estimated. Table 6 defines the Levels of Significance
for the poliutants of concern. Attachment 7 includes tables extracted from the Preliminary
Administrative Draft EIR that summarize the preliminary CEQA analysis. These tables are
further summarized in Table 7.
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Table 6. Thresholds of Significance for Pollutants of Concern

Poliutant Level A Level B Level C

NOx Less than or equal to | Greater than 25 Ibs per day Greater than 137 lbs
25 |bs/day per day

ROG Less than or equal to | Greater than 25 Ibs per day Greater than 137 Ibs
25 lbs/day per day

PMio Less than or equal to | Greater than 80 Ibs per day Greater than 137 lbs
25 lbs/day per day

Level of Potentially Significant | Potentially Significant Impacts Significant Impacts

Significance Impacts

Required CEQA | Mitigated Negative MND or Environmental Impact EIR

Document Declaration (MND) or | Report (EIR)
Negative Declaration

Mitigation Mitigation measures, Best Available Mitigation Measures

(BAMMs) and Standard Mitigation Measures (SMMs),
including off-site mitigation measures following the
guidelines, may be required to reduce the overall air quality
impacts of the project to a level of insignificance.

Source: Tehama County Air Pollution Control District Air Quality Planning & Permitting Handbook (April 2015)

Based on a preliminary impact analysis of the construction, operation, and maintenance of
project facilities, the project will have significant impacts to air quality before mitigation. Glenn
and Colusa counties currently do not have a program or mechanism to collect mitigation fees for
CEQA project-related emissions beyond the NSR permitting programs for stationary sources.

Table 7. Summary of Preliminary CEQA Impact Analysis {(from Attachment 7 tables)

Level A Significance Level B Significance Level C Significance
Poliutant Threshold Exceeded Threshold Exceeded Threshold Exceeded
NOx Construction — Yes Construction — Yes Construction — Yes
O&M — Yes O&M - Yes O&M — No
ROG Construction — Yes Construction — Yes Construction — Yes
O&M - Yes O&M — Yes O&M - No
PMyiq Construction — Yes Construction — Yes Construction — Yes
O&M - No O&M — No O&M - No

The following mitigation measures are proposed fo be implemented:

¢ Air Qual-1a: Develop a Fugitive Dust Control Plan

e Air Qual-1b: Implement Measures to Reduce Equipment and Vehicle Exhaust
Emissions.

Descriptions of the mitigation measures and cost estimate cost assumptions are described in
Appendix 4l. The mitigation implementation costs are included in Tables 2 and 3.
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Because engineering studies indicate that anticipated construction materials can sourced within
the same air basin as the project, additional mitigation costs associated with the transport of
materials through areas with more stringent air emissions regulations would be avoided.

The concrete batch plants and quarry operations activities during construction are considered
stationary emission sources and would require a permit to construct/operate from the local air
district.

10
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Table 8. Summary of Air Quality Mitigation Measures

Impact

Project Facilities

Level of Significance
before Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Air Qual-1 Conflict with an
applicable Air Quality Plan,
contribute substantially to
an Air Quality Violation,
and/or Result in a
Cumulative Considerably
Net Increase of
Nonattainment Pollutants

All Primary Area Significant Air Qual-1a Develop a Fugitive | Significant and unavoidable
Project Facilities Duct Control Plan for emissions of PMyq
(construction) Air Qual-1b Implement Significant and unavoidable
measures to reduce equipment | for emissions of NOx, PMy,
and vehicle exhaust emissions | and ROG
Less than Significant for
emissions of SOx, CO, and
PM2s
All Primary Area Significant Air Qual-1a Develop a Fugitive | Less than Significant

Project Facilities (O&M)

Duct Control Plan

Air Qual-1b Implement
measures to reduce equipment
and vehicle exhaust emissions

Less than Significant

GHG-1: Generation of
Cumulative GHG
Emissions

CVP Operational
Emissions

Potentially Significant

No Feasible Mitigation

Potentially Significant and
Unavoidable

Source: Preliminary Administrative Draft EIR Chapter 24 Air Quality Table 24-14 and Chapter 25 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Table 25-15

(DWR, 2013)

11
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The following presents a summary of the key assumptions for developing costs presented in
Tables 2 and 3. Detailed assumptions specific to each mitigation measure can be found in
Attachment 4.

¢ Natural community and special-status species habitat impacts identified for Alternative C
are assumed to be of high quality and suitable to support special-status species. A
detailed evaluation of existing habitat may identify some land of degraded habitat value
or highly disturbed. For that reason, the mitigation requirements and associated costs
may be less for some areas and lower than estimated in Table 1.

¢ No overlap in land needed for mitigation for natural communities and special-status
species except for agricultural land types and ponds is assumed for this cost estimate. A
more detailed habitat assessment and land evaluation will eventually be needed to
identify more precise impacts from the selected alternative on natural communities and
special-status species habitats. Agency coordination would also be required to
determine land types necessary to meet mitigation requirements.

e With the exception of Bald and Golden Eagle, giant garter snake, California red-legged
frog, western pond turtle and burrowing owl, this cost estimate assumes that habitat
requirements for other special-status species that may be affected by the project are met
by compensation for the different natural community type effects. Mitigation
requirements for valley elderberry longhorn beetle are assumed to be met as part of on-
site restoration prescribed in Mitigation Measure Fish-Te.

e Specialized pre-construction surveys (e.g., for rare plants) were assumed to be
performed at the same pace as protocol-level surveys for consistency; however,
specialized preconstruction surveys would likely be performed much faster than
protocol-level surveys. For that reason, the survey costs may be less than estimated.

o The majority of costs estimated for cultural and paleontological resources are
contingency-related in the event of discovery of unidentified resources and/or human
remains during construction activities. These estimates are based on known site
conditions and experience on similar projects.

o Except for permitting and associated fees related to air quality, the mitigation costs do
not include costs associated with any other permits needed for the project including
preparation of permit applications or coordination with regulatory agencies for approvals.

(o
b § B

During review of the proposed mitigation measures, it was noted that several mitigation
measures may require further evaluation or modification. Such modifications would also assist
with refining the estimated range of costs associated with mitigation measure implementation.
These measures include the following:

12
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o Mitigation Measure Fish-1a: Increase stocking frequency of coldwater fish species.
Further evaluation is needed to confirm potential effects to coldwater fish species and
how stocking frequency would reduce these effects.

o Mitigation Measure Fish 1b: Mitigation monitoring and reporting plan for potential
reduced flows into Yolo Bypass. Further evaluation of anticipated project operations and
associated changes in Yolo Bypass flows is needed. Future analyses may indicate that
this is a benefit and not an impact.

o Mitigation Measure Fish-1e: Implement Habitat Restoration Actions. This mitigation
measure specifies on-site restoration requirements associated with Stone Corral and
Funks creeks. It is recommended that these requirements be further developed and
incorporated into the project description so that secondary (indirect) impacts associated
with proposed restoration are evaluated as part of the EIR/EIS.

¢ Mitigation Measure Flood-1: Maintain permanent low flow releases into Stone Corral
and Funks Creeks Downstream of Sites and Golden Gate Dams. This mitigation
measure specifies a downstream flow performance standard of 10 cubic feet per second
(cfs). Confirmation of the 10 cfs flow performance standard should be performed prior to
finalization of project operations costs.

¢ Mitigation Measure Rec-4a: Extend the Existing Dinosaur Point Boat Ramp at San Luis
Reservoir. The need for this mitigation measure to address changes in San Luis
Reservoir from project operations and feasibility of implementation needs to be further
evaluated.

¢« Mitigation Measure Rec-4b: Extend the Basalt Campground Water Intake at San Luis
Reservoir. The need for this mitigation measure to address changes in San Luis
Reservoir from project operations and feasibility of implementation needs to be further
evaluated.

Schedule constraints as a result of implementing mitigation measures include the following:

¢ Mitigation Measure Wild-2d requires the development of various planning documents
and performance of Golden Eagle telemetry studies for 3 to 5 years prior to construction
and then 3 to 5 years post construction. This mitigation measure impacts when
construction of the project can begin.

e Several watershed hydrological studies are required as mitigation to inform or provide
guidance regarding how to avoid and/or minimize impacts to natural springs, swales and
wetland areas. These studies are to be performed prior to the finalization of project
designs.

e Various mitigation measures specify construction work window constraints, including the
following:

13
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o Allin-water work activities will be limited to July through September (Mitigation
Measure Fish-1f).

o Demolition and structure removal work activities are to be avoided during bat
maternity season from mid-April through August 31, and outside of the winter
months when bats could be hibernating (Mitigation Measure Wild-1b).

o Construction activities within 0.5 mile of nesting Golden Eagles must be avoided
between March 1 and August 15 (Mitigation Measure Wild-2d).

o Construction activities for the Delevan Pipeline Intake/Discharge Facility in
vicinity of giant garter snake habitat will be limited from May 1 through October 1
(Mitigation Measure Wild-2e).

o Construction activity in the vicinity of burrows occupied by nesting burrowing owls
must be avoided from February 1 through August 31; the peak nesting season
occurs from April 15 through July 15 (Mitigation Measure Wild-29).

o Construction activity for the Delevan Pipeline Intake/Discharge Facility in vicinity
of riparian and orchard vegetation must be avoided between mid-June through
August (Mitigation Measure Wild-2i).

=
gt

The recommended next steps to address mitigation requirements are as follows:

e Several mitigation measures require the avoidance and/or minimization of impacts to
sensitive habitats. It is recommended that during finalization of project designs further
evaluation of possible avoidance or minimization be performed to reduce mitigation
requirements and costs, and impacts to project schedule. These avoidance measures
may include adjusting facility footprints, determining alternative routes, or modifications
to construction methods.

¢ Mitigation requirements for Golden Eagle include up to five years of telemetry surveys
prior to construction. These studies would assist with identifying nesting and foraging
locations of Golden Eagle in the project area as well as suitable areas to implement
habitat mitigation for Golden Eagle. It is recommended that preparation of these
monitoring plans be initiated in consultation with regulatory agencies in the near-term in
order to minimize impact to the construction schedule.

¢ Mitigation requirements for implementation of Habitat Restoration Actions (Mitigation
Measure Fish-1e) specify on-site restoration requirements associated with Stone Corral
and Funks creeks. It is recommended that these requirements be further developed and
incorporated into the project description of the EIR/EIS. Restoration strategies that target
habitats for multiple species could significantly reduce the overall area of land needed
for off-site mitigation by simultaneously meeting the requirements of natural communities
and of one or more special-status species on the same area of land. The final approach

14

Draft_0002757



Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

for onsite restoration should also consider the feasibility of meeting off-site mitigation
requirements.

¢ The feasibility of using mitigation banks for meeting off-site mitigation requirements for
the loss of habitat and agriculture should be further evaluated. It is recommended that
anticipated mitigation requirements be further discussed with mitigation banks within the
project area (e.g., Westervelt) and county staff. In the event that off-site mitigation
requirements cannot be fully achieved, additional on-site mitigation may need to be
considered.

e Further discussion with the Glenn and Colusa County Air Pollution Control Districts is
planned by the EIS/EIR team (CH2M Hill) to confirm if additional air quality mitigation
would be required for constructing and operating the proposed project.

DWR and Reclamation 2013. Mitigation Monitoring Plan Costs for North-of-the-Delta Off stream
Storage. Prepared for the California Department of Water Resource and United States
Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation. Sacramento, CA. November.

DWR 2013. NODOS Preliminary Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report.
Sacramento, CA. December. Available online:
http://www.water.ca.gov/storage/northdelta/prelim_admin_draft_eir_index.cfm

Reclamation 2006. Folsom Dam Safety and Flood Damage Reduction Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report. Folsom, CA. December. Available
online. http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/nepa_projdetails.cfm?Project_ID=1808
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SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY ESTIMATE WORKSHEET SHEET 01 OF 10
FEATURE: PROJECT:
NODOS Project NODOS Alternative C
Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Resource Category Cost Estimates WOID: ESTIMATE LEVEL: Planning
REGION: UNIT PRICE LEVEL.: 2016
FILE:
Summary Sheet e
LE =
g é E DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
i
Surface Water Quality $1,510,108.10
Aquatic Resources $46,487,500.00
Botanical Resources $75,033,200.00
Wildlife Habitat $43,753,900.00
Wetlands Habitat $66,540,000.00
Cultural Resources $27,680,000.00
Land Use $25,789,375.00
Paleontology $1,210,000.00
Air Quality $150,000.00
Subtotal $288,164,083.10
Mobilization 2% +- $5,800,000.00
Subtotal with Mobilization $293,964,083.10
Contract Cost Allowances {Sum of): 13% +i- $26,035,916.90
Design Contingencies, 12 % (+/-)
APS, 1 % (+-). Type of procurement: Full and open seaied bid competiton
CONTRACT COST $330,000,000.00
Construction Contingencies 2% +/- $10,000,000.00
FIELD COST $340,000,000.00
Non-Contract Costs 4% +/- $10,000,000.00
CONSTRUCTION COST {Unif Price Level Ot 2018) $350,000,000.00
Escalation to Notice to Proceed (NTP) &epasate caloulation sof fnctuded han}
ati per year for vears
CONSTRUCTION COST (with Escalation to NTP) $350,000,000.00
Ref.: For appropriate use and terminology, see Reclamation Manual, Directives and Standards FAC; 09-01, 09-02 and 09-03.
" QUANTITIES . “} N PRICES
: _ |CHECKED™ /7 fg& A s */mi BY ~ CHECKED {1, G I honms"
|Lore Mun‘ay Anthony @{ix{x'fail Sy Loren Murray Joseph Barnéf
DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE
5/26/2016 05/26/16

ATT 2-1
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SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

ESTIMATE WORKSHEET

SHEET 02 OF 10

FEATURE:
NODOS Project
Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan

PROJECT:

NODOS Alternative C

Resource Category Cost Estimates WOID: ESTIMATE LEVEL: Planning
Surface Water Quality REGION: UNIT PRICE LEVEL: 2016
FILE: -
=2 | @
g0 = DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
Surface Water Quality
1 SWQual-1a SWQ 1.0 ea $1,500,000.00 $1,500,000.00
SWQual-1b SWQ
2 Clear & Grub 1.0 ea $5,000.00 $5,000.00
3 Earthwork - excavate around springs (est. 3 springs) 50.0f yd3 $3.27 $163.50
4 Grout Injection (est. 3.33 yd3 per spring) 10.0f vyd3 $100.00 $1,000.00
5 Concrete Transit Trucking 60.0f vyd3 $22.71 $1,362.60
& Backfill, Concrete site capping 50.0f yd3 $50.00 $2,500.00
7 Spreading/compaction - excavated materials 100.0§ yd3 $0.82 $82.00
SUBTOTAL THIS SHEET $1,510,108.10
QUANTITIES o PRICES

BY CHECKED?}Z Mé;i. ‘ ,f":_f ;,;4;; BY CHECKED () ¢l x% AR

Loren % Anthony Qﬁsﬁfrall f? '»i”(‘ HW’V.? Loren ray Joseph Barnet;j e

DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW | DATE

05/26/16 05/26/16

ATT 2-2
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SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY ESTIMATE WORKSHEET SHEET 03 OF 10
FEATURE: PROJECT:
NODOS Project NODOS Alternative C
Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Resource Category Cost Estimates WOID: ESTIMATE LEVEL.: Planning
Aquatic Resources REGION: UNIT PRICE LEVEL: 2016
FILE: A
L 2
£ é E DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
B g
Aquatic Resources
Fish-1e AR
1 Land Acquisition - Fee Title AR 681.0f acre $2,500.00 $1,702,500.00
2 Riparian Restoration AR 681.0f acre $65,000.00 $44,265.000.00
Fish-1h
3 Fish salvage and rescue plan AR 1.0 ea $20,000.00 $20,000.00
4 Fish salvage and rescue implementation AR 1.0 ea. $500,000.00 $500,000.00
SUBTOTAL THIS SHEET $46,487,500.00
QUANTITIES AN PRICES
BY oA CHECKezgé {2{»‘; ,;" M dﬁﬁf},?; BY . CHECKED f}‘ SN @awmyw.
Lorefi Murray Anthony éﬁué;‘xtral] S £ fLoren Murray Joseph Bam
DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE
05/26/16 05/26/16

ATT 2-3
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SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY ESTIMATE WORKSHEET SHEET 04 OF 10
FEATURE: PROJECT:
NODOS Project NODOS Alternative C
Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Resource Category Cost Estimates WOID: ESTIMATE LEVEL.: Planning
Botanical Resources REGION: UNIT PRICE LEVEL: 2016
FILE: A
c: | B
§ § )g_ DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
&9 g
Vegetation Communities
Bot-1[x], Bot-2{xj, Bot-3{x]
1 Annual grasslands, permanent (2:1) 27,391.4f acre $2 500.00 $68,478,500.00
2 Blue oak woodlands, permanent (1:1) 478.6] acre $3,000.00 $1,435,800.00
3 Blue oak mixed chaparral, perm. (1:1) 33.40f acre $3,000.00 $100,200.00
4 Canal, permanent (1:1) 1.0f acre $20,000.00 $20,000.00
5 Valley oak woodland, permanent (3:1) 10.5] acre $3,000.00 $31,500.00
6 Bot-1b
Watershed Hydrological Studies (alkaline wetlands) 1.0 L3 $300,000.00 $300,000.00
Bot-1d |
Watershed Hydrological Studies {(groundwater pressure 1.0 LS $300,000.00 $300,000.00
Bot-2a |
Sidalcea keckii and Amsinckia lunaris Surveys 2250.0f days $1,600.00 $3,800,000.00
Bot-2¢
Rare Alkaline VWetland Species Surveys 7.0] days $1,600.00 $11,200.00
Bot-2d
Special-Status Plant Species Surveys 472.5) days $1.600.00 $756,000.00
SUBTOTAL THIS SHEET) $75,033,200.00
QUANTITIES S . PRICES
IBY - CHECKIjD(::?’jﬁ% m P4 ‘l?é BY CHECKED (\ 5 (4 Gaamsn—"
Lorén Murray Anthonyaduintrall Lo Loren Murray Joseph Bames
DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE
05/26/16 05/26/16

ATT 2-4
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SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY ESTIMATE WORKSHEET SHEET 05 OF 10
FEATURE: PROJECT:
NODOS Project NODOS Alternative C
Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Resource Category Cost Estimates WOID: ESTIMATE LEVEL.: Planning
Wildlife Habitat REGION: UNIT PRICE LEVEL: 2016
FILE: A
5 =
% ; g DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNITPRICE AMOUNT
SR
Wild-1{x}; Wild-2[x}
1 Blue oak woodland (GE; SH; WSF)4:1) Wild-2 3550.0F acre $3,000.00 $10,650,000.00
2 Deciduous orchard (GGS) Wild-2¢ 46.2f acre $4,500.00 $207,900.00
3 Dryland grain and seed crops (SH){0.5:1) Wild-1a 166.86f acre $2,000.00 $333,200.00
4 Irigated row and field crops (SH)0.5:1) Wild-1a 77.8f acre $2,500.00 $194,500.00
5 Pasture (GSC; FH; BO: WTK)(1:1) 727} acre $4,500.00 $327,150.00
5] Rice (GGS)3:1 perm ac./ 1:1temp ac.) Wild-2¢ 1752.7f acre $4,500.00 $7,887,150.00
7 Valley focthill riparian (3:1) (GGS; VELB 334.6f acre $3,000.00 $1,003,800.00
CTS; BE; SH; WYBC; VRI, WPT; RT)
8 Blue Cak woodland/mixed (Bot-fx] ) Bot-Za 52.0F acre $3,000.00 $156,000.00
Wild-1b
9 Implement bat exclusion measures Wild-1b 18.0f days $1,600.00 $28,800.00
Wild-2b
9 Bald eagle nest removal Wild-2b 3.0} Nest $11,960.00 $35,880.00
Wild-2d
10 Golden eagle pre-/post-construction Wild-2d 7.0 Years $290,000.00 $2,030,000.00
satellite telemetry studies
11 Golden Eagle Monitoring Plan Wild-2d 1.0 LS $150,000.00 $150,000.00
12 Golden eagle Protection Plan Wild-2d 1.0 LS $150,000.00 $150,000.00
13 Independent Expert (Pete Bloom) Wild-2d 1.0 LS $120,000.00 $120,000.00
14 Helicopter survey - nesting population Wild-2d 4.0f Survey $10,800.00 $43,200.00
15 Helicopter detraction actions Wild-2d 3.0f Nest $17.940.00 $53,820.00
Wild-2g
16 Pre-constr survey western burrowing owls | Wild-2g 16500.0f acre $200.00 $3,300,000.00
Wild-2h
17 Pre-constr survey western pond turtle Wild-2h 1712.5} acre $200.00 $342,500.00
Wild-4
18 Awareness training (human disturbance) Wild-4 1.0 LS $100,000.00 $100,000.00
19 Pre-constr surveys /monitoring during Wild-4 10.0f Year $1,664,000.00 $16,640,000.00
construction
SUBTOTAL THIS SHEET) $43,753,900.00
QUANTITIES Py @ PRICES
BY o CHECK?:?X M{{fju:; {,;?; gg;\a’;f BY CHECKED ,,\QQ M}’% ik ey
Loreit Murray AnthonyQuintrall”™ ™ £ floren Murray Joseph Bar
DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE
05/26/16 05/26/16
ATT 2-5
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

ESTIMATE WORKSHEET

SHEET 06 OF 10

FEATURE:
NODOS Project

Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan

PROJECT:

NODOS Alternative C

Resource Category Cost Estimates WOID: ESTIMATE LEVEL: Planning
Wetlands Habitat REGION: UNIT PRICE LEVEL: 2016
FILE:
#NIA
5 E ﬁ
f § ~ DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
2l 0E
Wet-1fx]
1 Alkaline wetlands (2:1; onsite) 74.0f acre $150,000.00 $11,100,000.00
2 Emergent wetlands (3:1; offsite) 7.20 acre $100,000.00 $720,000.00
3 Seasonal wetlands (3:1) 5472 acre $100,000.00 $54,720,000.00
SUBTOTAL THIS SHEET $66,540,000.00
N QUANTITIES ey ) PRICES
o i . — o
BY , CHECKED, oy (f’ e éwt CHECKED C W 5 pmai
Loren Muiray Anthony Sutrall © ‘ Joseph Barnis
DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE
05/26/16 05/26/16
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

ESTIMATE WORKSHEET

SHEET 07 OF 10

FEATURE:
NODOS Project

Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan

PROJECT:

NODOS Alternative C

Resource Category Cost Estimates WOID: ESTIMATE LEVEL: Planning
Cultural Resources REGION: UNIT PRICE LEVEL: 2016
FILE: A
5 =
% ; E DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
"L
Cultural Resources
Cui-1a
1 Remaining surveys for avoidance Cul-1a 1000.0f acre $40.00 $40,000.00
Complete desktop evaluations Cul-1a 1.0 LS $100,000.00 $100,000.00
Cui-1b
Conduct Archeological Recovery Cul-1b
2 Ethnographic Studies/Inventory Cul-1b 1.0 LS $250,000.00 $250,000.00
3 Evaluation of NRHP/CRHR eligib Cul-1b 10.0f sites $250,000.00 $2,500,000.00
4 Test Pitting, excavation and exam. Cul-1b 1.0 LS $100,000.00 $100,000.00
5 Preparation and Curation Cul-1b 1000.0f§ boxes $5,000.00 $5,000,000.00
Cul-fc
5] Resources discovery during Construction Cul-1¢ 10.0 ea. $400,000.00 $4,000,000.00
Cul-1e
7 Future Operational Impacts Agmts Cul-1e 1.0 LS $200,000.00 $200,000.00
Cul-2a
8 Properties/Resources Treatment Cul-2a 1.0 LS $1.000,000.00 $1,000,000.00
Cui-2b
9 HABS/HAER Documentation Cul-2b 10§ LS $1,000,000.00 $1,000,000.00
Cul-3
10 Tribal Consultation for impacts to TCPs Cul-3 40§ Tribes $500,000.00 $2,000,000.00
Cii-da
11 Relocations of known cemeteries Cul-4a 250.0f Persons $4,000.00 $1,000,000.00
12 Midden grave site (unofficial cemetery) Cul-4a 1.0 LS $10,000,000.00 $10,000,000.00
Cui-4b
13 Human remains discoveryftreatment Cul-4b 100.0§ Persons $5,000.00 $500,000.00
SUBTOTAL THIS SHEET $27,690,000.00
QUANTITIES . | ,-;;7 s L PRICES
P CHECKED ¢ ,5{ fopd ey CHECKED { | ¢ ik §Hansss
Loren Murray Anthony éaitra '/w{g “/ Loren urray Joseph Barfé%
DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE
05/26/18 05/26/16
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY ESTIMATE WORKSHEET SHEET 08 OF 10
FEATURE: PROJECT:
NODOS Project NODOQS Alternative C
Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Resource Category Cost Estimates WOID: EESTIMATE LEVEL.: Planning
Land and Agriculture REGION: JUNIT PRICE LEVEL: 2016
FILE: ANA
s5 | E
=5 ~ DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
=8|z
Land and Agriculture
Land-2a
Glenn County Coordination 1.0 LS $50,000.00 $50,000.00
Land-2t
Wetlands easement cancellation and 21.0f acre $150,000.00 $3,150,000.00
compensatory mitigation (3:1)
Land-3b
Maxwell [rrigation District Agreements 1.0 LS $50,000.00 $50,000.00
Land-4a
Agricultural conservations easements 1.0 LS $5,000,000.00 $5,000,000.00
FMMP Mitigation {1:1) 2,500.0f acre $5,000.00 $12,500,000.00
(in Glenn and Colusa County)
Land-5¢
Wvilllamson Act contracts rescinded 16,126.0} acre $312.50 $5,039,375.00
(12.5% of value; value avg. at $2500/ac.)
SUBTOTAL THIS SHEET $25,788,375.00
. QUANTITIES P PRICES
BY oham. CHECKED—# 4 BY CHECKED {1 § il. §ooamss"
| o # (fg/‘z S v ok
Loren Murray Anthony @ﬁ’% fall & s Loren Murray Joseph Barnég
DATE PREPARED PEER REVIiEW/ DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE
05/26/16 05/26/16

ATT 2-8
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY ESTIMATE WORKSHEET SHEET 09 OF 10
FEATURE: PROJECT:
NODOS Project NODOS Alternative C
Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Resource Category Cost Estimates WOID: ESTIMATE LEVEL.: Planning
Paleontology REGION: UNIT PRICE LEVEL.: 2016
FILE: A
= =
% % E DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
g &
Paleontology
Palec-1b
1 Paleontological Resource Specialist 1.0 LS $350,000.00 $350,000.00
pre-construction consultation
Paleo-1c
2 Implement Paleontological Resources 1.0 LS $200,000.00 $200,000.00
Monitoring/Mitigation Plan
Paleo-1d
3 Paleontological Resources Awareness 1.0 LS $100,000.00 $100,000.00
Training
Paleo-1e
4 Monitoring during Construction and 8.0f Year $50,000.00 $400,000.00
monthly reporting
Paleo-1f
5 Ensure Monitoring & Mitigation 8.0f Year $20,000.00 $160,000.00
implementation plan
SUBTOTAL THIS SHEET! $1,210,000.00
QUANTITIES ey - PRICES
[BY P~ CHECKED i&%é% (;" /R{jfv:{(wﬁBY o, ... |CHECKED () g i s
Loren Riumray Anthony Qm‘hzfan S SHloren Murray TR Joseph Barnes"‘j
DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE
05/26/16 05/26/16

ATT 2-9
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

SITES RESERVOIR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY ESTIMATE WORKSHEET SHEET 10 OF 10
FEATURE: PROJECT:
NODOS Project NODOS Alternative C
Project Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Air Quality WOID: ESTIMATE LEVEL: Planning
REGION: UNIT PRICE LEVEL.: 2016
FILE: A
= i
3 § E DESCRIPTION CODE QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
&2 g
Air Quality Impacts
Air Qual - 1a
1 Fugitive Dust Control Plan 1.0 LS $100,000.00 $100,000.00
Air Qual - 1o
2 EquipmentA/ehicle Emmissions Reduction 10.0] vyear $5,000.00 $50,000.00
SUBTOTAL THIS SHEET $150,000.00
QUANTITIES o S " PRICES
BY ”n CHECKEE;;}_? jw /m ’;g i/ BY : CHECKED {:.\}w 4 i Grpmer”
Loren*Murray 3 Anthony Qhirtrall ~ ™" < fLoren Murray Joseph Barne&
DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE DATE PREPARED PEER REVIEW / DATE
0526116 05/26/16

ATT 2-10
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

Attachment 3. High Cost Mitigation Components

Mitigation Measure

High Cost Component/Activity

Estimated Costs”’

($million)

Bot-1a; Bot-2e Wild 1a; Wild 2b Mitigation for loss of annual grasslands 68.5
Bot-1a; Wet-2a; Wild 1a Mitigation for loss of seasonal wetlands 54.7
Bot-1a; Wet-1a, Fish-1e; Wild-3¢ Riparian/Stream restoration 44.3
Bot-1a; Wet-2b Mitigation for loss of alkaline wetlands 1.1
Bot-1a; Wild 1a Mitigation for loss of Blue Oak woodland 10.7
Cul-4a Native American (Midden) grave repatriation 10.0
Cul-1b Archeological resources recovery 7.9
Bot-1a; Wild 1a; Wild 2¢; Land-4a | Mitigation for loss of rice fields, giant garter 7.9

snake habitat and prime farmland
Land 4a Ag lands conservation easements for loss of 12.5

prime farmland
Land 5¢ Williamson Act contract cancellation fees 5.0
Notes:
' Estimated costs include mobilization, contingency, and escalation
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2016

ATT 3-1
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Detailed Cost Assumptions by Resource

Botanical Resources

Wetland and other Waters of the U.S.
Terrestrial Biological Resources
Aquatic Resources

Surface Water Quality

Cultural Resources

Paleontological Resources

Land Use

Air Quality
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

Attachment 4A. Botanical Resources

ion Measure

Bot-1a: Implement Vegetation
Community Mitigation
Measures Recommended by
USFWS

Mitigation Measure Descriptios

A Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) assessment of the Primary Study
Area was conducted under the lead of USFWS. A determination of
appropriate mitigation measures for the habitat types that would be
adversely affected within the Primary Study Area shall be made using the
results of the HEP assessment, as well as through consultation with USFWS
pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. Mitigation measures
could include but not be limited to protection, enhancement, restoration, or
conservation easement.

Refer to vegetation community
impacts spreadsheet —
Attachment 6.

Bot-1b: Conduct Watershed
Hydrological Studies

DWR and Reclamation shall conduct hydrological studies to determine how
much of the grassy upland acts as a watershed for the alkaline wetland
swale that feeds the downstream alkaline marsh. The studies shall provide
guidance regarding how to avoid impacts to the grasslands that direct water
to the marsh.

Costs to be included in project
construction and O&M costs.

Cost to include study only.
$300,000 to $700,000 (studies)

O&M monitoring and reporting for
wetlands.

$20,000 per year

Bot-1¢: Avoid/Minimize Loss
or Disturbance of Vegetation
by Refining the Siting of
Facilities and Implementing
BMPs

DWR and Reclamation shall implement BMPs, protective measures such as
fencing and erosion, sedimentation, and dust control, and where possible
refine the siting of facilities to minimize construction disturbance to sensitive
vegetation communities.

Costs for protective measures to be
included in project construction and
O&M costs.

Bot-1d: Conduct Groundwater
Hydrological Studies

DWR and Reclamation shall conduct hydrological studies to determine the
effects of groundwater pressure on the alkaline habitat quality of the swale
and the marsh. Measures may include protection of nearby similar
vegetation communities, or USFWS may determine the effects are
unavoidable and there may be no means of mitigation if there are no
equivalent nearby vegetation communities that are feasible to protect or
enhance.

Cost to include groundwater
hydrology studies focused on
impacts to alkaline habitat only.

$300,000 to $700,000 (studies)

O&M for groundwater and alkaline
habitat monitoring.

$25,000 per year

ATT 4-1
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

Attachment 4A. Botanical Resources

Mitigation Measure Descriptio

Bot-1e: Minimize Impacts by  DWR and Reclamation shall implement measures that mitigate impacts Costs to be included in project
Siting Facilities Away from within the Holthouse Reservoir Complex to alkaline wetland vegetation in the construction and O&M costs.
Drainage Swales and on-site swale to avoid sedimentation of the swale during Project
Implementing BMPs construction, according to recommendations received during consultation

with USFWS.
Bot-1f. Implement BMPs to DWR and Reclamation shall set back all construction activities and Costs to be included in project
Avoid Disturbance of Marsh equipment at least 20 feet away from the strip of marshy vegetation along construction and O&M costs.
Vegetation in Adjacent the south end of the Delevan Pipeline construction disturbance area Avoidance will be included into

Delevan National Wildlife bordering the north edge of Delevan NWR. In addition, construction workers desians. No additional costs

Refuge shall be prohibited from entering the NWR. BMPs, including signage on assfciat.ed Engineers to evaluate
existing fencing, shall also be used to minimize erosion, sedimentation, and tunneling cbnstruction methods to
dust. avoid impacts.

Bot-2a: Conduct Pre- If either plant species is found during the Project pre-construction surveys, Assume total acreage to be

Construction Surveys for DWR and Reclamation shall immediately report the location and size of surveyed is 4,000 to 5,000 acres.

Sidalcea keckii and Amsinckia occurrences to CDFG and USFWS. If found, DWR and Reclamation shall
lunaris; if Found, Compensate compensate for the loss or temporary disturbance of either species
According to USFWS according to USFWS guidelines, which could include protection of known
Guidelines occurrences in nearby habitat.

Assume survey 6 acres per day for
protocol level studies at $100 per
hour.

Assume 2 staff and 3 surveys.

$3,200,000 to $4,000,000
{surveys)

Bot-2b: Avoid Occurrences of DWR and Reclamation shall avoid occurrences of Sidalcea keckii, Amsinckia Costs to be included in project
CNPS List 1B and State- or lunaris, and Lotus rubriflorus by refining the siting of facilities where feasible, construction and O&M costs.
Federally-Listed Plant and minimizing construction impacts with protection measures and BMPs,
Species such as fencing and erosion, dust, and sedimentation control.

Avoidance will be included into
designs. No additional costs
associated.

Engineers to evaluate tunneling
construction methods to avoid
impacts.

ATT 4-2
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

Attachment 4A. Botanical Resources

ion Measure

Mitigation Measure Descriptios

Bot-2¢: Conduct Pre- DWR and Reclamation shall conduct pre-construction surveys to determine if Assume 14 acres to be surveyed.
Construction Surveys for Rare rare alkaline wetland species are present. If determined to be present during

. o ; _ Assume 2 staff and 3 surveys.
Alkaline Wetland Species in the pre-construction surveys, DWR and Reclamation shall compensate for

the Managed Alkaline the loss and temporary disturbance of alkaline wetland species according to ~ ASSume 6 acres per day for
Wetland Parcel of the USFWS guidelines, which could include protection of known occurrences in  Protocol level studies at $100 per
Delevan Pipeline nearby habitat. hour.

$11,200 (surveys)
Bot-2d. Conduct Pre- DWR and Reclamation shall conduct pre-construction surveys to determine if Assume mitigation applies to
Construction Surveys for habitats that support special-status species are present. unsurveyed grassland areas
Special-Status Plant Species associated with the Delevan project

components(13 miles long and
1,000 feet wide = 1,575 acres).

Assume two staff and three surveys
per year for 8 years.

Assume: 10 acres per day for
protocol level studies at $100 per
hour.

$756,000 (surveys)

Bot-2e: Compensate for Loss DWR and Reclamation shall compensate for the loss of 13 occurrences Refer to vegetation community
or Disturbance of CNPS List 4 CNPS List 4 species pursuant to consultation with DFG, which could include impacts spreadsheet —
Species According to CDFG  protection of known occurrences in nearby habitat. DWR and Reclamation Attachment 6.
Guidelines shall also compensate for the temporary disturbance of four CNPS List 4

species pursuant to consultation with DFG, which could include preserving

habitat available for recolonization by three of the four species by

revegetating with local natives and using weed-free mulch to prevent post-

construction takeover by weeds.

ATT 4-3
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

Attachment 4A. Botanical Resources

ion Measure Mitigation Measure Descriptio i

Bot-3a: Implement Preventive DWR and Reclamation shall minimize the introduction of new weed seeds Costs to be included in project
Actions by Following Weed into the construction disturbance area or transport weed seeds between construction and O&M costs.
Control BMPs; Minimize construction disturbance areas by following weed control BMPs (e.g., O&M for weed management.
Exposed Ground; Reduce equipment washing). DWR and Reclamation shall minimize the exposed

Weed Seed by Removal of ground within the construction disturbance area that is available for weed $10,000/year

On-Site and Off-Site Weeds colonization or spread by mulching with weed-free materials or planting the
exposed ground with native cover crops local to the Project area. In addition,
DWR and Reclamation shall reduce the weed seed that is available for
invasion into the Project construction disturbance area by appropriate
removal of on-site weeds and by implementing selective adjacent off-site
weed removal.

Bot-3b: Implement Avoidance During construction of the Delevan Pipeline and Power Transmission Line, Costs to be included in project
Measures in Areas Adjacent  DWR and Reclamation shall avoid the placement of large staging areas construction and O&M costs.
to the Delevan National within the portion of the construction disturbance area that borders the Avoidance will be included into
Wildlife Refuge Delevan NWR.

designs. No additional costs
associated with mitigation measure.
Engineers to evaluate jack and
bore and/or tunneling construction
methods to avoid impacts.

Bot-4: Implement Vegetation DWR and Reclamation, in coordination with USFWS, shall monitor the Timing after construction/during
Monitoring in Coordination effects of human activities on the health of sensitive areas adjacent to operation of recreation facilities.
with USFWS Project facilities.

Assume monitoring at Stone Corral
and Peninsula Hills Recreation
Areas and assume costs will be
rolled up into O&M costs for
recreation facilities.

O&M for vegetation monitoring
$25,000 per year

ATT 4-4
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Sites Reservoir Feasibility Study

Attachment 4B. Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.

ion Measure

Mitigation Measure Descriptios

Wet-1a: Implement Compensatory mitigation for streams shall be provided for each significant Refer to wetland impacts
Compensatory Mitigation impact identified by the USACE determination according to ratios determined spreadsheet — Attachment 6.
Measures for Streams by the USACE for the appropriate category and degree of severity of loss or

pursuant to USACE impact. Mitigation shall occur within the watershed in which the impacts

Determination within the occur:

Watershed in which the

 Sites Reservoir & Dams, Recreation Areas—

Impacts Funks/Hunter/Antelope/Grapevine/Stone Corral Creek watersheds.
» Delevan Pipeline Intake Facilities, Delevan Pipeline Discharge Facility—
Sacramento River adjacent to facility location.
» Road Relocations, Funks Reservoir, Holthouse Reservoir Complex, Sites
Inlet/Outlet Structure and associated facilities, Field Office Maintenance
Yard, Electrical Switchyard—Funks Creek watershed.
Wet-1b: Reroute Canals to For impacts to canals, mitigation shall include re-routing the canals to ensure Costs associated with avoidance
Ensure Continued continued hydrological connection {o traditional waters of the U.S. Loss of measures, BMPs 