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.  INTRODUCTION

The Upper Truckee River is the largest source dinsent and nutrients to Lake Tahoe.
The USDA Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Managetein (LTBMU) and the
California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) ownraadage land along the Sunset
Stables Reach of the Upper Truckee River. The $B8tables Reach has experienced
active bank failures, channel widening, and degtattpiatic, riparian and meadow
habitat. As a result, the river floods its floodpléess frequently. Sediment, nutrients, and
pollutants which might have been deposited on fid@id meadows are instead
transported downstream and into Lake Tahoe. Rive@eming and incision have also
lowered the groundwater table, leading to meadagindrand unstable streambanks.

The purpose of this Proposed Project Action (refitto as Proposed Project for the
remainder of this document) is to restore geomarpimction and floodplain

connectivity to the Upper Truckee River within tBenset Stables Reach, resulting in
improved water quality and improved aquatic andetrial wildlife habitat in the Project
Area. The Proposed Project will restore the SuBtatles Reach channel by constructing
a new, geomorphically stable channel that is hydjicklly connected to the adjacent
floodplain, and enhance riparian and aquatic habita

This Biological Evaluation (BE) analyzes potential effects of the Proposeigelet on terrestrial
and aquatic wildlife, in compliance with the NatbEnvironmental Policy Act (NEPAY he
purpose of thiBiological Assessmen(BA) is to present an analysis of effects for the
Proposed Project on federally listed endangeredatbned, candidate, and proposed
species and their habitats. These federally lispeties are managed under the authority
of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the Ndtiem@st Management Act (NFMA,;
PL 94-588). The ESA requires federal agencies soirenthat all actions are not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any fedelisllgd species. The ESA requires that
a BA be written and that the analysis conductedrdahe whether formal consultation or
conference is required with the United States Diepant of Interior (USDI) Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS). This BA is prepared in collapce with the requirements of the
ESA, Forest Service Manual 2670, and also providesompliance with Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) 50-402.12.

The FWS species list is based on the January 2®, @@rified on May 15, 2009) list of
federally threatened, endangered, proposed, ardidzda species for the Lake Tahoe
Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) from the U.S.D.I. riand Wildlife Service
(USFWS;http://sacramento.fws.gov/es/spp_list.ntm

On the FWS list are three threatened species:

» Lahontan cutthroat trout (Oncorhuynchus clarkii henshawi)
» Delta smelt(Hypomesus transpacificus)
» Central Valley steelhead(Oncorhynchus mykiss)
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Neither the Delta smelt nor the Central Valley Btead occur on the LTBMU and are
not affected by the project activities describethis BA. Therefore, these two species
are considered to have a determination of “No Effecd are not considered further in
this document.

Further analysis is presented in this documeneterdhine the effects of the two project
alternatives (No Action and Preferred) for Uppeuckee River Restoration on the
Lahontan cutthroat trout.

Also on the FWS list are four candidate species:

* Yosemite toad(Bufo canorus)

» fisher (Martes pennanti)

» Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frodRana sierrae)
* Tahoe yellow-cresgRorippa subumbellata)

The Tahoe yellow-cress is presented in the BotaBicdogical Evaluation report for this
project. It was determined during the analysistiids species that it would not require
technical assistance from the FWS.

The fisher and Yosemite toad do not occur on thBMU and will not be affected by

this project thus a determination of “No Effect” sM@und. The Sierra Nevada yellow-
legged frog occurs on the LTBMU but is not affedbgcthis Project thus a determination
of “No Effect” was found. Neither of these speaiegquired technical assistance and are
not considered further in this document as fedgtelled or candidate species.

No critical habitat for federally-listed endangertddeatened, proposed, or candidate
species has been designated on the LTBMU.

The following species will be addressed in this BE:

USDA Forest Service Region 5 Sensitive (Non-botiic
Birds

Bald eagle Kaliaeetus leucocephal us leucocephal us)
California spotted owlStrix occidentalis occidentalis)
Great gray owl §trix nebulosa)
Northern goshawkAccipiter gentilis)

= Willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii)
Mammals

» Townsend’s big-eared baCdrynorhinus townsendii)

= California wolverine Gulo gulo luteus)

= American martenNartes americana)

= Sierra Nevada red foX/(lpes vul pes necator)
Amphibians

= Sierra Nevada yellow-legged froBdha sierrae)

= Northern leopard frogRana pipiens)
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Fish

» Lahontan Lake tui chulGfla bicolor pectinifer)
Invertebrates

= Great Basin rams-hoi(tielisoma (Carninifex) newberryi)

.  CONSULTATION TO DATE

Of the species listed above, only the Lahontarhoodt trout (LCT) has had consultation
initiated for this project. For the other threatém®d endangered species listed above it is
not anticipated that consultation will be required.

On October 20, 2009 a meeting occurred betweeraRiciacirca — LTBMU Forest Fish
Biologist, Sarah Muskopf — LTBMU Fish Biologist, @tesa Loupe — LTBMU
Hydrologist, Project Leader, and Chad Mellison -&Wonsultation Biologist. The
purpose of the meeting was to review the Upper Rgadiver Restoration project with
the FWS, overview project objectives, and discusgept level effects for Lahontan
cutthroat trout (LCT). Since 2006 LCT have beenumented moving downstream
from the Meiss Meadow complex and currently occliglitat in the Upper Truckee
River approximately 2 miles above the top of Cimis$ Valley. It was determined that
although current fish surveys in the Upper TrudReeer did not observe LCT residing in
the project area, there is potential for the spetmeccupy these habitats in the future
when stream restoration activities commence.

A discussion also took place concerning whethdreal assistance should be requested
for the Candidate species mountain yellow-legged {Sierra Nevada Yellow-Legged
Frog - SNYLF). Both FWS & LTBMU agreed that altlgtuSNYLF physical habitat

may exist within the project area but the biologlwabitat does not exist due to the
presence of non-native salmonids. Recent amphghiareys support that the species
does not occur within the project area; therefeohnical assistance would not be
required.

. CURRENT MANAGEMENT DIRECTION

Current management direction on desired future itiong for Threatened, Endangered,
Sensitive and Management Indicator Species on TiBMU can be found in the following
documents, filed at the Supervisor’s Office:

» Forest Service Manual and Handbooks (FSM/H 2670)

* National Forest Management Act (NFMA)

* Endangered Species Act (ESA)

» National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

» Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Land and ResdMazeagement Plan (LRMP)

» Species specific Recovery Plans which establishulptipn goals for recovery of
those species

» Sensitive species list, accounts, and life histaiBMU Wildlife Department Files)

* Species management plans
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» Species management guides or Conservation Strategie
* Regional Forester policy and management direction

» Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (2004)

* TRPA Code of Ordinances

IV. DESCRIPTION OF ACTION AREA AND PROPOSED ACTIONS

This description of the Proposed Project locateasting environment and proposed
action is summarized from more detailed descrigtionthe Sunset Stables Restoration
and Resource Management Plan (RRMP) (CTC 2008apposting technical studies
prepared for the RRMP, and the Draft EnvironmeAtdessment/Mitigated Negative
Declaration being prepared for the Proposed Prdjeeh which this document is tiered.

A. Project Location

The Proposed Project Area is located along the Uppekee River, about 3 miles south
of Lake Tahoe near the community of South Lake €akb Dorado County, California

in the SW % of section 12, T12N, R18E of the US@8tI Lake Tahoe Quadrangle map
(Figure 1). Elevation is approximately 6260 fe€he Proposed Project Area is bounded
by the Lake Tahoe Airport and Highway 50 to thetwasd private property in the Tahoe
Paradise residential neighborhood to the east @auith §Table 1, Figure 2). The proposed
work will be implemented on the Conservancy’s Sufstables property (a 189 acre
parcel) and the LTBMU property (69 acres), whicpetiher comprise the largest
undeveloped areas in the MPA (Figure 3).

The Sunset Stables Reach (Sunset Reach) of the Uppekee River extends
approximately 2.6 miles from the Hwy 50 river criogsnear Elks Club Drive northward
to approximately mid-way through the South LakedeaRirport runway. The Sunset
Stables Reach includes two separate channel reatttes Upper Truckee River
(Reaches 5 and 6), distinct from one another becaidifferences in physical channel
and floodplain characteristics.

Table 1 Ownership in Proposed Project Area

Landowner Acreage

California Tahoe Conservancy 222.07

U.S. Forest Service LTBMU 68.71

City of South Lake Tahoe 2.40

Other public ownership 1.27

Private 1.90

B. Existing Terrestrial Environment

The Proposed Project Area encompasses a diveesedrabitats that support a variety
of resident and migratory wildlife species, bothiveand non-native (CTC 2004).
Eighty-seven common species and 32 special-stpees are known to occur or
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potentially occur at the site. Surveys have doqigte56 terrestrial species, including

44 birds, nine mammals, two reptiles, and one abghi(Borgmann et al. 2008, TRCD
2003, CTC 2004). Significant habitat features @f Broposed Project Area include
approximately 2.6 miles of river channel, 98.3 aawEwet montane meadow habitat, and
144.4 acres of coniferous forest. A descriptiothefhabitat types in the Proposed Project
Area is presented in Table 2 (CTC 2005b&c). Figureaps the vegetation communities
and Figure 5 depicts terrestrial habitat features.

Montane Riparian Scrufilolland code # 63500). The montane riparian sanihe
Proposed Project Area is dominated by various spetfiwillow and contains several
species of sedge€drex spp.) Montane riparian scrub occurs adjacerttéstream
channel and, in a few cases, on slopes where sistune is adequate.

Aspen ForesfHolland code # 61520). Small aspen stands oatth® eastern side of
the Proposed Project Area as linear patches wiiiney pine, Jeffrey pine/fir, and
lodgepole pine forest along meadow edges and sesge moist soil conditions exist.
The herb layer includes such species as westeumbahe Aquilegia formosa),
Fendler's meadow rudlalictrum fendleri), California corn lily ¥eratrum californicum
var. californicum), sedges, Richard’s geraniu@efanium richardsonii), and rein bog
orchid Platanthera leucostachys). Conifer encroachment is a concern for the aspen
stands and meadows (CTC 2005c).

Table 2 Vegetation Communities and Land Cover in the Proposed Project
Area
Cover Type Acreage Percent of Total (%)
Aspen Forest 0.8 0.27%
Big Sagebrush Scrub 8.2 2.79%
Developed 41 1.39%
Jeffrey Pine Forest 65.8 22.34%
Jeffrey Pine/Fir Forest 233 7.91%
Jeffrey Pine Forest associated with Urban Development 0.1 0.03%
Lodgepole Pine Forest 55.2 18.74%
Montane Riparian Scrub 18 6.11%
Open Ground 40 1.36%
Ruderal 6.1 2.06%
Water 10.7 3.64%
Wet Montane Meadow 98.3 33.36%
Total 294.6 100%

Source: El Dorado County 2003 and California Tahoe Conservancy
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Wet Montane MeadoyHolland code #45110). The wet meadows withinRhgposed
Project Area are dominated by sedges including &&Mar sedgedarex nebrascensis)

and slender-beak seddeafex athrostachya). Long-stalked cloverTgifolium longipes),
dandelion Taraxacum officinal€), leafy arnica Arnica chamissonis), water miners
lettuce Montia chamissoi), narrowleaf miners lettucdlonta linearis), and cinquefoil
(Potentilla gracilis) are also common. Much of the wet montane meak®ms to be in
transition toward dry montane meadow, it is uncleétlrese communities are supported
by surface water or by groundwater (TRCD 2003, ZDG5b).

Jeffrey Pine ForegHolland code # 85100). Jeffrey pine forest wasghredominant
forest type within the Proposed Project Area. Toisimunity type is dominated by
Jeffrey pine Pinus jeffreyi), interspersed with white firdpies concolor) and incense
cedar Calocedrus decurrens). Lodgepole pineRinus contorta ssp murrayana) was
found in areas that collect more moisture. Theeustdry is dominated by gooseberries
and currentsKibes spp.), service-berryAmelanchier alnifolia var.pumila), and Sierra
chinquapin Chrysolepis sempervirens).

Jeffrey Pine/Fir ForegHolland code #85210). Jeffrey pine/fir forest mxscon drier
slopes and flats and on coarse soils. Jeffreygmuewnhite fir dominate the tree layer,
but lodgepole pine is also common.

Lodgepole Pine Foreéitlolland code # 86100). Lodgepole pine foresbisd on moist
sites such as creek banks and meadow margins withiRroposed Project Area.

Big Sagebrush ScruliHolland code #35210). Big sagebrush scrub ocasiismall
patches in the Proposed Project Area. This coyer is dominated by mountain big
sagebrushArtemisia tridentata ssp.vaseyana). Rubber rabbitbrustChrysothamnus
nauseosus) and bitterbrushRurshia tridentata) are the common associates of this
community in the Proposed Project Area.

Developed GroundDeveloped ground includes locations with man-nstdectures and
the vegetation associated with those structuresas\of housing developments are
located on the south end and east side of the stigdyand the Proposed Project Area.
The developed ground includes houses and othetibgd and roads.

Ruderal VegetatianRuderal vegetation occurs in areas where vegatatisubject to
routine disturbance. Invasive plants are oftemébin these areas as well as pioneer
native species. Ruderal vegetation occurs witienRroposed Project Area at locations
including roads and trails, the former stables paylarea by the gate, a snowmobile
staging area, and a former equestrian jumping ring.

C. Existing Aquatic Environment

Aquatic habitat is predominantly flowing water camspd of riffles, runs, and pools
(CTC 2005a). A few backwater areas and side chammay contain standing water
seasonally. The substrate is dominated by sandsraall gravel. The gravel is often a
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thin veneer over hardpan clay or embedded with sadds poor habitat for benthic
macroinvertebrates or substrate-spawning fish asdhout. Some sections of Reach 5
have eroded down to the clay hardpan with overlgiitg. Additionally, water
temperature fluctuations may be extreme during sentue to low flows or lack of
stream shading vegetation. Aquatic habitat conatiare fair to poor due to homogenous
channel conditions (i.e. too few pools and riffldagk of riparian vegetation, limited
substrate quality, lack of cover (e.g., undercuiikisy actively eroding banks, and limited
depth during the summer low flow period (CTC 2003#any of these attributes are a
result of an incised channel. It is anticipated tha Proposed Project will ultimately
improve fish habitat by restoring the overall fuontof a montane wet meadow stream
while maintaining a diversity of habitats that n@eyutilized by a diverse assemblage of
aguatic species.

Fish surveys conducted in 2005 and 2006 documenbedspecies in the Proposed
Project Area, including native species (Lahontatside Richardsonius egregious|,
Lahontan speckled dacBtinichthys osculus robustus], tui chub S phateles bicolor],
Paiute sculpinCottus beldingi], mountain whitefishProsopium williamsoni], and Tahoe
sucker Catostomus tahoensis|, mountain suckerQatostomus platyrhynchus]) and
introduced trout (rainbow trou©ncor hychus mykiss|, brown trout Ealmo trutta] and
brook trout Falvelinus fontinalis]) (CTC 2005a, 2007b). Lahontan cutthroat troutever
extirpated in the 1930’s and have been replaceaibpow trout, book trout, and brown
trout (CTC 2004). (CTC 2005a, 2007b).

D. No Action

Under the No Action alternative restoration effadsestore natural stream functions in
Reach 5 and 6 of the Upper Truckee River wouldoeaimplemented. Current conditions
would continue within the project area. No restoratctions to reduce sediment loads
entering Lake Tahoe, restore floodplain connegtivinprove terrestrial and aquatic
habitat, or increase groundwater levels would b@emented to accomplish the purpose
and need in the project area.

E. Proposed Action

The Proposed Project would restore natural fundtiahe Sunset Stables Reach of the
UTR by constructing a new river channel that isrgerphically stable under the current
hydrologic conditions, is hydrologically connectedhe adjacent floodplain, and
exhibits desirable aquatic habitat features (Fig)reln addition, the former Sunset
Stables site would be revegetated with native \&get to reduce erosion and
sedimentation into the UTR.

The proposed restoration activities would result thannel width, depth, and sinuosity
pattern more consistent with the current flow aediment transport needs of the river.
This would be accomplished primarily through newarafel construction, and would also
involve abandoning, filling, and revegetating tikxéseng eroding and incised channel.
The newly constructed channel would be smaller@vegr and shallower) than the
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existing channel and would be designed to be nesistant to erosion by improving
streambank stability and incorporating more vagathilannel bed substrate.

The streambanks of the new channel would be stedilvith sod blocks, riparian
vegetation planting, and/or large wood and rockgtaent. As a result, sediment
production from streambank erosion would be reduttexteby decreasing the sediment
contributions to Lake Tahoe from this source. Aiddally, the restored channel would
sustain coarser substrate in riffles and providegegam habitat more conducive to the
production of native fish species. Some portidnthe Sunset Stables Reach channel
would stay in their existing location and act ansition zones and/or grade control
structures between upstream and downstream reaches.

The reduced channel size (i.e. width and depth)lavalso result in more frequent
overbank flooding (every year or two), depositingrensediment and nutrients onto the
floodplain rather than transporting them downstreguu to Lake Tahoe. The reduced
channel depth would raise the bed elevation, anddva turn raise the groundwater
table in the adjacent meadow. This would benké&twet meadow vegetation and
improve the riparian and meadow habitat qualitgve®al resources would benefit from
the proposed channel and floodplain restoraticriuding; water quality, terrestrial and
aquatic wildlife species, and terrestrial (riparaard meadow) and aquatic vegetation.

The Proposed Project would involve:

» Constructing approximately 12,000 feet of new clghmvithin the Sunset Stables
Reach of the Upper Truckee River (replacing nealtlpf Reach 5 and much of
Reach 6).

» Planting and temporarily irrigating native riparia@getation along both sides of
the new channel (approximately 24,000 feet).

» Creating floodplain features such as willow clurtipst enhance suitable habitat
for key wildlife and plant species (approximatey &res distributed across the
Proposed Project Area).

* Removing conifers in and adjacent to the newly ttoeted channel
(approximately 20 acres of conifer removal throughbe Proposed Project
Area).

» Using a combination of excavated soil from the méannel alignment and
possibly imported soil to partially fill the exiatj oversized channel, and
revegetating the disturbed area with native ripapkant species (majority of the
abandoned channel would be filled and revegetatéais way).

» Installing grade control structures at the upstreachdownstream ends of the
reach, redirecting flow into the new channel, alutking off the existing channel
to prevent recapture.

In order to minimize potential impacts on existinffastructure, the alignment of the
new channel was designed to avoid water and sepelines. The South Tahoe Public
Utilities District (STPUD) holds easements for lboa and access to its sanitary sewer
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collector lines (gravity-fed), water line (presaad line), and back-up effluent export
line (also called “force main export line”) on tReoposed Project Area. The main
collector line and the back-up effluent export lrne along the eastern side of the
meadow and cross the river where the river chammal east across the meadow (Figure
6). Several gravity sewer lines and the water dilse cross the river channel.

The Proposed Project would be constructed in twases to accommodate constraints in
land ownership, funding and construction: ReachTBMU and Conservancy lands)
and Reach 6 (Conservancy land). At this time, Ré&aishanticipated to be constructed
first, followed after at least one year by Readatofistruction. Each phase would last
approximately three to four years in order to alkwificient time for the new channel
and floodplain to establish vegetation for the Uppeickee River. Figure 6 shows the
location of access roads and potential areas &girgy and dewatering. The construction
sequence is as follows:

Year One In Reach 5 only, lower the buried STPUD water backup effluent
export lines where the new channel will cross tlsenas not to
compromise the integrity of the buried utilitiei3 will be
completed prior to starting the construction of tieev channel.

Year Two Excavate the new channel in the selected realant Rith native
riparian vegetation and install irrigation.

Year Three Allow the new channel to “season” and continuigation to
establish riparian vegetation (only if necessariR@ach 5).

Year Four  Construct the crossings of the existing channdlreew channel, and
the tie-ins to the upstream and downstream entteedProposed
Project reach. Connect the new channel to rivey flothe fall.
Monitor performance of banks. Backfill the old aohal, recontour
and revegetate.

This phasing of project implementation reduces micdecumulative impacts of having
adjacent reaches exposed during the same yearn8iageon the start date of Reach 6
construction, the Proposed Project could be coraglet 4-7 years.

F. Design Features

Following is a list of design features and mitigatmeasures that will be included in the
Proposed Project actions to either protect or biewdtllife species:

Design Features

» During project implementation any detection ofdsspecies, sensitive species, or
special status wildlife species, or location oftresdens of these species will be
reported to a LTBMU or TRPA biologist. These nestien locations will be
protected in accordance with the SNFPA (2000, 2@d4d)the Environmental
Threshold Carrying Capacities for the Lake Tahogidteguidelines (TRPA 1982) or
the MBTA.
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» Prior to project implementation, surveys for willéicatchers would be conducted
to determine the locations of any active nest s@#sNFS lands, any detection of
willow flycatcher nests would be reported to theBMU Forest Wildlife Biologist.
These willow flycatcher nests would be protecteddnordance with the SNFPA
(2004) which prohibits restoration activities wittsuitable habitat surrounding the
active nest sites between June 1 and August 3CThlands, any detection of nests
would be reported to the CDFG and LTBMU and nesisld/likewise be protected.

* In order to minimize the impact on the willow commity, clipping should take place
in a random fashion, taking more from larger clurapd less from smaller clumps.
Clipping in a single willow clump should not be gtenough to alter the visual shape
or the overall structure of the clump. No brancaiéached to a bird nest or within
one meter of any part of a bird nest should bepelip

» All trash created during construction will be prdgeontained (wildlife-proof
containers) and removed at the end of each day.

* Retain/add downed wood in the open meadow areaevidaasible for native
amphibian and small mammal species. Density shoeilgpproximately three logs of
>30 cm diameter at midpoint per 0.4 ha.

» Salvage/retain large trees for wildlife habitatufe large wood recruitment, and to
create snags in the future, unless removal is sacg$or construction of the channel
or access routes.

» Tree and snag removal within the wildlife movememtidor (forested land south of
the airport) would be limited to trees within tleofprint of the new channel or access
routes. Access routes would be positioned arourslieg trees and snags to avoid
tree removal to the extent practical. Logs andlbpikes would be left within the
corridor area to provide wildlife cover when it wdunot constitute a hazard to people
or property. Conifer removal for the new channgrahent and access and haul
roads would be minimized in the wildlife movemeatredor area (forested area south
of the airport), only those trees that are in tilead alignment of the channel or
access road or that are a hazard to safe operatmuld be removed. When not a
hazard to people or property, larger logs and snagsd be purposely retained
within the Project Area to provide habitat for wWild that depend on them for
perches, nesting, or cover.

» Construction activities would be phased and managesk not to present a
continuous barrier to wildlife movement. Constranttime would be minimized in
migration corridors to complete constructing withimatter of days. Construction
would only occur during summer daylight hours. Egoént and materials would not
be stored in or near wildlife movement corridors astoration-related human
activity would be minimized within known migrati@orridors

» Construction activities would be scheduled to awgdtream fish migration periods
(after late June to mid-July depending on the wgar).

* Western pearl shell Mussel\4rgaritifera falcata) will be removed from the active
river segment prior to diverting channel flow inke newly constructed channel. To
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the extent feasible, mussels will be relocatedrtolar habitat areas which have
similar depth, substrate, and geomorphic settireg ¢dge. of pool, center of run,
under overhanging bank) as the site from which #ireyremoved or to another
location deemed suitable because of the presermth@f mussels. The extent of the
removal will be determined in the field by Forest\ice aquatic biologist in
consultation with CDFG biologists and will takedrtonsideration the mussel
population within and outside of the segments tdd&atered relative to the mussel
population in other parts of the Upper Truckee Rive

» Salvage/recovery of fish will be conducted durimgvdtering of existing channel
segments by electro-shocking or other suitable smaardeveloped through
consultation with the California Department of Feaid Game and LTBMU fisheries
staff. Fish will be moved approximately 500 -706tfapstream or downstream of
project activities. Block nets will be installede¢asure fish do not move back into the
segments to be dewatered. Block nets will be cleane to two times daily to ensure
the nets are working correctly.

» Temporary haul roads will be constructed for tramspf fill and/or stockpiling
material where it crosses into the SEZ. These raeglanticipated to be constructed
of geotextile fabric topped with sand, or an alére with equal or lesser impacts.
Haul roads will be temporary and will be removed agstored to their
preconstruction condition, including decompactiod eevegetation as needed.

* A SWPPP will be created as part of the NPDES requents for projects larger than
one acre in size. An erosion control and BMP pldhbe included within the
SWPPP. BMPs and the erosion control plan desciibtte approved SWPPP would
be implemented during project activities. Thesesuezs may include but will not be
limited to: silt fences, straw wattles, water fidlberms, mulching, dewatering pumps,
gravel/sand bags, storm water drainage systemiractien fencing, and revegetation

» Stockpiled and transported material will be coveaad/or kept visibly moist to
control fugitive dust emissions, stormwater runaffd wind erosion.

» Disturbed areas, such as staging areas and aoceesfootprints, will be revegetated
or stabilized as needed once construction is campfBpecifications for this work
will be included in the construction drawings.

» Localized pumping will be used to clear the congtan area of turbid standing water
resulting from the excavation of saturated soild emercepted stormwater. Pumped
water would be used to irrigate planted vegetadiosod borrow areas, sprayed on
the meadow surface or uplands to allow infiltratadrthe Project site, held in Baker
Tanks, or treated to remove suspended sedimeomplg with the requirements of
the permit prior to discharging to the river.

During drafting activities, a screen will be plaaacer the drafting siphon to avoid
impacts to juvenile fish.

» Water drafting sites should be located in areaswiibavoid adverse effects to
stream flows and depletion of pool habitat. If reain flows or water drafting sites
are not sufficient due to a lack of water, wateulddbe obtained from local
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municipal water hydrants. Water drafting sites wél reviewed by a hydrologist or
fisheries biologist every two weeks during low flperiods and determinations made
regarding adequate minimum flows. If flows are adéquate for instream needs,
drafting will be discontinued.

V. POTENTIALLY AFFECTED SPECIES AND EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED
ACTION

The Proposed Project assessment considered Region 5 sensitive (non-botanical)
species and threatened and endangered (non-botanical) species. Fourteen (14)
special-status wildlife species were initially itied as potentially occurring in the
Proposed Project Area (Table 3): two (2) fisheg () invertebrate, two (2) amphibians,
five (5) birds, and four (4) mammals. Of thesep&ces are not expected to occur within
the Proposed Project Area due to range, elevatmiyor habitat limits.

This section analyzes the direct and indirect ¢ffe€ the Proposed Project on the eight
species that occur and/or have potential habitéterProposed Project Area: northern
goshawk, willow flycatcher, California spotted oWwlhwnsend’s big-eared bat, American
marten, Lahontan cutthroat trout, and Great Bamimsrhorn snail.

The cumulative effects analysis considers presahfature projects anticipated in the
Upper Truckee River watershed. Projects considersgecies-specific cumulative
effects analyses are listed below in Table 4.

In general, cumulative projects within the TahosiBahat are listed in Table 4 would
include, but not be limited to new development,evafuality protection projects,
recreation projects, and restoration projects. &lpesjects could involve removal and/or
modification of areas that have the potential totam special-status species and
sensitive natural communities. Many of these pitgjeould be beneficial and restorative
in the long term, through improving channel fornd g@omorphic processes of the UTR
and reducing erosion and enhancing and protectiluijfe habitats within the Tahoe
Basin. However, as development in the Region caesnsensitive wildlife species
native to the Region and their habitats, includimgse species listed under State and
Federal ESA’s could be impacted by the combineacif these projects in conjunction
with any effects generated by the Proposed Action.

Species not expected to occur in the Proposedd®rdjea will not be discussed further
in this assessment (see Table 3 for a more detddecription of why these species are
not expected to occur). These 14 species incluald:dagle, osprey, great grey owl,
yellow-headed blackbird, Sierra Nevada mountairvéegaCalifornia wolverine, Sierra
Nevada snowshoe hare, Sierra Nevada red fox, Aarehadger, Mount Lyell
salamander, northern leopard frog, Sierra Nevatawdegged frog, Lahontan Lake tui
chub, and Lake Tahoe benthic stonefly.

Upper Truckee River
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Table 3. Special-status wildlife species potentially occurring in the Lake Tahoe Basin, occurrence
of habitat in the Proposed Project Area, and habitat characteristics
HABITAT RATIONALE FOR
SPECIES STATUS| HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS PRESENT? | DETERMINING NO HABITAT
Birds
Accipiter genitilis FSS, | Mature coniferous forests with open Potential -
Northern goshawk understory and dense canopy for roosting
and nesting. Mature coniferous forest
interspersed with open meadows for
feeding
Empidonax trallii FSS, Nests in extensive montane willow Potential -
Willow flycatcher thickets 2,000-8,000 feet elev.
Haliaeetus leucocephalus| FSS Coniferous and conifer/hardwood forests No habitat | No large bodies of open water in
Bald eagle near large bodies of open water the Project area.
Strix nebulosa FSS Breeds in old-growth red fir, mixed No habitat | Not known to occur in the Tahoe
Great grey owl conifer, or lodgepole pine habitats, basin.
always in the vicinity of wet meadows
Strix occidentalis FSS Mature conifer forests with suitable nest  Potential -
occidentalis sites or foraging areas
California spotted owl
Mammals
Corynorhinus townsendii FSS Desert scrub, chaparral, oak woodland Potential -
Towsend's big-eared bdt and conifer forest. Roosts in caves,
mines, buildings, and large trees.
Gulo gulo luteus FSS Montane conifer, subalpine conifer, No habitat | Human disturbance in the Project
California wolverine alpine dwarf-shrub, wet meadow, and Area creates unsuitable conditions.
montane riparian habitats. Prefer areas
with low human disturbance.
Martes americana FSS Mature coniferous forests with closed Potential -
American marten canopy.
Vulpes vulpes necator FSS Coniferous forests above 5,000 feet, No habitat | Believed to be extirpated from the

Sierra Nevada red fox

often associated with montane meado

Tahoe basin.
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Table 3. Special-status wildlife species potentlgloccurring in the Lake Tahoe Basin, occurrence ofiabitat in the Proposed
Project Area, and habitat characteristics (continuel)

HABITAT RATIONALE FOR

SPECIES STATUS| HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS PRESENT? | DETERMINING NO HABITAT
Fish
Gilia bicolor pectinifer FSS Large, deep lakes of the Lahontan basin. No habitat | No large, deep lakes in the Project
Lahontan lake tui chub Algal beds in shallow, inshore areas fo Area.

spawning, egg incubation, larval rearing.
Oncorhynchus clarkii FT Lakes and streams of the Lahontan basin. Potential -
henshawi

Lahontan cutthroat trou

Amphibians

Rana pipiens FSS Quiet permanent or semi-permanent No habitat | The Lake Tahoe basin is not in the

Northern leopard frog aquatic habitat with emergent and historic range of northern leopard
submergent vegetation. frog (Jennings et al. 2004).

Rana sierrae FSS Inhabits ponds, tarns, lakes, and streamsNo habitat No suitable habitat exist in the

Sierra Nevada yellow- at moderate to high elevations. Project Area because of the

legged frog persistence of introduced predatory

aquatic species.

Invertebrates

Helisoma (Carninifex) FSS Larger lakes and slow rivers, including Potential -

newberryi larger spring sources and spring-fed

Great Basin rams-horn creeks. Snails burrow in soft mud.

Status explanations:

FSS = LTBMU Sensitive Species, Regional Forestgessitive Species List, Region 5

California State List: CSC = CA Special Concern;£€EA Endangered; CT = CA Threatened; CFP = CAyHaibtected
Federal List (USFWS): FC = Candidate for listififf = Endangered; FT = Threatened

Sources: CDFG 2008; USFWS 2008; USDA Forest Se2@08

Table 4 - List of Related Projects in the Upper Truckee River Watershed and the South Shore Area

Name Description and Status

River and Stream Restoration Projects

Upper Truckee River | Description: This State Parks and Reclamation project wouldioircthe Upper Truckee watershed
Restoration and Golf | at the Washoe Meadows State Park and Lake Valktg Recreation Area, which are located on the
Course west side of U.S. 50 just south of Sawmill Roadlieyers. Project alternatives include combinatigns
Reconfiguration of floodplain and channel restoration, and golfrseureconfiguration or modification.

. Status: An EIR/EIS/EIS is currently being prepared for titeject and construction could begin in
Project 2010, and would last for 2 years (with most chammek occurring during one season).

Upper Truckee MiddlgDescription: This project proposed and being implemented by TC&td US Army Corps of
Reaches 3 and 4 Engineers with funding from the Conservancy anddmeation will be located along the Upper

. . Truckee River from roughly 0.5 mile northeast af ttorthern runway limit of the Lake Tahoe
Restoration Project Airport to approximately the midpoint of the runwaynew channel was constructed and revegetated
in 2008, and in the third year the river's flow Make diverted into the new channel, and the
abandoned channel will be backfilled and revegétate

Status: Construction was constructed in 2008 and is urallegg revegetation with final construction
for connecting the channel expected in 2011 .

Upper Truckee River
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Table 4 - List of Related Projects in the Upper Truckee River Watershed and the South Shore Area
(continued)

Name

Description and Status

Upper Truckee River
Middle Reaches 1 an
2 Stream Restoration
Project

b0 upstream to the vicinity of the South Lake TaAagort, and just downstream of the Upper

Description: This project proposed by the Conservancy and B@ would be located from U.S.

Truckee Middle Reaches 3 and 4 Restoration Prdjegbuld restore this reach by recontouring al
revegetating channel banks and filling a gully aredn

Status: Environmental review has begun for the projectamMiND/IS, and EA/FONSI are
anticipated. Construction could begin in 2010 arwdiie last for 2 years, and in-channel work is
anticipated to last for approximately 1 construtte@ason.

nd

Upper Truckee River
and Marsh Restoratio
Project

Description: This project proposed by the Conservancy and R&ESId be located along the mos
rflownstream reach of the Upper Truckee River froB. B0 to where the river connects to Lake
Tahoe. It would restore this reach by creatingaeti floodplain, narrowing and aggrading the
channel, or by creating a new channel, dependirth@project alternative implemented. The proj
also includes recreation and access improvements.

Status: Schematic plans and preparation of an EIR/EIS&E¢Sn progress. Construction could begin
in 2010 and would last for 3 years, and in-chamk could last approximately 2.5 construction
seasons.

eCt

Lahontan Cutthroat
Trout Upper Truckee
River Expansion
Project

Description: The purpose is to assist range expansion of LOT iteiss Meadow source in the
headwaters of the Upper Truckee River. The USFSdvaelaim10 miles of stream and 85 acres
small lake habitat by remove introduce brook tithat compete with LCT.

Status: The LCT UTR Expansion Project was initiated in 2@®8l will continue through 2014.

pf

Angora Creek
Restoration Project

Description: This project proposed by the USFS would restoreaqimately 3,000 ft of Angora
Creek and the associated floodplain just upstrefaimec_ake Tahoe Blvd crossing.

Status: The project is undergoing environmental review @ pf the Angora Fire Long-term
Restoration Project. Construction activities cdedgjin in 2011, and continue through 2012.

South Shore Fuel
Reduction and Health
Forest Restoration
Project

yhrough vegetation treatments on approximatelyd®gxres in the South Shore of Lake Tahoe,

Description: This project by USFS LTBMU would reduce fuel hazaathd restore ecosystem health

including treatments in the Upper Truckee Riveresstted. The Proposed Project would include
vegetation management treatments on approximagdp2acres each year for 4 years.

Status: A Final EIS is anticipated to be completed in themer or fall of 2010. Implementation
could begin as early as fall of 2010 and contirareaf least 4 years.

High Meadows Fores
Plan Designation;
Ecosystem
Restoration; and
Access Travel
Management Project

[ Description: This project by the USFS would be located in 1,@&@s in the upper Cold Creek

watershed, which is part of the Trout Creek watedisht could include creation of new channels a|
associated floodplain on the Mainstem, East Far#l,orth Fork of Cold Creek; removal and fill o
diversion ditches; removal of lodgepole pines; uéing and decommissioning of roads and trails,
redesign of stream crossings by roads and trailsdoce effects on aquatic ecosystems.

Status: The project has been undergoing environmentag¢vewConstruction activities could begin
2009 and could continue through 2011.

nd

and

in

Erosion Control and Water Quality Projects

Sierra Tract Erosion
Control Project

Description: This project proposed by the CSLT with fundingnfrthe Conservancy and USFS is
located in the Sierra Tract Subdivision in the TrGteek watershed in the City of South Lake Tah
It entails construction of a stormwater conveyazwee treatment system, and stabilization of
roadsides with vegetatiofhis project has been structured into 5 phases.

Status: Construction of Phase 1 began in 2007 and thiseplssstill being implemented. Phase 2 h
already been constructed. Phase 3 is being pleemmedesigned and may be constructed in 2009
Planning and design of Phases 4 and 5 have nbegein, but construction is expected in 2010 ar
2011, respectively.

oe.
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Table 4 - List of Related Projects in the Upper Truckee River Watershed and the South Shore Area
(continued)

Name

Description and Status

Al Tahoe Erosion
Control Project

Description: This project by the CSLT with funding from the US#ould be implemented in 320
acres of the Al Tahoe neighborhood in the TroueRmeatershed in the City of South Lake Tahoe|
adjacent to the project site for the Upper TrudRaer and marsh restoration project. Using a var
of measures, the project would treat runoff frora 1% of the project area, depending on the prg
alternative implemented. Treatment measures diffesng project alternatives and may include
discouraging parking, local revegetation, placenaémiprap, curb and gutter, protection of road
shoulders with permeable pavement, and other messur

Status: Project alternatives are under development. Cocitsdn could begin in 2009, and continug
until 2014 or 2015.

et
ject

El Dorado U.S. 50
Segment 2—Lake
Tahoe Airport to U.S.
50-SR 89 Junction
Water Quality
Improvement Project

Description: This project by Caltrans would be located in tretexshed of the Upper Truckee Rive
on U.S. 50 from the Lake Tahoe Airport to the jumtbf U.S. 50 and SR 89 in the City of South
Lake Tahoe. It would provide containment, or trezitmor both of stormwater runoff from this
segment of U.S. 50.

Status: An IS/ND has been prepared and construction doedrn in 2010, and continue until 2012

=

Water Quality Project|

implement various slope stabilization, infiltrati@ediment trapping, and channel or road source
treatment BMPs to reduce the amount of sedimenhéigjing into Cold or Trout Creeks.

in 2010. At least two more years of constructioft be required for Phases 2 and 3, but these ph
are on hold and thus their construction may notédliately follow Phase 1.

Status: Project alternatives are being formulated anduatatl. Construction of Phase 1 could beg

El Dorado SR 89, Description: This project by Caltrans would be located on SRré8@ Luther Pass to the intersectipn
Segment 1-Luther with U.S. 50 in Meyers. It would provide containrhesr treatment, or both of stormwater runoff
Pass to Meyers Waterfrom trTls segment of SR 89. . - -

Quality Improvement Status: An IS/ND has been prepared and construction hgsrhend could continue until 2014.
Project

Montgomery Estates | Description: This project proposed by El Dorado County withding from the Conservancy and
Phases 1. 2. and 3 USFS would be located in the watershed of TroueKie the City of South Lake Tahoe. It would

in
ses

Cold Creek Fisheries
Project

Description: This project by El Dorado County and the Consetyamould be located at and
upstream from the intersection of Pioneer Traihv@bld Creek, which is in the watershed of Trou
Creek. Within this area, the project would remorérove all man-made fish barriers, and
evaluate and if necessary remove debris jams aanebeams.

Status: Project alternatives are being formulated anduatatl. Construction occurred in 2010.

it

Angora 3A and 3B
Water Quality Project

Description: The project by the EDOT with funding from the Censancy, El Dorado County,
TRPA, Bureau of Reclamation, and USFS would beté&mta an approximately 45-acre area alon
Angora Creek. The project would implement meastoesduce the quantity of fine sediment
reaching Angora Creek and to reduce the peak flostoomwater reaching Angora Creek during
large storm events.

Status: The project was construction in 2008 and is ingleeess of revegetation.

Apalachee 3B — Wate
Quality Project

Pescription: This project by the EDOT with funding from the Genvancy, El Dorado County,
TRPA, and USFS would be located in El Dorado Coimtie Tahoe Paradise Addition Units 4 a
5 off of Pioneer Trail in the Upper Truckee Rivadarrout Creek watersheds. It would increase
retention and infiltration of runoff from imperviswsurfaces during large storm events. It also wo
stabilize eroding cut slopes and roadside draiditghes, and treat runoff before it discharges intq
Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River.

Status: The project has gone out to bid. Constructionddglgan in 2008 and is anticipated to be
completed in 1 season.

o

d

Angora Fisheries and
Water Quality Project

Description: This project by the EDOT with funding from the Genvancy, El Dorado County, an
Reclamation would be located in the watershed®ithper Truckee River at the Angora Creek
crossing of Lake Tahoe Boulevard. It would modifyghra Creek in the vicinity of the culverts
under Lake Tahoe Boulevard to improve fish passageart of these modifications, fill would be
removed in the SEZ.

Status: The project was constructed in the later summerfathof 2010.

Upper Truckee River
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Table 4 - List of Related Projects in the Upper Truckee River Watershed and the South Shore Area
(continued)

Name

Description and Status

Christmas Valley

and Recreation Acce

Phase 2 Water Qualit

Description: This project by the EDOT with funding from the Genvancy, El Dorado County,
g
Pdlischarge of stormwater during large storm eventstae quantity of fine and coarse sediment

entering the Upper Truckee River from the projeeta

Status: Design and environmental review have begun foptgect. Construction could begin in
2009 and completed in 2010.

RPA, and USFS would be located in the watersheldeopper Truckee River along State Routg
rom the intersection with U.S. 50 to Portal Driltewould provide a bike trail, and reduce bothlpe|

89

s3]

Sawmill 2 Bike Path
and Erosion Control
Project

Description: This project by would be located in the watersbithe Upper Truckee River along
Sawmill Road from Lake Tahoe Boulevard to U.S.I15@ould provide a bike trail through the
project area, and it would install appropriate BM&seduce erosion and nutrient loading, and to
increase treatment of stormwater runoff from emgsimpervious surfaces in the project area.

Status: Project planning has begun and construction bega@i08 and was completed in 2009.

Other Projects

Greenway Bike Trail
Project

Description: This project by the Conservancy would be locatesvben the intersection of Pionee
Trail and U.S. 50 in Meyers, California and VankBicState Park at Stateline, Nevada. A portion
this project site is in the watershed of the Uppreickee River and a portion is in the Trout Creek
Watershed. Several alternative routes and two desigrnatives have been developed.

or 2012, and could last for several years.

Status: A draft EIR/EIS/EIS is anticipated to be released010. Construction could begin in 2011

Lake Tahoe Airport
Runway Restoration
Project

area of impervious surface and replace a portidhisfarea with pervious concrete, and from the
remainder of this area, it would remove fill fronitlin the SEZ of the Upper Truckee River and
revegetate the area.

and was completed.

Description: This project by CSLT would be located at the Sdigtke Tahoe Airport adjacent to th
Upper Truckee River. Along the existing runwayy@uld remove a 25-foot wide by 1,300-foot lor]

Status: Environmental review and permitting have begurttiis project. Construction began in 20

«Q o

Sawmill 1B Bike Trail
Project — Air Quality
and Recreation Acce

Description: This project by the EDOT with funding from the Genvancy, El Dorado County, an
TRPA would be located along U.S. 50 from the erteaio the Lake Tahoe Golf Course to Sawmi
Road. It would provide a bike trail across the pcbjarea.

S
Status: An IS/IMND was completed and approved by the Elddor County Board of Supervisors i
2005. Construction occurred in 2009.

D

Riparian Hardwoods
Restoration and
Enhancement

Description: This project by State Parks is being implementeselected areas of State Park
properties including Washoe Meadows and Lake Vaimfe Recreation Areas. It involves the
removal of lodgepole pines along the maintenanad ealjacent to the Upper Truckee River upstr
of the golf course in Meyers.

Status: A mitigated negative declaration exists for thej@ct. The project began in 2008 and
continued into 2009.

eam

Multi-Agency Fuel
Reduction Plan

Description: This plan is a multi-agency strategy for coordimafmplementation of fuel reduction
treatments in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The strategtifies a substantial portion of the Upper Trucl
River and Trout Creek watersheds as priority afeaseatment.

Status: Fuel reduction treatments are on-going, and the jlentifies priority areas for treatment
during the next 5 and 10 years (i.e., 2008—-2012213-2018, respectively).

Sunset Stables Aspe
Restoration

nDescription: This project by the Conservancy involves remov¥arroaching conifers in aspen
stands on Conservancy at Sunset Stables on the Uppekee River. Project supported by EIP
Wildlife.

Status: Initial treatment done in 2002. Remaining stardse treated by Conservancy’s Forest
Health and Fuel Management Program began in 2009.

Upper Truckee River
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Table 4 - List of Related Projects in the Upper Truckee River Watershed and the South Shore Area
(continued)

Name Description and Status

Lake Tahoe BoulevandPescription: This project by the EDOT with funding from the Genvancy, El Dorado County, an

; TRPA would be located in the watershed of the Ufjpackee River in a corridor along Lake Tahg
Enhancement Project Boulevard from Tahoe Mountain Road to the City ofith Lake Tahoe. It would reduce Lake Tahpe
Boulevard from 4 to 2 lanes, and along the roagbitld construct a 2-mile long bike trail along the
road, restore 4 acres of stream environment zamkinaplement erosion control measures.

(0]

Status: Environmental review has begun for the projectamé&nvironmental review document is
anticipated to be released in 2008. Constructiaridcbegin in 2010 and could continue for 2 years.

Heavenly Mountain Description: This plan by Vail Resorts, Inc. guides improvemerpansion, and management of
Resort Master Plan facilities and uses at Heavenly Mountain Resodluiding areas within the Cold Creek watershed
(which is within the Trout Creek watershed). Phgs®jects include: replacing ski lifts and
regrading ski trails; constructing a 1,000-seatnasint, a bridge for skiers, and 152 acres of siéw
trails; and other facilities.

Status: The final EIR/EIS/EIS for the amended versionhi$ pplan was approved by TRPA in 2007,
and construction of Phase | a project has begumihcdontinue for the next 2 to 4 years (through
2009-2011).

Additional Urban Description: This urban development would consist of numerooslisresidential, commercial,

Development industrial, and infrastructure projects in the poojvicinity and elsewhere in the watershed of the
Upper Truckee River and south shore of Lake Talfibese projects might include some construction

activities in the channel of perennial or intergnitt waterways (e.g., at road and utility crossings)

Status: Additional urban development is on-going, and@pdited to be on-going throughout
implementation of the Project.

A. Northern goshawk (Accipiter genitilis)
Status: Forest Sensitive Species

Habitat Requirements

In general, northern goshawks require mature coaife deciduous forests with large
trees, snags, downed logs, dense canopy covegpamdunderstories for nesting.
Goshawk foraging habitat includes forests with @eilesmoderately open overstories, and
open understories interspersed with meadows, lpaties, riparian areas, or other
natural or artificial openings. Although absolataeuctural characteristics of nesting
habitat may differ between vegetation types andyggahic regions, relative habitat use
patterns are consistent: nest sites have greatepgaover, greater basal area, greater
numbers of large diameter trees, lower shrub/sgflivderstory cover and numbers of
small diameter trees, and gentle to moderate slaghatsve to non-used random sites
(Hall 1984, Hargis et al. 1994, Keane 1999). THabitat provides large trees for nest
sites, a closed canopy for protection from predaémd thermal cover, and open
understories that provide for maneuverability aatedtion of prey below the canopy.
Northern goshawks are year-round residents of & basin.

Species Occurrence

There are no historic detections of northern goglsawthe Proposed Project Area, and
broadcast surveys failed to detect this speci@®@y (USFS 2007)) and 2008 (USFS
2008). The closest recent (2000 or later) goshaasti&ation occurred in 2004
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approximately %2 kilometer east of the Project Anear Pioneer Trail. The closest recent
nest occurred in 2010 at a new territory east @frsid Pond approximately 1,931 meters
west of the Project Area. This nest failed sooaratiscovery (USFS 2011

No Action

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

The No Action Alternative would avoid short termpatts to northern goshawk. In the
long term, however, aspen stands and existingiapaottonwood gallery forest in the
project area would likely be lost to conifer inv@siresulting in a permanent loss of
potential for these habitat types to contributéhhyigoroductive habitat for goshawk. No
action would also forgo the opportunity to incretise quantity of nesting and foraging
habitat along the riparian corridor in areas cutydacking riparian vegetation within the
project area.

The No Action Alternative could lead to a long tediecrease in habitat within the project
area. The other past, present, and reasonablsefeable future projects in the vicinity
will have a long term positive effect on the habitBue to the small size of the project
area compared to the amount of goshawk habit&eivitinity, there would be no
cumulative effects from the No Action Alternative.

Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

This Proposed Project is not expected to have tdéféects on northern goshawk, largely
because this species is not present in the Progtregetct Area. If this species is
encountered during construction of the Proposegeftat will be protected by following
standard management requirements such as limieaiopg periods (LOPs) around
nests. Effects of the Proposed Project to potegtishawk habitat may include a short
term reduction in habitat quality, due to reducedciure and canopy cover in locations
where large conifers must be removed to allow ceboonstruction or to reduce conifer
encroachment in meadow riparian habitat. Most efttes that will be removed are
along Reach 6 in the forested areas south of tperai Indirect effects include a long
term increase in the quality and quantity of riparforest. Mature riparian forest is
anticipated due to the re-established channel-fitaod connectivity and active riparian
and floodplain re-vegetation that will occur in @sevhere riparian vegetation is currently
lacking. The mature riparian forest could potehtiplovide a mixture of foraging,
roosting and nesting habitat for northern goshawitzerefore, long-term effects of the
proposed actions also include the potential iner@ashe area of suitable nesting and
foraging habitat. Once the Proposed Project is ¢eteg it would have a positive effect
on this species.
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Cumulative Effects

The projects listed in Table 4, when combined \thign Proposed Project and ongoing
forest health and fuels management activities bBMU and the Conservancy on their
lands have the potential to affect northern goshlaalktat in the Basin. These future and
ongoing projects and management activities maialhjitdisturb northern goshawk
nesting, foraging, and/or roosting habitat. Howeuethe long-term these activities will
create healthy forests and improve northern goshekbitat by increasing the
distribution of forest age classes, opening theststdry for maneuverability and
detection of prey, and reducing tree stand demsgityin the forest landscape.

The Proposed Project could contribute to cumulagifects on this species because it
will result in reduced structure and canopy cowdotations where large conifers must
be removed to allow channel construction or to cedtonifer encroachment in meadow
riparian habitat. However, no goshawks are knowoctur in the project site, and any
impacts of this project would be minor as a restdtllectively, the cumulative effects of
this project in addition to past, present and reabty foreseeable future projects listed in
Table 4 on individuals and foraging and nestingtaalare minor, as although these
activities may initially disturb potential northegoshawk nesting, foraging, and/or
roosting habitat, the purposes of many of the ptejésted in Table 4 are to restore
forests and improve water quality. These includevigies that will improve northern
goshawk habitat by increasing the distributionayébt age classes, opening the
understory for maneuverability and detection ofypend reducing tree stand density
within the forest landscape.

Determination

The Proposed Project may affect individuals, bunoslikely to result in a trend toward
Federal listing or loss of viability of the northegoshawk.

Rationale

* Northern goshawks are not currently present irPtugposed Project Area.

» Effects of the proposed action on potential nortlgyshawk habitat quality
include short term disturbance from constructiod Emg-term reduction of
forest canopy density (large trees removed in coasbn of new channel) in the
dispersal area.

» Expected long term benefits are habitat enhancefrantincreased riparian
forest along the stream.

B. Willow flycatcher (Empidonax trallii)
Status: Forest Sensitive Species
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Habitat Requirements

Willow flycatchers are highly habitat specific, antlize wet meadows with well-
developed willow or other deciduous shrub elem@ngpme cases riparian deciduous
shrubs along streams are also used. Willow flyeatoccupied meadows generally
contain > 60% willow cover with willows that arewtturally diverse (> 2 meters tall;
Bombay et al 2003). The presence of water duriegotieeding season (late May to mid
September) appears to be an important habitat coemp@Fowler et al. 1991). Fowler
and others (1991) proposed 0.62 acres as the mimisize meadow useable for willow
flycatchers. Willow flycatchers have also been fdumriparian habitats of various types
and sizes ranging from small lakes or ponds sudedmy willows with a fringe of
meadow or grassland, to willow lined streams, daasks, or boggy areas.

Species Occurrence

The LTBMU has mapped willow flycatcher ‘emphasiabitat in the Proposed Project
Area in patches along the river and in the wet raea(CTC 2008a) (Figure 5). The
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Record of ecgefines ‘emphasis’ habitat as
meadows larger than 15 acres with standing watduoe 1 and a deciduous shrub
component that are within 5 miles of an occupi¢el @SDA Forest Service 2004).

In 2007, LTBMU field crews detected one adult aoldlt territory in northernmost
meadow of the Proposed Project Area. In 2008, ilowvflycatchers were detected
during LTBMU field surveys. However, in early Augi009, there was an incidental
detection of a male willow flycatcher in the Propd$roject Area. This individual was
determined to be a non-territorial floater by thaldw Flycatcher Demography Crew
(USFS 20009).

No Action

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

The No Action Alternative would avoid short termgacts to willow flycatcher, but
would forgo the potential to increase habitat quyalnd quantity along the riparian
corridor within the project area.

Willow flycatcher habitat is not abundant in thesipa Since the No Action Alternative
could lead to a long term decrease in habitat witheé project area, there could be a
minor cumulative impact due to the continued degtiad of the habitat.

Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

Direct effects of the proposed action to individwdlow flycatchers that may be present
could include short term reduction in habitat gyadind quantity during channel
construction, due to disturbance on the meadowcattohgs from willows. If this

species is encountered during construction of tpd3ed Project, it will be protected by
following standard management requirements sudiOd#&s around nests (no
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construction permitted between June 1 and AugustiBin suitable habitat around an
active nest). Prior to project implementation, gr&tocol surveys for willow flycatchers
will be conducted by qualified Forest Service parsa, as needed, to attempt to
determine the locations of active nest sites. éfproject surveys determine that a nest is
not active, associated LOP(s) may be lifted atRiesst Service wildlife biologist’s
discretion. Indirect effects include positive lotegm effects on willow flycatcher habitat.
Construction of a new channel is expected to irsgdhe extent and duration of
floodplain inundation and to increase meadow westtieough raised groundwater
levels. The restored hydrologic processes combiifdextensive riparian plantings that
will be installed as part of the construction virnitrease the quality and quantity of
riparian willow scrub habitat in portions of theoBosed Project Area. Therefore, the
Proposed Project will have a positive effect os #pecies.

Cumulative Effects

In addition to the Proposed Project, there arersgg&ream restoration projects that will
restore the channel form and hydrologic functiothef Upper Truckee River (Table 4).
These include the California Department of Parkd Racreation Golf Course project
proposed upstream, the City of South Lake Tahd@2d ) project immediately
downstream (new channel constructed in 2008), thres€vancy’'s Reach 1 and 2
project, the Conservancy’s Upper Truckee River Md&wmoject, and the Angora Creek
restoration project just upstream of Lake TahoalBlv

Cumulative effects of these, and other reasonaivBseeable future projects (Table 4) on
individuals include collective temporary displacerom project action areas during
project implementation, however sufficient amourftsuitable habitat exist within the
adjacent areas of the Truckee River and its trilegasuch that willow flycatchers should
have suitable areas of refuge during project implatiation. Additionally no substantial
impacts are expected to flycatcher breeding aws/és nest buffers and LOPs have been
and will be implemented where necessary so asdil gvoject impacts to nesting pairs.
Cumulative effects of these projects in the TahasiBon willow flycatcher habitat
include a net short term localized reduction inraltdabitat quantity and quality
(reduced habitat and foraging) along the Upper ReadRiver on a project by project
basis. Riparian revegetation occurs rapidly butdatively individual projects may

affect localized habitat for possibly up to seveang due restoration projects along the
river (see Table 4). However, long term cumulagtffects of these actions should be
beneficial to willow flycatcher habitat due to trestoration of riparian vegetation, more
frequent and longer overbanking events, and ragseahdwater levels in the meadows.

Determination

The Proposed Project may affect individuals, bumaislikely to result in a trend toward
Federal listing or loss of viability of the willoflycatcher.
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Rationale

* Willow flycatchers are rarely present at the PrgabBroject Area. Direct effects
will be minimized by conducting a pre-constructsurvey and implementing the
appropriate LOP.

» Parts of existing willow riparian scrub habitat Mae affected by construction of
the Proposed Project, but these effects will beedfthrough restoration of
hydrologic processes combined with extensive rgrmaplantings that will be
installed as part of the construction.

* The Proposed Project will have long-term benebtsliis species by enhancing
and expanding willow riparian habitat (through oeation of hydrological
processes and riparian vegetation).

C. California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis occidentalis)
Status: Forest Sensitive Species

Habitat Requirements

California spotted owl occurs in several forestatagon types, including mixed conifer,
ponderosa pine, red fir, and montane hardwood (UZJEg). Suitable habitat for
spotted owl nesting and roosting is generally otterzed by having 1) two or more
canopy layers; 2) dominant and codominant tre¢isércanopy averaging at least 24
inches dbh; 3) at least 70 percent total canopsgrcémcluding the hardwood
component); 4) higher than average levels of varyd, old trees; and 5) higher than
average levels of snags and downed woody matéiigh canopy cover and dense forest
structure is important as thermal cover during tiogs In general, stands suitable for
spotted owl foraging have 1) at least two canopgiis; 2) dominant and codominant
trees in the canopy averaging at least 11 inchbs3jat least 40 percent canopy cover
in overstory trees; and 4) higher than average rusndf snags and downed woody
material. Spotted owls forage most frequentlynteimediate to late-successional forest
with greater than 40 percent canopy cover and @una@of tree sizes, including some
larger than 24 inches dbh. Although habitat charatd by canopy cover as low as 40
percent can be suitable for foraging, owls spesgrdportionately less time in areas with
canopy cover less than 40 percent. Californiatedaiwl are year-round residents of the
Tahoe basin and are a nocturnally active (e.gagiog) species that roost during the day.

Species Occurrence

No spotted owls have been detected in the Progesgect Area, either historically or
during the LTBMU surveys in 2007 (USFS 2007) orQ0SFS 2009)). There are no
spotted owl protected activity centers (PACs) im ffroposed Project Area. Spotted owls
exist in the watershed but not near the Proposeg®rArea. The closest recent
detection (2000 or later) is approximately 2,19Qareefrom the area and the closest PAC
is approximately 2,400 meters from the area.
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No Action

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

The No Action Alternative would avoid short termgacts to California spotted owl, but
would forgo the potential to enhance habitat qualitd quantity along the riparian
corridor within the project area.

The No Action Alternative could lead to a long tedecrease in habitat within the project
area. The other past, present, and reasonablefeable future projects in the vicinity
will have a long term positive effect on the habitBue to the small size of the project
area compared to the amount of goshawk habit&teivitinity, there would be no
cumulative effects from the No Action Alternative.

Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

The Proposed Project is not expected to have diféstts on spotted owls due to the
lack of occupied or suitable habitat in the PropidBmject Area. Indirect effects to
potential spotted owl habitat may include a shemtntreduction in habitat quality
(reduced structure and canopy cover) where largdars along the new channel
alignment must be removed to allow channel constmcMost of the trees to be
removed are along Reach 6 in the forested aredls ebthe airport. Efforts will be

made to minimize tree removal where possible, $ipatly the removal of large trees.
This limited tree removal will create healthy faseand improve California spotted owl
habitat in the long-term, by increasing the disttibn of forest age classes, creating more
canopy layers, and reducing tree stand densityimikie forest landscape. Therefore, the
Proposed Project will have a positive effect os gpecies.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects of past, present and reasorfabigeeable future projects on
individuals include collective temporary displacermom project action areas during
project implementation. The Proposed Project vahtcbute to cumulative effects on
this species because it will result in reducedcstme and canopy cover in locations
where large conifers must be removed to allow ceboonstruction or to reduce conifer
encroachment in meadow riparian habitat. Howeugficgent amounts of suitable
habitat exist within the Tahoe Basin that are al@she collective project action areas
such that spotted owls should have suitable are@suge during project
implementation. Additionally no substantial impaate expected to spotted owl
breeding activities as LOPs have been and wilhipggemented where necessary so as to
avoid project impacts to nesting pairs. Cumulaséffects of the projects listed in Table 3
on spotted owl habitat in the project area and_tilee Tahoe Basin include a net short-
term reduction in overall habitat quantity and dyareduced vegetation structure and
canopy cover) for possibly up to seven or more yyeae to restoration activities in
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burned and degraded habitats or fuel managemegtagmms that reduced forest structure
(i.e., ladder fuels) and canopy closures. Howdweg term cumulative effects of these
actions should be beneficial to spotted owl! halzitathe forest matures and is more
resistant to catastrophic wildfire, and as therrgraforest within the proposed project
area matures.

Determination

The Proposed Project may affect individuals, bunaislikely to result in a trend toward
Federal listing or loss of viability of the Califaa spotted owl.

Rationale

» California spotted owl or their PAC’s are not presiea the Proposed Project
Area.

» Effects of the proposed action on potential spottetihabitat quality include
short term disturbance from construction and la@rgatreduction of forest canopy
density (large trees removed in construction of channel).

* In the long-term the limited removal of conifershvn the Proposed Project Area
will create healthy forests and improve spotted baitat by increasing the
distribution of forest age classes, creating marepy layers, and reducing tree
stand density within the forest landscape.

D. American Marten (Martes americana sierrae)
Status: Forest Sensitive Species

Habitat Requirements

Forest types in the western slopes of the Sierraatieeand northern Sierra Nevada that
are important for marten include red fir, lodgeppiee, subalpine conifer, mixed conifer-
fir, Jeffrey pine, and eastside pine (Spereted. 1983). Martens are closely associated
with relatively mesic, late successional coniferargsts with complex physical
structures (large snags, large down woody matenmal,debris piles), especially near the
ground. These complex ground cover characteriptiogide protection from predators,
support prey, allow access to subnivean (below $ispaces, and provide protective
thermal microenvironments particularly importanthe winter. Empirical data on use of
forested habitat on the eastside of the Sierra ey marten are sparse. Marten in
these habitats appear to focus on microhabitatexiésravailable in greater proportion
than westside areas, such as rock piles and domesgCablk and Spaulding 2002).

Forest habitat within the Proposed Project Argadssmall and fragmented by
residential development to support regular use bgavarnivores such as American
marten, although it is likely used as a passagedoorfor individuals moving between
forest habitat to the east and Twin Peaks to trst (& T. Harvey and Associates 2007).
The Proposed Project Area south of the airportleas identified as an important
passage corridor for wildlife crossing the Uppendkee River Valley between Christmas
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Valley and Lake Tahoe in Reach 6 because thisisitba of least resistance (less
urbanization and more forest cover) in the soutkdhore region (Figure 5).

Species Occurrence

Patches of potential suitable habitat occur inRr@posed Project Area. A survey in
early 2006 detected marten utilizing undeveloped @ound the Proposed Project Area
to the west, southeast, and northeast (H.T. HaawelyAssociates 2007). In 2008, a
single marten was detected at wildlife cameraatatin the undeveloped forest area
south of the airport runway (Garth Alling, HaugeeBck Associates, pers. comm. March
2008).

No Action

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

There will be no direct or indirect effects to negrfrom the No Action Alternative. No
direct or indirect effects would occur; therefoeaumulative effects would occur.

Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

The forest habitat within the Project Area is likeked as a movement corridor, but is
too small and fragmented to support regular useénstens. Construction activities and
tree removal along the new channel alignment catilett American marten either
directly (disturbance of individuals if present)indirectly (reduced habitat structure and
canopy cover in the movement corridor). Individuadsld be temporarily displaced from
forested areas during construction to adjacentna@adby suitable habitat.

Conifer removal in the wildlife corridor will be mimized. If this species is encountered
during construction of the Proposed Project, it bd protected by following standard
management requirements. Indirect effects inclugessible reduction of habitat quality
(reduced structure and canopy cover in the mignataridor).

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects of past, present and reasorfabdgeeable future projects listed in
Table 4 on individuals include collective tempordrgplacement from project action
areas during project implementation. The Proposepté&t will contribute to cumulative
effects on this species because it will resuletiuced structure and canopy cover that
will temporarily disturb American marten migratioarridor habitat. However, sufficient
amounts of suitable habitat exist within the TaBasin that are outside the collective
project action areas such that marten should haitebée areas of refuge and movement
corridors during project implementation. Additiolyaho substantial impacts are expected
to marten breeding activities, as no known ders gtest in the project area, and because
LOPs will be implemented if and when necessarwtadaproject impacts to any den
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sites that may be identified. Cumulative effectshaise projects on marten habitat in the
Tahoe Basin and the UTR vicinity include a net skenm reduction in overall habitat
guantity and quality (reduced vegetation structureé canopy cover) the UTR for
possibly up to seven or more years due primarilggboration activities along the UTR
and forest management practices that will redutestastructure and canopy closure.
However, long term cumulative effects of theseadishould be beneficial to marten
habitat as the thinned forest matures and is nesistant to catastrophic wildfire, and as
the riparian forest within the proposed projechareatures.

Determination

The Proposed Project may affect individuals, bunaislikely to result in a trend toward
Federal listing or loss of viability of the Ameritanarten.

Rationale

» Marten use the southern part of the Proposed RrAjea only occasionally,
likely as a passage corridor across the river betwarger blocks of suitable
habitat in uplands to the east and west. Suitadibitdt within the Proposed
Project Area is too fragmented and disturbed tadesl regularly by marten.
Therefore the impact on marten will be minimized.

* Minimal short term effects of proposed actions maividuals due to temporary
displacement from dispersal area during projeciempentation to adjacent and
nearby suitable habitat.

» Effects of the proposed action to marten habitalitjinclude short term
disturbance from construction and long-term redunctf forest cover (large trees
removed in construction of new channel) in the elispl area. Replanting and
installation of brush piles and down woody dehmishie corridor area will be
implemented to minimize impacts on this speciend term benefits expected in
the passage corridor are habitat enhancement fromaased riparian cover along
the stream.

E. Townsend’s big-eared batCorynorhinus townsendii)
Status: Forest Sensitive Species

Habitat Requirements

Townsend’s big-eared bats are found throughout@ala in a wide variety of habitats,
from desert scrub to chaparral, oak woodland, amifer forest (Pierson & Rainey
1998). They are primarily a cave-dwelling bat, bam also be found roosting in large
trees (Fellers & Pierson 2002; Gellman & ZielingRB6). These bats prefer to forage
along habitat edges, including coniferous foregieduabitat and riparian habitat. Small
moths are the principal food of this species. Bsetind a variety of soft-bodied insects
also are taken. They capture their prey in fligihg echolocation, or by gleaning from
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foliage (Fellers & Pierson 2002). This speciesdtawp to 15 km from their day roosts
when foraging (Pierson & Rainey 1998).

The trees within the Proposed Project Area ardylitem small to provide suitable
roosting habitat for Townsend’s big-eared bat. Heevesuitable roosting trees are likely
located within 15 km of the Proposed Project AGBFEG 2005). Because the Proposed
Project Area is located within foraging range ofgmtial roosting trees, the forest edge
habitat and the riparian habitat within the PropoBeoject Area could provide suitable
foraging habitat for this species.

Species Occurrence

Townsend’s big-eared bats have not been detectathwine Proposed Project Area. The
closest known occurrence of Townsend’s big-earé¢siWwas at Cookhouse Meadow in
2007. Cookhouse Meadow is located approximatelynZdthe south of the Proposed
Project Area. (Borgmann et al 2008) The forest ddg®tat and the riparian habitat
within the Proposed Project Area could provideahlé foraging habitat for this species.

No Action

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

There will be no direct or indirect effects to Tasamd’s big-eared bat from the No
Action Alternative. No direct or indirect effeat®uld occur; therefore no cumulative
effects would occur.

Proposed Project

Direct and Indirect Effects

The Proposed Project is not expected to have dafémtts on Townsend’s big-eared bats
because this species is not known to be prese¢héiRroposed Project Area and because
there is no suitable roosting habitat for this sggewithin the Proposed Project Area.
Indirect effects to this species include short teeghuction in riparian foraging habitat
quality and quantity during channel constructigritect effects also include a long-term
increase in the quality and quantity of ripariareki. Mature riparian forest is
anticipated due to the re-established channel-fitaod connectivity and active riparian
and floodplain re-vegetation that will occur in @sevhere riparian vegetation is currently
lacking. The mature riparian forest could potehtiplrovide increased foraging habitat
for Townsend’s big-eared bats. Therefore, long-tefi@cts of the proposed actions also
include the potential increase in the area of blétéoraging habitat for this species.
Once the Proposed Project is completed it woulct lzapositive effect on this species.
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Cumulative Effects

In addition to the Proposed Project, there arersgg&ream restoration projects that will
restore the channel form and hydrologic functiothef Upper Truckee River (Table 4).
These include the California Department of Park$Racreation Golf Course project
proposed upstream, the City of South Lake Tahogpt immediately downstream
(new channel constructed in 2008), the Conservariggach 1 and 2 project, the
Conservancy’s Upper Truckee River Marsh Projeal, the Angora Creek restoration
project just upstream of Lake Tahoe Blvd. Cumukatifects to individuals from these
projects, as well as other past, present and raafoforeseeable future projects listed in
Table 3 are likely to be unsubstantial as projactsoutside of preferred roosting habitat
(caves and large trees) and are limited to ocagifonthe most part in potential foraging
habitat. In addition, most projects are implemerttedng the day, outside of the foraging
period for these bats. Occasional temporary digpieent of foraging individuals is a
potential impact, but alternate suitable habitaiuos within their range and outside these
project areas for use during temporary displacemgutther, given the phased
implementation of nearby project (CSLT project donsted in 2008, Proposed Project
anticipated construction starting 2011, and unknbuifuture dates for the other
projects), any Townsend’s big-eared bats that neayding foraging habitat along the
UTR projects will be able to move to other unaféechabitat along the river during the
period of construction for each individual proje€bnsequently, no cumulative effects to
roost sites will occur, because no direct or intieffects of the proposed action are
anticipated. Cumulative effects to foraging hatitalude an increase in overall foraging
habitat along the UTR as the meadow areas expand.

Determination

The Proposed Project may affect individuals, bunoslikely to result in a trend toward
Federal listing or loss of viability of the Townsks big-eared bat.

Rationale

* Townsend’s big-eared bats have not been detectathwine Proposed Project
Area. Further, suitable roosting habitat for tipeaes is not located within the
Proposed Project Area.

» Parts of existing riparian foraging habitat will @ected by construction of the
Proposed Project, but these effects will be ofisetugh restoration of
hydrologic processes combined with extensive rgrmaplantings that will be
installed as part of the construction.

* The Proposed Project will have long-term benebtsliis species by enhancing
and expanding riparian foraging habitat (througdtaration of hydrological
processes and riparian vegetation).
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E. Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogRana sierrae)
Status: Forest Sensitive Species, Federal Candulatésting

Habitat Requirements

The Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog is the charatic high-montane anuran of the
Sierra Nevada (Jennings and Hayes 19%&ha sierrae ranges from the Diamond
Mountains northeast of the Sierra Nevada in Plu@@aty, California, south through
the Sierra Nevada to the type locality, the soutimeost locality at Matlock Lake just
east of Kearsarge Pass (Inyo County, Californrajhé extreme northwest region of the
Sierra Nevada, several populations occur just mafrthe Feather River, and to the east,
there was a population on Mt. Rose, northeast &€ UJahoe in Washoe County, Nevada,
but, as mentioned above, it is now extinct. WeshefSierra Nevada crest, the southern
part of theR. sierrae range is bordered by ridges that divide the Midgaid South Fork

of the Kings River, ranging from Mather Pass ondbken Muir Trail east to the Monarch
Divide. East of the Sierra Nevada cré&tsierrae occurs in the Glass Mountains just
south of Mono Lake (Mono County, CA) and along ¢ast slope of the Sierra Nevada
south to the type locality at Matlock Lake (Inyou®ay, CA).

Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs are highly aguaérely venturing far from water.
They are well-known inhabitants of alpine lakes\abtimberline in the central Sierra
Nevada (Jennings and Hayes 1994, Vredenberg 2004jhey are actually considered a
stream-dwelling species that has recently colonikede lakes (Zweifel 1955). Sierra
Nevada yellow-legged frogs are well-adapted fostexice at high altitudes, where the
early onset of winter and the late disappearansmofv and ice from waterways strongly
limit their seasonal and reproductive activity. esh frogs presumably winter in lake and
stream substrata, and they emerge as soon as 2éihtemperatures continuously
remain above freezing, sometimes as late as Jlimese frogs spawn very soon after
“iceout,” and females deposit egg masses in vegatatong undercuts and other
subsurface concealed sites (Zweifel 1955). Tadpolerwinter and metamorphose in
their second or third year after hatching. Thhis $pecies requires permanent water for
successful recruitment, and strongly favors aqusthtat with concealed underwater
refugia.

Habitat suitability in the Proposed Project areimigaired by the presence of nonnative
salmonids, such as rainbow trout, brook trout, lawroavn trout, which are known to prey
on tadpoles (Knapp and Mathews 2000). Non-natilre@aids were introduced into the
Project Area in the late 1800’s. Although this areald be deemed historical habitat, as
even in the existing impaired status physical lzldbes exist, due the presence of non-
native predatory aquatic species, no suitable &ibxist in the project area. Restoration
of the biological habitat is not in the scope acale of this project; therefore, even after
restoration efforts, habitat will not exist in theoject area. This species will not be
analyzed further.
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Cumulative Impacts

No cumulative impacts to individuals will occur laese no direct or indirect impacts to
individuals are expected.

Determination
The Proposed Project will not affect Sierra Nevaeliow-legged frog.
Rationale

* No suitable habitat exists in the Project Area beeaof the persistence of
introduced predatory aquatic species.

G. Lahontan cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii henshawi)
Status: Federal Threatened

Lahontan cutthroat trout

Lahontan cutthroat trout was listed as an endadggrecies in 1970 (Federal
RegisteVol. 35, p.13520). In 1975, under the Endangerest®s Act of 1973 as
amended (ESA), LCT was reclassified as threateméatilitate management and
to allow for regulated angling (Federal Registet. M@, p.29864). In 1995, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) released its ey plan for LCT,
encompassing six river basins within LCT histoaage, including the Truckee
River basin.

Historically, LCT occurred throughout the Truckewd® drainage from the headwaters
in California downstream to Pyramid Lake (Gerstu288). The LCT in Pyramid
Lake and Lake Tahoe were known regionally as aaméufood source consumed by
the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, the Washoe Tribdy explorers and by commercial
fishermen (Fowler and Bath 1981). By 1938 LCT hedn extirpated from the Tahoe
Basin. Recovery efforts restored a reproducingu@ijon in the upper headwaters of
the Truckee River, other plantings have occurrd@dchbne have been shown to be
reproducing. Additionally, LCT have been stocketbiFallen Leaf Lake as part of a
USFWS pilot research project to examine their extdons with nonnative lake trout.
LCT habitat is present within the project are Ingt widespread distribution of non-
native salmonids would make their persistence ehjik
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Lahontan cutthroat trout were introduced to thedlagders of the Upper Truckee
River in Meiss Meadows (adjacent to the planniregain the late 1980’s and early
1990’s through a cooperative effort between the GDBSFS and FWS. Non-
native brook trout were initially removed from tbpper Truckee River prior to the
LCT introduction by means of rotenone applicatibnvas suspected that brook
trout were illegally introduced back into the MelMesadow area post-chemical
treatment from downstream adjacent source popuktiBince that time brook trout
removal has occurred by utilizing manual electiufig methods. Brook trout were
not sampled in the headwaters during recent remeff@its in 2007 and removal
efforts will continue to occur in 2008 (estimatedde the final year). The Meiss
Meadow population is one of the only high-elevat@adow populations of LCT
in the Sierra-Nevada Mountain Range and also fanstas a source population for
LCT in lower river segments of the Upper Truckee.

Snorkel surveys in the Upper Truckee River aboves@has Valley conducted in
2006 and 2007 discovered LCT had occupied streaches as much as 1.5 miles
below Meiss Meadows. This tendency of LCT to moweerastream in the Upper
Truckee River is expected to continue within thetr#®5 years. Due to this
downstream movement there is potential for theispao occupy habitat in the
Upper Truckee River within the Sunset Stables Rastm Reach Project Area in
the next 5 years.

Habitat Requirements

Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT) inhabit lakes anmeéams and require spawning and
nursery habitat characterized by cool water, pootdose proximity to cover and
velocity breaks, well vegetated and stable streanks and relatively silt free rocky
substrate in riffle-run areas (USFWS 1995).

Non-native salmonids have displaced many LCT pdjaula. Introduced fall spawning
salmonids may have an advantage over spring spgvu@ii because altered watersheds
provide poor habitat with such conditions as exgedsirbidity, limited spawning gravel,
and high flows. Furthermore, nursery habitat duthrgsummer may be impacted by
rapidly increasing water temperatures, and dryingir@am segments important for fry
survival. Habitat improvement without the removahon-native salmonids could impact
LCT populations through hybridization and displaeat(USFWS 1995).

Habitat suitability in the Proposed Project Areampaired by degraded aquatic habitat
conditions (patchy riparian vegetation, unstablekisalack of extensive cover) and the
presence of nonnative salmonids, such as rainbtmw, torook trout, and brown trout,
which are known competitors (USFWS 1995).

Species Occurrence

LCT have not been documented by fish surveys cdedun the Proposed Project Area
(Reach 5 and 6) in 2005 and 2006 (CTC 2007b) anldwnstream reaches (Reach 3 and
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4 for the City of South Lake Tahoe’s Middle Reaektoration project) in 2007 or 2008
during fish rescues. However, the potential forladGT to move into or through the
Proposed Project Area is possible as the physatatdt does exist and population
expansion efforts are occurring upstream.

No Action

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Under the No Action Alternative, there would bedeect effects to LCT. Indirect effects
of the No Action Alternative would be perpetuatimgfavorable habitat conditions, thus
providing limited spawning, rearing and feeding itetbfor future LCT population
growth and other native aquatic species. No digecindirect effects would occur;
therefore no cumulative effects would occur.

Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

Any potential direct effect on LCT individuals walbe incidental harassment during
stream restoration activities. More specificallgtgntial harassment could include fish
salvage efforts, short term handling while moviistp fout of the dewatered river
segments, and short term effects of turbidity alireentation during channel connecting
events. When fish salvage occurs, LCT will be ntb&pproximately 500 - 700 feet
upstream or downstream of the project area. Bla@tk will be installed to insure no fish
move back into the dewatered segments. Blockwiitbe cleaned one to two times
daily. The potential for harassment would not ghhas LCT individuals are expected to
be an infrequent occurrence and in very low numibéhey are encountered. Mortality
to LCT individuals is not expected during implenagign activities. Design features have
been developed to ensure any direct effects twiohakls are minimal.

Cumulative Effects

In addition to the Proposed Project, there arersgg&ream restoration projects that will
restore the channel form and hydrologic functiothef Upper Truckee River, as
described above. These projects will have shart tecalized impacts on instream
habitat, due to construction activities in segmenthe channel, and then dewatering of
the stream channel once flow is diverted to the deannel. However, these projects are
anticipated to result in improved physical aquatibitat due to restoration of appropriate
channel form, installation of woody debris and otinstream habitat features, and
planting of riparian vegetation.

The Proposed Project will contribute to cumulatfiects on this species because it will
cause short term localized impacts on instreamtétaloiue to construction activities in
segments of the channel, and then dewatering afttkam channel once flow is diverted
to the new channel. The Proposed Project will dispotential habitat in the short term,
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but restoration of the stream channel will haveglterm benefits to physical structure of
aquatic habitat.

When considering effects from past, present andtéuoreseeable actions and the
Proposed Project, LCT populations in the Upper KeecRiver are expected to continue
to expand in size and distribution; however conjaetiwith non-native salmonids would
continue to be a limiting factor of population gitbwAny localized effects from the
Proposed Project (i.e. sedimentation) in the Ugpeckee River would be offset as
physical habitat and biological restoration is etpd to occur over the next 5 — 10 years.

From a stream restoration perspective there agiege scale river restoration efforts on a
watershed level intended restore channel and flaodponditions. These projects, in
conjunction with this project and the LCT expangmwaoject, will improve existing
aquatic habitat (spawning and rearing) for LCT atiter native aquatic species as well
as contribute to the expansion of LCT in this histdrainage.

Determination

The Proposed Projentay affect, but is not likely adversely affecthe Lahontan
cutthroat trout for both the No Action and the Ryegd Project.

Rationale

* Lahontan cutthroat trout are not present in thedd@puckee River basin except
for a reintroduced population in the uppermost v&ited. They have not been
documented in the Proposed Project Area duringrakfish surveys.

» Potential impacts to this species will be minimizmdconducting monitoring for
LCT.

» Biological habitat suitability is impaired due tioet presence of non-native trout,
which are a major factor in the extirpation of nuows LCT populations.

» Restoration may improve the physical habitat in Bieposed Project Area for
LCT, although these potential gains will likely b&set by the persistence of
nonnative trout.

H. Great Basin rams-horn(Helisoma (Carninifex) newberryi)
Status: Forest Sensitive Species

Habitat Requirements

Large lakes and slow rivers with muddy substrateluding larger spring sources and
spring-fed creeks. This habitat is not generaligilable within the Upper Truckee River
within the Proposed Project Area.
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Species Occurrence

This species has not been documented in the Prdsgect Area, although no surveys
targeting this species have been conducted. Thatiadwabitat in the Proposed Project
Area is dominated by hardpan clay, sand and gtavabble substrate. The gravel is
often a thin veneer over hardpan clay or embedd#dsand and is poor habitat for
benthic macroinvertebrates. Additionally, water pemature fluctuations may be extreme
during summer. Although the Proposed Project Asdot include high quality habitat
for this species, it is possible the Great Basms-forn snail may inhabit some areas of
the Proposed Project Area, but has merely gonetectee.

No Action

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The no action alternative would avoid short ternpacts to ram’s horn snail. No direct
or indirect effects would occur; therefore no cuatirke effects would occur.

Cumulative Effects

No cumulative impacts to individuals will occur laese no direct or indirect impacts to
individuals are expected.

Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Effects

No specific surveys for this species have beenwutted but it is possible the Great
Basin rams-horn snail does inhabit the Proposepe&rarea, but has merely been
undetected. In such a case direct effects to iddals could include physical injury or
death when flow is diverted from the old river chahand the channel is backfilled

Indirect effects are not anticipated because afiastruction, the new channel length will
remain approximately the same and provide the sanwnt of potential habitat for this
species. The Proposed Project may affect potdmdiaitat by reducing the amount of fine
muds and silts in the channel that are the prefdraditat of the Great Basin rams-horn
snail.

Cumulative Effects

In addition to the Proposed Project, there arersgg&ream restoration projects that will
restore the channel form and hydrologic functiothef Upper Truckee River (Table 4.
These projects will have short term localized intpam instream habitat and any
individuals that may be present, due to constradictivities in segments of the channel,
and then dewatering of the stream channel onceifi@iverted to the new channel.
Over time these projects are anticipated to resuihproved physical aguatic habitat due
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to restoration of appropriate channel form, instash of woody debris and other
instream habitat features, and planting of ripaviegetation.

The Proposed Project will contribute to cumulatfiects on this species because it will
cause short term localized impacts on instreamtétaloiue to construction activities in
segments of the channel, and then dewatering afttkam channel once flow is diverted
to the new channel. Potential impacts to this ggewill be minimized by removing any
Great Basin rams-horn snails that are found froeretttive Proposed Project reach prior
to diverting channel flow into the newly construttghannel. The Proposed Project will
disturb potential habitat in the short term, bstoeation of the stream channel will have
long-term benefits to physical structure of aquhtbitat.

Determination

The Proposed Projentay affect individuals, but is not likely to resultin a trend
toward Federal listing or loss of viability of the Great Basin rams-hamail.

Rationale

» The Proposed Project will not contribute to the dfatl listing of Great Basin
rams-horn snail because poor quality habitat ctigreexists in the Proposed
Project area.

* The small possibility that Great Basin rams-horailsnccurs in the Proposed
Project area is insufficient to justify forestaflimestoration of the Upper Truckee
River in the Project area.

* Any Great Basin rams-horn snails that are found vélremoved from the active
Proposed Project reach prior to diverting chanlwsV into the newly constructed
channel.

» Restoration will not decrease the amount of poaéstiitable physical habitat for
this species.
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Table 5. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species for the Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit, and effect determinations for project level analysis for the
proposed Sunset Stables Upper Truckee River project

_ Special Knovv_n to Sui_tabl_e o
Species Occur in the Habitat in *Determination
Status - .
Project Area | Project Area

Birds

Accipiter genitilis FSS No Yes MANL

Northern goshawk

Empidonax trallii FSS Yes Yes MANL

Willow flycatcher

Haliaeetus leucocephal us FSS, Fed No No No Effect

Bald eagle delisted

Strix nebulosa FSS No No No Effect

Great grey owl

Strix occidentalis occidentalis FSS No Yes MANL

California spotted owl

Mammals

Corynorhinus townsendii FSS No Yes MANL

Towsend’s big-eared bat

Gulo gulo luteus FSS No No No Effect

California wolverine

Martes Americana FSS Yes Yes MANL

American marten

Vulpes vul pes necator FSS No No No Effect

Sierra Nevada red fox

Amphibians

Rana pipiens FSS No No No Effect

Northern leopard frog

Rana sierrae FSS No No No effect

Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog

Fish

Gilia bicolor pectinifer FSS No No No Effect

Lahontan lake tui chub

Oncorhynchus clarkii henshawi Federally No Yes NLAA

Lahontan cutthroat trout Threatened

Hypomesus transpacificus FT No No NA

Delta smelt

Invertebrates

Helisoma newberryi newberryi FSS No Yes MANL

Great Basin ran-horn

*Eederally Listed Species

NA - Will not affect the species or its designatetiaal habitat.

NLAA - May Affect Not Likely to Adversely Affect the spies or its designated critical habitat.
LAA - May affect and is likely to adversely affect {mame of species] or its designated critical febit

Sensitive Species

NE — Will not affect the species.

MANL - May affect individuals, but is not likely to késin a trend toward Federal listing or loss afhility.

MALT - May affect individuals, and is likely to resirita trend toward Federal listing or loss of vidil
** Uncertain identification of a tadpole.
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