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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ON THE
NATOMAS LEVEE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM,
PHASE 3 LANDSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

ABSTRACT

Lead Federal Agency: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Sacramento District
Federal Cooperating Agency: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

The Natomas Levee Improvement Program (NLIP), Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project (Phase 3 Project),
consists of improvements to the Natomas Basin’s perimeter levee system in Sutter and Sacramento Counties,
California, and associated landscape and irrigation/drainage infrastructure modifications, as proposed by the
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA). The overall purpose of the NLIP is to bring the entire 42-mile
Natomas Basin perimeter levee system into compliance with applicable Federal and state standards for levees
protecting urban areas. USACE and SAFCA prepared a joint draft environmental impact statement/draft
environmental impact report (DEIS/DEIR) in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act, respectively, to evaluate the significant
environmental impacts of the Phase 3 Project. Multiple comments were received during the public and agency
review period and USACE has prepared this final environmental impact statement (FEIS) in accordance with the
requirements of NEPA to respond to these comments and present corrections, revisions, and other clarifications to
the DEIS/DEIR. SAFCA prepared a separate final environmental impact report (FEIR), which the SAFCA Board
of Directors certified in May 2009, in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.

To implement the Phase 3 Project, SAFCA is requesting permission from USACE pursuant to Section 14 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 United States Code [USC] 408, hereinafter referred to as “Section 408”) for
alteration of Federal project levees; and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344, hereinafter referred to
as “Section 404”) for the placement of fill in jurisdictional waters of the United States; and Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 USC 403, hereinafter referred to as “Section 10”) for work performed in,
under, or over navigable waters, and excavation of material from or deposition of material into navigable waters.

The FAA is serving as a cooperating agency under NEPA because, if USACE and SAFCA select an alternative
that requires the Airport to seek a release from Federal Airport Improvement Grant assurances, the FAA would
use this FEIS in exercising its decision-making authority under 49 USC 47107 regarding whether to approve
those actions.

The FEIS describes the flood damage reduction issues and related problems and needs that would be addressed by
the Phase 3 Project, identifies the Proposed Action and alternatives to the Proposed Action, and presents an
analysis of the environmental impacts and mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Action and
alternatives under consideration. The Proposed Action would result in significant and unavoidable adverse
impacts on agricultural resources; land use, socioeconomics, and population and housing; vegetation and wildlife;
special-status terrestrial species; cultural resources; transportation and circulation; air quality; noise; and visual
resources.

Public Review and Comment:
The public comment period for the FEIS begins on August 21, 2009 and closes on September 21, 2009. For

further information regarding the FEIS, please contact Elizabeth Holland, USACE Sacramento District, Planning
Division, 1325 J Street, Sacramento, CA, 95814, or email Elizabeth.G.Holland@usace.army.mil.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 INTRODUCTION

This final environmental impact statement (FEIS) has been prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), Sacramento District in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). This FEIS evaluates the potential significant environmental impacts of the Natomas Levee Improvement
Program (NLIP), Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project (Phase 3 Project).

The Phase 3 Project consists of improvements to a portion of the Natomas Basin’s perimeter levee system in
Sutter and Sacramento Counties, California, and associated landscape and irrigation/drainage infrastructure
modifications, as proposed by the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA). SAFCA has initiated this
effort in cooperation with the California Department of Water Resources and the Central Valley Flood Protection
Board (hereinafter referred to together as “State”), and USACE, with the aim of incorporating the NLIP into the
Natomas components of the Federally authorized American River Common Features Project (Common Features
Project).

The overall purpose of the multi-phase NLIP is to bring the entire 42-mile Natomas Basin perimeter levee system
into compliance with applicable Federal and state standards for levees protecting urban areas through a program
of proposed levee improvements to address levee height deficiencies, levee seepage potential, and streambank
erosion conditions along the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system. The Landside Improvements Project, which
is a component of the NLIP, consists of four phases. The Phase 1 Project has been completed. The Phase 2 Project
has been analyzed in previous environmental documents and is currently under construction. The Phase 3 Project
is the subject of this FEIS and preliminary construction would begin in late summer/early fall 2009; however,
major levee construction would not begin until 2010, assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances
and permits. The Phase 4 Project was divided into two sub-phases to provide the flexibility to construct this phase
over more than one construction season. Both of the sub-phases have their own independent utility, can be
accomplished with or without the other sub-phase, and provide additional flood risk reduction benefits to the
Natomas Basin whether implemented individually or collectively. The Phase 4a Project is being analyzed in a
separate draft environmental impact statement/draft environmental impact report (DEIS/DEIR) that is being
issued for public review in August 2009. The Phase 4b Project was analyzed at a programmatic level in previous
environmental documents, and will be the subject of a future, project-level EIS/EIR. See Section ES.6, “Project
Background and Phasing,” for additional details regarding these project phases and their associated environmental
documentation.

To implement the Phase 3 Project, SAFCA is requesting permission from USACE pursuant to Section 14 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 United States Code [USC] 408, hereinafter referred to as “Section 408”) for
alteration of Federal project levees; Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344, hereinafter referred to as
“Section 404”) for the placement of fill in jurisdictional waters of the United States; and Section 10 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 USC 403, hereinafter referred to as “Section 10”) for work performed in, under, or
over navigable waters, and excavation of material from or deposition of material into navigable waters. SAFCA
may also need to obtain several state approvals or permits: Central Valley Flood Protection Board encroachment
permit, California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act permit, Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality
certification, Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, California
Fish and Game Code Section 2081 incidental-take authorization, California Fish and Game Code Section 1602
streambed alteration agreement, and permits from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
and the Feather River Air Quality Management District.
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ES.2 MODIFICATIONS TO AND CLARIFICATIONS OF THE PHASE 3
PROJECT

A joint DEIS/DEIR was issued in February 2009 with USACE as Federal lead agency under NEPA and SAFCA
as state lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Since release of the Phase 3
DEIS/DEIR, SAFCA has continued to refine the features of the Phase 3 Project. As a result of these efforts, the
Phase 3 Project has undergone minor modifications that are identified in the following discussion. This
information is provided to clarify and amplify details included in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR and the modifications
would not result in an impact not previously identified or in a substantial increase in the severity of a previously
identified impact. Therefore, these modifications would not result in the need to recirculate the document.

Proposed project modifications and clarifications related to the Phase 3 Project include the following:
» addition of new potential off-road haul route east of Teal Bend Golf Club;
» preliminary selection of borrow sites within the Elkhorn Borrow Area;

» design refinements in Reach 5A of the Sacramento River east levee, resulting in revised estimates of impacts
to Waters of the United States;

» acquisition of additional land to maintain a 450-foot-wide buffer area from the centerline of Garden Highway
in Reach 9B of the Sacramento River east levee;

» acquisition of additional land along the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal (PGCC) west levee to provide additional
space for the utility corridor;

» use of existing operations and maintenance road on the waterside of the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal
(NEMDC) west levee for cutoff wall-related construction;

» realignment of the Giant Garter Snake/Drainage Canal (GGS/Drainage Canal);
» construction of giant garter snake upland habitat instead of managed marsh along the GGS/Drainage Canal;

» clarification to the potential construction-related disturbances to fish, including the use of cofferdams during
dewatering activities; and

» addition of detail regarding restoration, monitoring, performance criteria, and long-term management goals
for several mitigation measures addressing biological resources.

ES.3 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THIS DOCUMENT

This FEIS has been prepared by USACE in accordance with the requirements of NEPA. This FEIS evaluates the
potential significant environmental impacts of the Phase 3 Project, and will be used to support the specific
USACE decisions on whether to grant permission for the Phase 3 Project proposed by SAFCA pursuant to
Section 408, Section 404, and Section 10. This FEIS constitutes a reprint of the entire Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR, and
includes comment letters, responses to comments, and text changes/clarifications. Because the Phase 3
DEIS/DEIR was circulated as a joint document under NEPA and CEQA, the FEIS text and responses to
comments contain references and discussions regarding CEQA as well as NEPA.

This FEIS is not intended to be used for future development projects in the Basin.
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Incorporation by reference is encouraged by both NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500.4, 1502.21)
and CEQA (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15150). Both NEPA and CEQA require brief citation
to and summary of the referenced material as well as the public availability of this material. CEQA also requires
citation of the State identification number of the EIRs cited. The Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR is tiered from, or
incorporates by reference, information contained in the following documents:

» Environmental Impact Report on Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control
Improvements for the Sacramento Area, State Clearinghouse No. 2006072098 (Local Funding EIR) (SAFCA
2007a), which evaluated impacts expected to result from the Phase 1 Project at a project level and the NLIP at
a program level;

» Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Landside Improvements Project,
State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016 (Phase 2 EIR) (SAFCA 2007c), which evaluated impacts expected to
result from the Phase 2 Project at a project level and the remainder of the NLIP at a program level; and

» Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and 404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood Control
Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project (Phase 2 EIS) (USACE 2008), which evaluated impacts
expected to result from the Phase 2 Project at a project level and the remainder of the NLIP at a program
level.

Relevant portions of these documents, where specifically noted, are summarized throughout this FEIS. Printed
copies of these documents are available to the public at SAFCA’s office at 1007 7™ Street, 7" Floor, Sacramento,
California, during normal business hours, and are also available on SAFCA’s Web site, at http://www.safca.org/
Programs_Natomas.html.

ES.4 LEAD AGENCY AND COOPERATING AGENCY
USACE is the Federal lead agency for NEPA.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is serving as a cooperating Federal agency for NEPA because if
SAFCA and USACE select an alternative that requires the Sacramento International Airport (Airport) to change
its Airport Layout Plan or seek a release from Federal Airport Improvement Grant assurances, the FAA would use
this FEIS in exercising its decision-making authority under 49 USC 47107 regarding whether to approve those
actions.

ES.5 PROJECT LOCATION

The Natomas Basin is located at the confluence of the American and Sacramento Rivers. Encompassing
approximately 53,000 acres, the Basin extends northward from the American River and includes portions of the
city of Sacramento, Sacramento County, and Sutter County (Plate 1). In addition to the American and Sacramento
Rivers to the south and west, the Natomas Basin is bordered to the north by the Natomas Cross Canal (NCC) and
to the east by the PGCC and the NEMDC (Plate 1). The NCC diverts the runoff from a large watershed in
western Placer and southern Sutter Counties around the Natomas area and is a major contributor to the flows in
the upper reach of the Sacramento River channel in SAFCA’s jurisdiction. The NEMDC is an engineered channel
along the southeastern flank of Natomas. Tributaries to the NEMDC include Dry Creek, Arcade Creek, Rio Linda
Creek, Robla Creek, and Magpie Creek Diversion Channel. The Natomas Basin is protected from high flows in
these tributaries and in the American and Sacramento Rivers by a Federal perimeter levee system.

The Natomas Basin floodplain is occupied by more than 83,000 residents and over $8.2 billion in damageable
property, including the Airport and extensive urban development, primarily in the southern one-third of the Basin.
The remaining agricultural lands in the Natomas Basin provide habitat for several important wildlife species. This
habitat is protected under Federal and state laws, and expansion of the urban footprint into the remaining
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agricultural areas is governed by the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP), which is aimed at
setting aside and conserving tracts of agricultural land that are needed to sustain the affected species.

The Phase 3 Project location primarily includes the Sacramento River east levee Reaches 5A-9B, the PGCC west
levee, a portion of the NEMDC west levee (between Elkhorn and Northgate Boulevards), and various borrow
sites within the Natomas Basin. These areas are shown in Plates 17a, 17b, and 17-c.

ES.6 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND PHASING

As stated above, the overall purpose of the NLIP is to bring the entire 42-mile Natomas Basin perimeter levee
system into compliance with applicable Federal and state standards for levees protecting urban areas. The Phase 3
Project is one component of the NLIP Landside Improvements Project, and includes proposed improvements
affecting approximately 13 miles of the levee system.

The proposed improvements address identified deficiencies in the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system based
on (1) design criteria used to certify levees as providing 100-year flood protection under regulations adopted by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), (2) design criteria used by USACE and the State for the
levees comprising the American River Common Features Project, and (3) design “200-year” water surface
elevations developed by SAFCA in cooperation with the State using hydrologic modeling data developed by
USACE and the State as part of the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study.

Although SAFCA anticipates that all segments of the Natomas perimeter levee system will eventually be
improved to meet all of the above design criteria, SAFCA is partnering with the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) using SAFCA'’s local assessments and grant funding available through DWR’s FloodSafe
California Program to initiate improvements to segments of the Natomas perimeter levee system. SAFCA
proposes to complete this “early implementation project” by the end of 2010. It is anticipated that the remaining
segments of the perimeter levee system would be improved by USACE. This will require Congressional
authorization to expand the scope of the already authorized Common Features Project based on a General Re-
evaluation Report (GRR) to be completed by USACE for presentation to Congress in 2010. SAFCA is
coordinating with USACE to ensure that the planning and design of the early implementation project are
consistent with applicable USACE planning, engineering, and design guidelines. While the GRR will be a
separate report with its own environmental documentation, USACE and SAFCA recognize that Federal actions
taken in connection with the early implementation project will need to be appropriately reflected in the GRR.

To move forward as quickly as possible to reduce the risk of flooding in the Natomas Basin, SAFCA has
identified the broad outlines of the early implementation project at a program level of detail and developed an
incremental implementation strategy based on carrying out the project in four phases, with each phase
contributing independently and cumulatively to reducing flood risk. Each individual project phase would
contribute to increased flood protection for the Natomas Basin, and thus has independent utility. However, no
single project phase would achieve the overall project objective of 100-year flood protection to the entire Basin.
The NLIP, as a program, has independent utility from the other areas under consideration in the GRR because the
NLIP will provide added flood protection to an entire area (similar to a ring levee) and this increased flood
protection is not dependent on the outcome of the GRR. The four phases of the project are as follows:

» The Phase 1 Project involved improvements to address underseepage deficiencies affecting a 1.9-mile
segment of the NCC south levee. The environmental impacts of these improvements were evaluated in the
Local Funding EIR (SAFCA 2007a), which the SAFCA Board certified in February 2007. These
improvements were constructed in 2007 and 2008.

» The Phase 2 Project focuses on improvements to address underseepage and levee height deficiencies along the
entire 5.3-mile length of the NCC south levee as well as underseepage, erosion, encroachment, and levee
height deficiencies along the upper 4.5 miles of the Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 1-4B). The
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environmental impacts of these improvements are evaluated in detail in the Phase 2 EIR, which the SAFCA
Board certified in November 2007, and the Phase 2 EIS, for which a record of decision (ROD) was issued in
January 2009. USACE also issued the 408 permission and 404 permit for the Phase 2 Project in January 2009.
Since the November 2007 certification of the Phase 2 EIR, SAFCA has made minor modifications to the
design of the Phase 2 Project. A supplemental EIR (Phase 2 SEIR) was prepared by SAFCA to evaluate these
modifications (SAFCA 2009a); the SAFCA Board of Directors certified the SEIR in January 2009, at which
time the Board also approved the modifications to the Phase 2 Project. The Phase 2 Project could be
constructed on a stand-alone basis, assuming no further action on the balance of the NLIP is taken.
Construction began in May 2009 and is anticipated to be completed in 2010, assuming receipt of all required
environmental clearances and permits.

» The Phase 3 Project, which is the subject of this FEIS, focuses on underseepage, erosion, encroachment, and
levee height deficiencies along the Sacramento River east levee Reaches 5A-9B, the PGCC west levee, and a
portion of the NEMDC west levee (between Elkhorn and Northgate Boulevards). In February 2009, USACE
and SAFCA issued the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR for public review and comment. Following public review,
SAFCA prepared a final EIR (FEIR) (SAFCA 2009b) to provide responses to comments on the DEIS/DEIR.
The SAFCA Board of Directors certified the FEIR and approved the Phase 3 Project in May 2009. Separately,
USACE has prepared this FEIS to provide responses to comments received on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR.
Following public review, USACE will consider whether to grant Section 408 permission and issue permits
under Sections 404 and 10. Preliminary construction (canal work, utility relocation, vegetation removal, and
demolition of structures) of the Phase 3 Project is planned to begin in summer/fall 2009; however, major
levee construction would not begin until 2010, assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances and
permits. The potential exists for up to 30% of the Phase 2 Project to also be constructed in 2010, concurrent
with Phase 3 Project construction, or even potentially concurrently with the Phase 4a Project, depending on
the timing and availability of funding.

» The Phase 4a Project includes levee raising and seepage remediation along the Sacramento River east levee
(Reaches 10-15) and in two locations of the NCC south levee as well as relocation and extension of the
Riverside Canal. Parcels within the Fisherman’s Lake Area (including Novak) would be the primary source of
soil borrow for Phase 4a Project construction. Additional borrow could be obtained from the 1-5 Borrow Area,
and borrow areas previously addressed in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR; those areas excavated for borrow material
would be reclaimed as agricultural land, grassland, or managed marsh depending on their location and
existing land use. The environmental impacts of these improvements were evaluated at a program level in the
Local Funding EIR, the Phase 2 EIR, and the Phase 2 EIS. The project-specific impacts of the Phase 4a
Project are being analyzed in a separate EIS/EIR that is being issued for public review in August 2009.

If permitted, these improvements could be constructed at the same time as portions of the Phase 2 and 3
Projects. Construction is planned to begin in 2010 and anticipated to be completed in 2011, assuming receipt
of all required environmental clearances and permits.

» The Phase 4b Project will include seepage remediation along the Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 16—
20) and the American River north levee (Reaches 1-4); levee raising and widening, slope flattening, and
seepage remediation along the NEMDC west levee (from Sankey Road to Elkhorn Boulevard); and habitat
improvements to the West Drainage Canal south of I-5. The Phase 4b Project will also include improvements
to achieve 200-year flood risk reduction along the American River north levee (Reaches 1-4), PGCC west
levee, and NEMDC west levee. The environmental impacts of these improvements were evaluated at a
program level in the Local Funding EIR, the Phase 2 EIR, and the Phase 2 EIS. The project-specific impacts
of the Phase 4b Project will be evaluated in a separate, project-specific EIS/EIR in 2010. Construction is
planned to begin and anticipated to be completed in 2011 or beyond, assuming receipt of all required
environmental clearances and permits.

Each of the project phases discussed above also includes associated habitat, drainage, irrigation, and related
infrastructure improvements.
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ES.7 NEED FOR ACTION

The need for the action is to reduce the flood risk to the Natomas Basin. The need for the NLIP was initially
outlined in the Natomas Levee Evaluation Study Final Report Prepared for SAFCA in Support of the Natomas
Basin Components of the American River Common Features (July 14, 2006), which concluded that segments of
the Natomas perimeter levee system have the following problems for both the FEMA 100-year and the “200-
year” design water surface elevations:

inadequate levee height,

through-levee seepage and foundation underseepage with excessive hydraulic gradients,
embankment instability, and

susceptibility to riverbank erosion and scour.

vV Yyvyy

Although not highlighted in the levee evaluation, portions of the perimeter levee system, particularly along the
east levee of the Sacramento River, are also subject to vegetative and structural encroachments into the levee
prism.

The Natomas Basin floodplain is occupied by over 83,000 residents and $8.2 billion in damageable property.
Although previous improvements to the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system, completed as part of the
Sacramento Urban Levee Reconstruction Project and the North Area Local Project, have significantly improved
flood protection for the area, the Natomas Basin remains vulnerable to flooding in a less than 100-year flood
event. Uncontrolled flooding in the Natomas Basin floodplain in a flood exceeding a 100-year event could result
in $7.4 billion in damage (this excludes the Airport facilities) (SAFCA 2007b). Flooding could also release toxic
and hazardous materials, contaminate groundwater, and damage the metropolitan power and transportation grids.
The disruption in transportation that could result from a major flood could affect the Airport and interstate and
state highways. In addition, displacement of residents, businesses, agriculture, and recreational areas could occur.
Resulting damage could hinder community growth, stability, and cohesion.

In January 2008, FEMA proposed remapping the Natomas Basin as an AE zone. The designation took effect in
December 2008. FEMA defines AE zones as areas with a 1% annual chance of flooding. The designation requires
flood insurance and requires that the bottom floor of all new buildings be constructed at or above base flood
elevation—as little as 3 feet in some areas of the Natomas Basin but up to 20 feet above the ground level in much
of the Basin. This designation and the associated constraints effectively stopped all development projects that
were not issued building permits before the new maps took effect.

ES.8 PROJECT PURPOSE/PROJECT OBJECTIVES

ES.8.1 SACRAMENTO AREA FLOOD CONTROL AGENCY

SAFCA'’s project objectives adopted in connection with the NLIP are: (1) provide at least a 100-year level of
flood protection to the Natomas Basin as quickly as possible, (2) provide “200-year” protection to the Basin over
time, and (3) avoid any substantial increase in expected annual damages as new development occurs in the Basin.
The first two project objectives would reduce the residual risk of flooding sufficiently to meet the minimum
requirements of Federal and state law for urban areas like the Natomas Basin. The third project objective is a
long-term objective of SAFCA’s.

Additional project objectives that have informed SAFCA’s project design are to:

(1) use flood damage reduction projects in the vicinity of the Airport to facilitate management of Airport lands in
accordance with the Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management Plan; and
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(2) use flood damage reduction projects to increase the extent and connectivity of the lands in the Natomas Basin
being managed to provide habitat for giant garter snake, Swainson’s hawk, and other special-status species.

SAFCA’s approach to defining its flood risk reduction accomplishments’ level of protection (system
performance) differs from that of USACE. References in this document to levels of flood protection are based on
SAFCA’s “best estimate” approach (FEMA’s and the state’s current method) and should not be taken as USACE
concurrence that such levels would be achieved based on USACE’s approach of incorporating risk and
uncertainty in the estimate of system performance. In any case, flood risk to the Natomas Basin would be
considerably reduced by the project.

ES.8.2 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

The overall purpose of the project is to develop and select an alternative that would reduce the risk of flood
damage in the Natomas Basin. Some residual risk will always remain, however, in any flood damage reduction
system. USACE must make decisions on whether or not to grant permission for SAFCA’s Phase 3 Project to alter
the Natomas Basin levee system (Federal project levees) under Section 408 and issue permits under Section 404
and Section 10. USACE decisions contemplated by this FEIS pertain only to the proposed Phase 3 Project, which
is the subject of this FEIS. USACE’s Regulatory Branch has already made decisions under these authorities for
the Phase 1 and 2 Projects.

As stated above, this FEIS will be used to support the specific USACE decisions on whether to grant permission
for the Phase 3 Project proposed by SAFCA pursuant to Sections 408, 404, and 10.

ES.9 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING

SAFCA, in coordination with USACE, formulated the Proposed Action and a reasonable range of project
alternatives that would achieve the specific project objectives through the following steps:

» identification of the deficiencies in the Natomas levee system that must be addressed to provide at least 100-
year flood protection as quickly as possible;

» identification of the deficiencies in the Natomas levee system that must be addressed to provide “200-year”
flood protection;

» identification of feasible remedial measures to address the deficiencies;
» determination of the likely significant environmental impacts of the remedial measures;

» development of a reasonable range of flood damage reduction alternatives for implementing the remedial
measures; and

» identification of measures to ensure that each alternative would improve aviation safety, minimize impacts on
significant cultural resource sites, and enhance habitat values.

Alternatives screening for the overall NLIP has been undertaken by SAFCA in a systematic manner through
several environmental documents as described in Appendix I, “Alternatives Formulation and Screening Details.”
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>

Raise Levee in Place with a 1,000-Foot Levee Setback in the Upper 1.4 Miles along the Sacramento
River East Levee. This alternative would have provided a location for a substantial amount of tree planting
on the water side of the setback levee, contributing to the offsetting mitigation for the loss of the trees that
may need to be removed along the existing levee to meet USACE criteria. This alternative was rejected
because it was unlikely that the new setback levee would provide 100-year flood protection per USACE
criteria. (Considered and eliminated in Phase 2 EIR and analyzed, but not selected as the Proposed Action, in
Phase 2 EIS.)

Construct an Adjacent Setback Levee with a 500-Foot Levee Setback in the Upper 1.4 Miles along the
Sacramento River East Levee. This alternative was evaluated because it would provide the opportunity for
partially offsetting the loss of landside tree groves through the establishment of new riparian plantings in the
levee setback area as well as woodland plantings on the land side of the adjacent setback levee. This
alternative was rejected because it would require substantially greater quantities of borrow material with
greater impacts on important farmland and transportation and circulation. (Considered and eliminated in
Phase 2 EIR and analyzed, but not selected as the Proposed Action, in Phase 2 EIS.)

No SAFCA Levee Improvements—Private Levees in Natomas. This alternative was analyzed assuming
that there would be no SAFCA project providing flood protection in the Basin, thus causing private
developers to separately fund and implement individual flood protection in the form of private compartment
levees that would protect new developments. This alternative was rejected because it would (1) only partially
meet the first objective of providing 100-year flood protection, (2) potentially lead to increased fragmentation
of habitat for special-status species, and (3) increase projected flood damages without a commensurate
reduction in flood risk. (Considered and eliminated in Local Funding EIR and Phase 2 EIR; the effects of this
alternative are summarized in Appendix I.)

Natomas 100-Year Protection. SAFCA analyzed the impacts associated with creation of one new
assessment district, which would provide only 100-year flood protection to the Natomas Basin, and which
would use funding raised through existing Capital Assessment District Number 3 to provide the local share of
the cost of completing improvements to provide 100-year flood protection to the lower American River and
South Sacramento Streams Group areas (SAFCA 2007a). This alternative was rejected because it would fail
to provide groundwork for the creation of “200-year” protection over time (SAFCA 2007a). (Considered and
eliminated in Local Funding EIR.)

The following additional alternatives that could contribute to addressing the Natomas Basin’s flood problems and
needs were evaluated and eliminated from further consideration either in the Phase 2 EIS (No-Action
Alternative-Airport Compartment Levee) or in the Phase 3 DEIS\DEIR (Cultural Resources Impact Reduction
Alternative):

>

No-Action Alternative—Airport Compartment Levee. The Phase 2 EIS evaluated and eliminated from
further consideration the No-Action Alternative—Airport Compartment Levee Alternative. The prior
discussion of which is hereby incorporated by reference, is summarized as follows (see also Appendix I,
“Alternatives Formulation and Screening Details,” for a summary of the impacts associated with the Airport
Compartment Levee). With no authorization of the Phase 3 Project, SAFCA would not be able to provide the
Natomas Basin with at least a 100-year level of flood protection by the end of 2010 and would not be able to
facilitate achieving a “200-year” level of protection by the end of 2012. Federal and state floodplain
regulations would prevent new development in most of the Natomas Basin. The Airport would either be
compelled to operate within its existing footprint, abandoning its current plans for modernization and
expansion, or, alternatively, the Airport may construct its own limited flood damage reduction structure

(i.e., aring levee) to protect existing facilities and its expansion area. This alternative was not carried forward
for further evaluation in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR for the following reasons: (1) construction of a separate
levee around the Airport would be under the responsibility and jurisdiction of another agency (Sacramento
County Airport System), over which SAFCA would have no jurisdiction, and would require a process that is
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completely separate from the Proposed Action; (2) the timeline for that process is unknown and there are no
design plans that would enable an accurate evaluation of potential environmental impacts; and (3) the action
would require SCAS to prepare a separate CEQA and potentially NEPA environmental process and analysis.
In addition to the reasons provided in the Phase 2 EIS, detailed design plans are not available for this
alternative, thus preventing USACE and SAFCA from accurately evaluating its potential impacts;
implementation of the Airport Compartment Levee would not meet any of the goals and objectives of the
project; the residents, residences, and businesses within the Natomas Basin would not receive flood
protection; implementation of the Airport Compartment Levee would only protect the Airport; and SCAS has
not proposed such a project and, therefore, it is not considered a reasonable alternative. (Considered and
eliminated in Phase 2 EIR and Phase 2 EIS.)

» Cultural Resources Impact Reduction Alternative. The Phase 3 Project Proposed Action includes
construction of deep cutoff walls in the Sacramento River east levee Reaches 5A-9B, which have the
potential to result in significant and unavoidable impacts on known prehistoric resources, previously
unidentified cultural resources, and human remains. Construction of a 500-foot berm rather than deep cutoff
walls would avoid the deep ground-disturbing work that may adversely affect potential cultural resources
while still achieving flood damage reduction objectives. This alternative was rejected because
(1) environmental impacts on nine environmental topic areas (hydrology and hydraulics, sensitive aquatic
habitats, vegetation and wildlife, special-status terrestrial species, paleontological resources, transportation
and circulation, air quality, visual resources, utilities and service systems, and hazards and hazardous
materials) would be potentially more substantial than those associated with the Phase 3 Project Proposed
Action; and (2) there would be a net increase in the number, intensity, and severity of environmental impacts
relative to the Phase 3 Project Proposed Action. (Considered and eliminated in Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR.) (See
Appendix I, “Alternatives Formulation and Screening Details,” for analyses of each specific environmental
issue area.)

ES.10.2 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD FOR EVALUATION IN THIS FEIS

Three alternatives, one no-action and two action alternatives, were carried forward for detailed analysis in this
FEIS: the No-Action Alternative (which includes two scenarios: No Construction and Potential Levee Failure),
the Adjacent Setback Levee Alternative (Proposed Action), and the Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative. These
alternatives are summarized below and described in detail in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives.” The major project
elements of the action alternatives are summarized in Table ES-1.

The No-Action Alternative, under NEPA, is the expected future without-project conditions; under CEQA, it is the
existing condition at the time the notice of preparation was published (July 18, 2008), as well as what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved. The Phase 3 Project
No-Action Alternative assumes the Phase 1 and 2 Projects are implemented. This alternative consists of the
conditions that would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if no additional permissions to
alter the existing levees or discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the United States would be granted.
Different scenarios are possible under this circumstance. On one hand, no construction would occur and thus, no
construction-related impacts would occur, under this alternative (this scenario is referred to in this FEIS as “No-
Action Alternative: No Construction”). Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system (e.g.,
implementation of one of the action alternatives, described below), the Natomas area would be designated as a
special flood hazard area; new development would be effectively precluded in most areas of the Natomas Basin;
and existing residential, commercial, and industrial developments in the Natomas Basin would remain subject to a
significant risk of flooding. Because a levee failure and subsequent flooding is considered reasonably foreseeable,
if the project were not approved, this EIS includes an analysis of the resulting potential impacts (this scenario is
referred to in this FEIS as “No-Action Alternative: Potential Levee Failure”); however, because impacts
associated with a potential levee failure are largely unknown and would depend on the location and extent of
flooding, many of these potential impacts are considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. A general,
qualitative discussion of the likely impacts is nonetheless provided in this FEIS.

FEIS NLIP Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project
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ES.10 ALTERNATIVES

ES.10.1 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION

Numerous alternatives have been considered by USACE and SAFCA to provide flood risk reduction to the
Natomas Basin. Many alternatives have been evaluated and eliminated from further consideration during
completion of the previous environmental documents related to the NLIP (see ES.3, “Purpose and Intended Uses
of This Document™).

The following alternatives were reviewed and eliminated from further consideration in the Phase 2 EIR and the
Phase 2 EIS. These eliminated alternatives, which are hereby incorporated by reference, are summarized as
follows:

» Yolo Bypass Improvements. This measure would involve lengthening the Fremont Weir and widening the
Yolo Bypass to increase the amount of flood water conveyed through the bypass and reduce the amount of
flood water conveyed through the Sacramento River channel downstream of the weir. This alternative was
rejected because (1) it would be too costly for SAFCA to implement; (2) even following implementation of
this alternative, some levee height increases and substantial seepage and underseepage and slope stability
remediation would still be required for the perimeter levee system, adding to the costs of the bypass
alternative; (3) the bypass improvements would lie outside of SAFCA’s jurisdiction and would require
Federal, state, and local cooperation and funding; and (4) the project objective of restoring 100-year flood
protection to the Natomas Basin could not be achieved as quickly as possible using the Proposed Action.
(Considered and eliminated in Phase 2 EIS.)

» Reduced Natomas Urban Levee Perimeter. This measure would involve construction of a cross levee
running east to west across the Natomas Basin along an alignment north of Elkhorn Boulevard to protect
existing developed areas in the City and County of Sacramento. This alternative was rejected because (1) it is
inconsistent with current Federal and state authorizations and would strand Federal, state, and local
investments already made in improving the NCC south levee and Sacramento River east levee pursuant to
past Congressional authorization; (2) it would result in the need to raise State Route (SR) 99/70 or otherwise
protect SR 99/70 from flooding; (3) it would divide Reclamation District 1000 and disrupt several portions of
the Natomas Basin irrigation and drainage system and require reconfiguration of these systems; (4) it would
present significant barriers to achieving the goals of the NBHCP; (5) it would have substantially greater costs
than other alternatives without achieving any additional flood damage reduction benefit; (6) it would not
protect existing residential, commercial, and industrial development in the Sutter County portion of the Basin
north of the cross levee, and (7) it would leave a portion of the Basin currently planned for development by
Sutter County (i.e., Sutter Pointe Specific Plan mixed-use development project) outside the urban levee
perimeter and likely cause Sutter County to exercise its rights under SAFCA’s joint exercise of powers
agreement to prevent the expenditure of Consolidated Capital Assessment District funds on this measure.
(Considered and eliminated in Local Funding EIR and Phase 2 EIS.)

» Construction of a New Setback Levee. This alternative would involve construction of a 5-mile-long levee
along the northern reaches of the Sacramento River east levee parallel to the existing levee alignment but set
back from the existing alignment by 500-1,000 feet. This alternative was rejected because it is infeasible
because of (1) the presence of waterside residences along the existing levee from approximately the southern
end of Reach 2 of the Sacramento River east levee (north of Riego Road) in the north to the American River
north levee in the south, and the need to maintain access to these residences from Garden Highway; (2) the
proximity of the Sacramento River east levee to the Airport, and the need to prevent project features from
increasing potential hazards to aviation safety; and (3) the possibility that utility relocations (power poles) and
flood damage reduction measures could encroach into surface slopes of Airport runway approach zones.
(Considered and eliminated in Phase 2 EIR and Phase 2 EIS.)

FEIS NLIP Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project
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Table ES-1

Summary of the Major Project Elements of the Proposed Action and the Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative

Major Project Elements

Adjacent Setback Levee Alternative (Proposed Action)

Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative

Sacramento River east levee
Reaches 5A-9B: Levee raising and
seepage remediation

Construct a raised adjacent setback levee from just north of Elverta
Road to just south of Interstate 5 (Reaches 5A-9B) with cutoff walls,
seepage berms, and relief wells where required to reduce seepage
potential.

Raise the existing levee and flatten the landside slope in
Reaches 5A-9B, and construct cutoff walls, seepage
berms, and relief wells for seepage remediation as
required.

Riverbank erosion control

None

Implement erosion control improvements along
approximately 1,260 feet of river bank at the waterside
toe of the Sacramento River east levee at River Mile
73.5 (Site G in Reach 6A).

PGCC west levee: Levee raising,
slope flattening, and widening; and
seepage remediation

Raise the existing levee between Howsley Road and Sankey Road,
flatten and widen the levee slopes, and construct cutoff walls or
seepage berms to reduce seepage potential.

Same as the Proposed Action

NEMDC west levee from Elkhorn
Boulevard to NEMDC Stormwater
Pumping Station: Levee widening
and flattening and seepage
remediation

Widen and flatten the slopes of the existing levee between Elkhorn
Boulevard and the NEMDC Stormwater Pumping Station and
construct a cutoff wall to reduce seepage potential.

Same as the Proposed Action

NEMDC west levee from NEMDC
Stormwater Pumping Station to
Northgate Boulevard: Seepage and
slope stability remediation

Construct a cutoff wall in the existing levee and/or reconstruct
portions of the levee from the NEMDC Stormwater Pumping Station
to Northgate Boulevard where required to reduce seepage potential
and slope instability.

Same as the Proposed Action

Relocation of approximately 9,400
feet of the Elkhorn Canal (highline
irrigation canal) downstream of
Elkhorn Reservoir

Pipe the canal between the new adjacent setback levee and Teal Bend
Golf Club in Reaches 6B and 7, and in an area adjacent to the landside
residential properties in Reach 8; and reconstruct the canal parallel to
the adjacent setback levee at a distance of approximately 200 feet from
the levee in Reaches 7-9A.

Same as the Proposed Action

Construction of a new
GGS/Drainage Canal downstream
of Elkhorn Reservoir

Construct a new canal designed to provide drainage and associated
giant garter snake habitat (GGS/Drainage Canal) between Elkhorn
Reservoir and the West Drainage Canal at I-5.

Same as the Proposed Action

Reconstruction of RD 1000
Pumping Plant No. 2

Reconstruct the existing landside drainage pumping plant with intake
structure, a pump station, piping over the adjacent setback levee, and
an outfall structure on the waterside of the Sacramento River east
levee; and improve the intake channel east of the pumping plant
entrance.

Same as the Proposed Action




Alewwing aANax3g

¢1-S3

32vsn

SI34

199014 Sjuaanoidwi apispue g aseud dIiN

Table ES-1

Summary of the Major Project Elements of the Proposed Action and the Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative

Major Project Elements

Adjacent Setback Levee Alternative (Proposed Action)

Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative

Habitat creation and management

Establish a new drainage canal to provide connectivity of aquatic
habitat; establish perennial native grasses on levee slopes, seepage
berms, and operation and maintenance areas; recontour the land and
preserve rice and field crop habitat at borrow locations; and establish
woodlands consisting of native riparian species at locations along the
Sacramento River east levee.

In addition to the elements of the Proposed Action,
purchase credits from a local mitigation bank to offset
the removal of trees from the water side of the existing
levee to meet USACE design criteria.

Infrastructure relocation and
realignment

Realign and relocate local irrigation and drainage canals and other
infrastructure, such as utility poles, as needed to accommodate the
flood damage reduction measures.

Same as the Proposed Action

Landside vegetation removal

In Reaches 10-12A of the Sacramento River east levee, clear
vegetation along the landside of the levee in a 670-foot-wide corridor
to prepare for future flood damage reduction work.

Same as the Proposed Action

Right-of-way acquisition

Land within the Phase 3 Project footprint would be acquired along the
Sacramento River east levee Reaches 5A-9B, the PGCC west levee,
the NEMDC west levee between Elkhorn Boulevard and Northgate
Boulevard, and at borrow sites associated with the Phase 3 Project.

Same as the Proposed Action, except less land would be
needed to accommodate the narrower levee footprint in
Reaches 5A-9B.

Encroachment management

Remove encroachments as required to meet USACE, CVFPB, and
FEMA criteria.

Remove substantial encroachments from the water side
and land side of the Phase 3 Project Sacramento River
east levee reaches and land side of the other NLIP
project levee segments to ensure that the levees can be
certified as meeting the minimum requirements of the
National Flood Insurance Program and USACE
encroachment guidance.

Borrow site reclamation

Excavate earthen material at the borrow sites and then return the sites
to post-construction uses or suitable replacement habitat.

Same as the Proposed Action

Reconfigure Airport West Ditch

Modify irrigation distribution and agricultural drainage systems and
infrastructure to allow for dewatering of the Airport West Ditch.

Same as the Proposed Action

Notes: PGCC = Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, NEMDC = Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, GGS = giant garter snake, |-5 = Interstate 5, RD = Reclamation District, USACE = U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, CVFPB = Central Valley Flood Protection Board, FEMA= Federal Emergency Management Agency, NLIP = Natomas Levee Improvement Program
Source: Compiled by EDAW in 2008, based on information provided by SAFCA in 2008




The Adjacent Setback Levee Alternative (Proposed Action) focuses on underseepage, erosion, encroachment,
and levee height deficiencies along 4.5 miles of the Sacramento River east levee, 3.2 miles of the PGCC west
levee, and 6.2 miles of the NEMDC west levee.

The Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative would be the same as the Proposed Action, except for levee raising and
seepage remediation along the Sacramento River east levee in Reaches 5A-9B and the expected removal of
encroachments from these reaches of the Sacramento River east levee.

Preliminary construction (canal work, utility relocation, vegetation removal, and demolition of structures) of the
Phase 3 Project is planned to begin in summer/fall 2009; however, major levee construction would not begin until
2010, assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances and permits. The potential exists for up to 30% of
the Phase 2 Project to also be constructed in 2010, concurrent with Phase 3 Project construction, or even
potentially concurrently with the Phase 4a Project, depending on the timing and availability of funding.

ES.11 MAJOR CONCLUSIONS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives under consideration, and mitigation
measures to avoid, eliminate, minimize, or reduce the significant and potentially significant impacts to less-than-
significant levels, are summarized in Table ES-2 (presented at the end of this executive summary). This table also
presents additional information on the impacts, including duration and quantification, where available, to provide
a comparison among the alternatives.

ES.11.1 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE ACTION ALTERNATIVES

A significant and unavoidable impact is one that would result in a substantial or potentially substantial adverse
effect on the environment and that could not be reduced to a less-than-significant level even with implementation
of applicable feasible mitigation.

The following impacts of the Proposed Action were found to be significant and unavoidable. Most of these
impacts would be temporary and related to construction activities. Where feasible mitigation exists, it has been
included to reduce these impacts; however, the mitigation would not be sufficient to reduce the impacts to a less-
than-significant level. The following impacts are presented in the order they appear in Chapter 4.0,
“Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures.”

» conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural uses;

» conflicts with lands under Williamson Act! contracts;

» potential to physically divide or disrupt an established community;
» loss of woodland habitats;

» impacts on Swainson’s hawk and other special-status birds;

» potential damage or disturbance to known prehistoric resources from ground-disturbance or other
construction-related activities;

» potential damage to or destruction of previously undiscovered cultural resources from ground-disturbance or
other construction-related activities;

! The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 is commonly known as the Williamson Act (California Government Code
Section 51200 et seq.).

NLIP Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project FEIS
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» potential discovery of human remains during construction;

» temporary increase in traffic on local roadways;

» temporary emissions of ROG, NOy, and PMy, during construction;

» generation of temporary, short-term construction noise;

» exposure of sensitive receptors to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration;

» temporary, short-term exposure of residents to increased traffic noise levels from hauling activity;
» alteration of scenic vistas, scenic resources, and existing visual character of the project area; and

» new sources of light and glare that adversely affect views.

Significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative would be the same as
those for the Proposed Action with six additional significant and unavoidable impacts:

» loss of shaded riverine aquatic habitat associated with levee improvement and encroachment removal
activities;

» loss of woodland habitats;

» impacts on wildlife corridors;

» impacts on successful implementation of the NBHCP;

» temporary disruption of emergency service response times and access; and

» temporary changes in recreational opportunities during project construction activities.

Impacts of the Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative would be greater than those of the Proposed Action, for example,
because some Garden Highway residents would be affected by the potential approximately 8—12-week closure of
1.5- to 2-mile sections of Garden Highway.

ES.11.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE ACTION ALTERNATIVES
Significant cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Action would be as follows:

» Agricultural Resources: Project implementation would involve the permanent conversion of large acreages
of Important Farmland (Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance), which cannot feasibly be
replaced. Historically, agricultural land in the Natomas Basin, much of it Prime Farmland and other categories
of Important Farmland, has been converted to residential and commercial development. The project would
contribute to this loss.

» Cultural Resources: Known or unknown archaeological resources could be disturbed, and cultural resources
damaged or destroyed during construction activities. This would contribute to a historical trend in the loss of
these resources as artifacts of cultural significance and as objects of research importance.

» Air Quality: The Proposed Action, in combination with probable future projects, would contribute to air
pollutant emissions in Sutter and Sacramento Counties, and to the nonattainment status of the Feather River
Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD) for ozone and PMy,.

FEIS NLIP Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project
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In addition to the significant cumulative impacts listed above for the Proposed Action, implementation of the
Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative would also result in the following significant cumulative impacts:

» Fisheries: The loss of shaded riverine habitat along the Sacramento River to conform with USACE guidance
regarding levee encroachments (particularly vegetation on levees), and reduction in input of woody debris
associated with this removal, could contribute to a cumulatively considerable effect; it is unknown whether
adequate mitigation could be provided to compensate for this impact because conformance with the USACE
guidance is expected to disallow the implementation of any measures that would restore, replace, or
rehabilitate any loss of SRA habitat along the Sacramento River in the vicinity of the project. Further,
compensation for SRA habitat loss would be limited to the purchase of SRA habitat credits at an authorized
mitigation bank; currently, however, there are no known mitigation banks with SRA habitat credits on the
Sacramento River.

» Special-Status Terrestrial Species: Removal of riparian woodlands from the water side of the Sacramento
River east levee would decrease the overall value as habitat for various species; this woodland supports active
Swainson’s hawk nests, elderberry shrubs, and other important biological resources. While the woodland
restoration and preservation proposed for the Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative may be adequate to offset the
removal of landside woodlands, these replacement woodlands would not be adequate to compensate for the
extensive loss of mature waterside vegetation. Additional woodland mitigation could be provided through the
purchase of credits from an authorized woodland mitigation bank; however, there are currently no such banks
in operation along the Sacramento River.

ES.12 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

ES.12.1 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Comments received from agencies and interested parties during project scoping for the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR focused
on the following issue areas:

regional flood damage reduction solutions,

residual flood risk,

aircraft-wildlife strike impacts,

impacts on Native American burial grounds,

traffic-related impacts,

encroachment within state levee rights-of-way,

addition of public pathways on top of levees,

impacts to open space and recreation areas,

request for acquisition of land for parks and open space, and
loss of agricultural lands.

YV vV VY VY VY VY VY YVYYy

Based on these comments and the history of the NEPA and CEQA processes undertaken by USACE and SAFCA,
respectively, the major areas of controversy associated with the project are:

» temporary, construction-related effects on Garden Highway residents (including potential 24/7 cutoff wall
construction along the Sacramento River east levee);

» concerns regarding the hydraulic modeling used to analyze the project’s hydraulic impacts;
» construction-related impacts on cultural and biological resources,
» Vegetation and tree removal and relocation of power poles,

» removal of agricultural lands and loss of opportunity for future development, and

NLIP Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project FEIS
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» SAFCA’s ability to fund mitigation measures.

The first two issues were the subject of a lawsuit, filed in December 2007, by the Garden Highway Community
Association challenging the Phase 2 EIR prepared by SAFCA, which was settled. A copy of the settlement
agreement is included as Appendix G, and applies to all affected Garden Highway residents. SAFCA intends to
apply the design and construction provisions in the agreement to all Sacramento River phases of the project.
Agreements made by SAFCA in the settlement regarding construction practices are reflected, as appropriate, in
the mitigation measures in this FEIS or as part of the project.

Other issues, including potential 24/7 cutoff wall construction along the Sacramento River east levee, vegetation
and tree removal, relocation of power poles, and impacts to agricultural lands have been raised in comment letters
by affected property owners. USACE and SAFCA have and will continue to respond to these issues, most
recently in responses to comments on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. Additionally, SAFCA continues to work
individually with these property owners to respond to concerns.

Concerns regarding construction-related impacts on cultural and biological resources and SAFCA’s ability to fund
mitigation measures were the subject of a Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Injunctive Relief
(Petition) filed in March 2009 by the Garden Highway Community Association challenging the adequacy of the
Phase 2 SEIR under CEQA. In June 2009, both the Garden Highway Community Association and the Association
for the Environmental Preservation of the Garden Highway filed Petitions challenging certification of the Phase 3
EIR. Both complaints expressed concerns similar to those contained in the 2007 lawsuit and in comment letters
submitted on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR, including the issues described above. In July 2009, the Association for the
Environmental Preservation of the Garden Highway dismissed its lawsuit.

ES.12.2 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

USACE will consider the Proposed Action and either grant or deny permission for the Phase 3 Project pursuant to
Section 408, Section 404, and Section 10.

ES.13 HISTORY OF AND NEXT STEPS IN THE NEPA PROCESS

On July 18, 2008, USACE and SAFCA issued a notice of intent (NOI) and notice of preparation (NOP),
respectively, for preparation of the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. A scoping meeting was held on August 6, 2008, to solicit
comments on the scope of the EIS/EIR from interested agencies, individuals, and organizations. The Phase 3
DEIS/DEIR was issued in February 2009 with USACE as Federal lead agency under NEPA and SAFCA as state
lead agency under CEQA.

The Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR was distributed for public and agency review and comment, in accordance with NEPA
and CEQA. The review period began on February 13, 2009 and closed on April 6, 2009.

SAFCA held a public meeting before the SAFCA Board of Directors on Thursday, March 19, 2009 at 3:00 p.m. in
the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors Chambers located at 700 H Street, Sacramento, California , at which
it received input from agencies and the public on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. In addition, written comments from the
public, reviewing agencies, and stakeholders were accepted throughout the public comment period. SAFCA
prepared a separate FEIR, which the SAFCA Board of Directors certified in May 2009.

USACE will circulate this FEIS for 30 days prior to taking action on the project and issuing its record of decision
(ROD). The ROD will identify USACE’s decision regarding the alternatives considered, address substantive
comments received on the FEIS, and determine whether the Proposed Action complies with Section 408, Section
404, and Section 10.

FEIS NLIP Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance A _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Agricultural Resources
Impact 4.1-a: Conversion of No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Important Farmland to Alternative: No Applicable
Nonagricultural Uses Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent  Permanent: 374.5acres  Significant  Mitigation Measure 4.1-a: Minimize  Significant and
and Temporary: 1,657 acres Important Farmland Conversion to Unavoidable
Temporary the Extent Practicable and Feasible
Levee Raise-in- Permanent Permanent: 466 acres Significant  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.1-a  Significant and
Place Alternative and Temporary: 1,657 acres Unavoidable
Temporary
Impact 4.1-b: Conflict with No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Lands under Williamson Act Alternative: No Applicable
Contracts Construction
No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Alternative: Applicable
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary 8 acres along the Significant ~ Mitigation Measure 4.1-b: Minimize  Significant and
and Sacramento River east Impacts on Agricultural Preserve Unavoidable
Permanent levee and potentially up to Land and Williamson Act-Contracted
24 acres along the lower Land; Comply with Government
woodlands corridor Code Sections 51290-51293; and
Coordinate with Landowners and
Agricultural Operators
Levee Raise-in- Temporary 1 acre along the Significant  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.1-b  Significant and
Place Alternative and Sacramento River east Unavoidable
Permanent levee and potentially up to

24 acres along the lower
woodlands corridor
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Land Use, Socioeconomics, and Population and Housing
Impact 4.2-a: Inconsistency No-Action Not Not Applicable Consistent No mitigation is required Consistent
with Airport Master Plan, Alternative: No Applicable
Airport Land Use Construction
Compatibility Plan, and No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Airport Wildlife Hazard Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Management Plans Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Not Not Applicable Consistent No mitigation is required Consistent
and Levee Raise-in-  Applicable
Place Alternative
Impact 4.2-b: Inconsistency No-Action Not Not Applicable Consistent No mitigation is required Consistent
with the Natomas Basin Alternative: No Applicable
Habitat Conservation Plan Construction
No-Action Temporary Unguantifiable Consistent No mitigation is required Consistent
Alternative: or
Potential Levee Permanent
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent 45 acres of rice, Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.2-b: Implement ~ Consistent
16 acres of canals, Inconsistent  Mitigation Measure 4.9-h, “Ensure
37 acres landside that Project Encroachment Does Not
woodland, 1 acre Jeopardize Successful
waterside woodland, Implementation of the NBHCP and
115 acres of cropland, and Implement Mitigation Measures
69 acres of grassland 4.7-a, 4.8-a, 4.9-a through 4.9-c, and
4.9-e through 4.9-g”
Levee Raise-in- Permanent 45 acres of rice, Inconsistent  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.2-b  Inconsistent
Place Alternative 16 acres of canals,
17.5 acres landside
woodland,
22.5 acres waterside
woodlands,

12 acres of cropland, and
27 acres of grasslands
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Impact 4.2-c: Potential to No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Physically Divide or Disrupt Alternative: No Applicable
an Established Community Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Intermittent road closures  Significant Mitigation Measure 4.2-c: Notify  Significant and
and detours; and, closure Residents and Businesses of Project ~ Unavoidable
of approximately 1,000 Construction and Road Closure
feet of Garden Highway Schedules; Comply with the Garden
at 1-5 for approximately Highway Settlement Agreement; and
8 to 12 weeks Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-
a, “Prepare and Implement a Traffic
Safety and Control Plan for
Construction-Related Truck Trips,”
and Mitigation Measure 4.12-c,
“Notify Emergency Service Providers
about Project Construction and
Maintain Emergency Access or
Coordinate Detours with Providers”
Levee Raise-in- Temporary Numerous closures of 1.5  Significant  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.2-c ~ Significant and
Place Alternative to 2 mile segments for Unavoidable
approximately 8 to 12
weeks per segment
Geology and Soils
Impact 4.3-a: Potential No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Temporary and Permanent Alternative: No Applicable
Localized Soil Erosion during Construction
Construction and Operation No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Propose Action; Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.3-a(1): Less than
Levee-Raise-in- and Significant  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.5-a, Significant
Place Alternative ~ Permanent “Implement Standard Best
Management Practices, Prepare and
Implement a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan, and Comply With
National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Permit
Conditions”
Mitigation Measure 4.3-a(2): Secure
and Implement the Conditions of the
California Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act Permit
Hydrology and Hydraulics
Impact 4.4-a: Hydraulic No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Impacts on Other Areas and Alternative: No Applicable
Exposure to Flood Risk Construction
No-Action Temporary  Continued high risk of Significant No feasible mitigation is available  Significant and
Alternative: or flooding Unavoidable
Potential Levee Permanent
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Permanent  Substantially reduced risk  Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- of flooding; no hydraulic ~ Significant Significant
Place Alternative impacts (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
Impact 4.4-b: Alteration of No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Local Drainage Alternative: No Applicable
Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative : Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unknown Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.4-b: Coordinate Less than
and Levee Raise-in- or Significant with Landowners and Drainage Significant
Place Alternative  Permanent Infrastructure Operators, Prepare
Final Drainage Studies as Needed,
and Implement Proper Project Design
Impact 4.4-c: Effects on No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Groundwater Alternative: No Applicable
Construction
No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Alternative: Applicable
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent No substantial decrease in  Less than Mitigation Measure 4.4-c: Monitor Less than
and Levee Raise-in- groundwater levels or Significant  Landside Production Wells along the Significant
Place Alternative well yields or increase in NEMDOC for Effects on Yield and
pumping costs is Remediate Effects if Necessary
expected; groundwater
levels at the Brookfield
borrow site (if used for
project borrow) would
increase slightly
Water Quality
Impact 4.5-a: Temporary No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Impacts on Water Quality Alternative: No Applicable
from Stormwater Runoff, Construction
Erosion, or Spills No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unguantifiable Potentially  Mitigation Measure 4.5-a: Implement Less than
and Levee-Raise-in- Significant  Standard Best Management Practices,  Significant
Place Prepare and Implement a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan, and
Comply with National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit
Conditions
Impact 4.5-b: Impacts to No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Sacramento River Water Alternative: No Applicable
Quality from Stormwater Construction
Runoff from Garden Highway No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Drainage Outlets Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Significant Mitigation Measure 4.5-b: Implement Less than
Standard Best Management Practices  Significant
and Comply with NPDES Permit
Conditions.
Levee Raise-in- Temporary  Stormwater would drain Less than No mitigation is required Less than
Place Alternative to land side and water Significant Significant
side of Garden Highway;
no increased impact to
Sacramento River water
quality
Impact 4.5-c: Impacts to No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Sacramento River Water Alternative: No Applicable
Quality from RD 1000 Construction
Pumping Plant No. 2 No-Action Temporary Unguantifiable Too No feasible mitigation is available  Too Speculative
Discharges Alternative: Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially  Mitigation Measure 4.5-c: Implement Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant  Standard Best Management Practices Significant
Place Alternative and Comply with NPDES Permit
Conditions for a Point-Source
Discharge.
Fisheries
Impact 4.6-a: Loss of Fish or No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Aguatic Habitat through Alternative: No Applicable
Increased Sedimentation and Construction
Turbidity, Releases of No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Contaminants, or Other Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Construction-Related Potential Levee
Disturbance Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unguantifiable Significant  Mitigation Measure 4.6-a: Implement Less than
and Levee Raise-in- and Mitigation Measure 4.5-a, “Implement  Significant
Place Alternative  Permanent Standard Best Management Practices,

Prepare and Implement a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan, and
Comply with National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit
Conditions” and Mitigation Measure
4.5-c, “Implement Best Management
Practices and Comply with NPDES
Permit Conditions for a Point-Source
Discharge”; Implement a Feasible
Construction Work Window that
Minimizes Impacts on Special-Status
Fish Species for Any In-Water
Activities; and Implement Operational
Controls and a Fish Rescue Plan that
Minimizes Impacts on Fish Associated
with Cofferdam Construction and
Dewatering
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Impact 4.6-b: Loss of Shaded No-Action Permanent Loss of 22.5 acres to Potentially No mitigation is required Significant and
Riverine Aquatic Habitat Alternative: No conform with USACE Significant Unavoidable
Associated with Levee Construction guidance regarding levee
Improvement Activities encroachments
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent 1 acre of individual trees  Potentially ~ Mitigation Measure 4.6-b: Restore, Less than
Significant Replace, or Rehabilitate Degraded Significant
SRA Habitat Function and Comply
with Section 7 of the Federal
Endangered Species Act, Section 1602
of the California Fish and Game Code,
and Section 2081 of the California
Endangered Species Act Permit
Conditions
Levee Raise-in- Permanent  Removal of several trees  Potentially  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-b  Significant and
Place Alternative along 1,260 feet of Significant Unavoidable
riverbank and removal of
approximately 22.5 acres
of mature woody
vegetation
Impact 4.6-c: Interference No-Action Temporary Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
with the Migration of Alternative: No or
Migratory Fish Species Construction Permanent
through the Creation of No-Action Temporary Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Attraction Flows at the RD Alternative: or Speculative
1000 Pumping Plant No. 2 Potential Levee  Permanent
Outfall and Drainage Outfalls Failure
Proposed Action Permanent Unquantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant Significant

Place Alternative




30vsSNn

193l01d Sjuawanoidwi apispueT € aseyd dIN

STANE

Arewiwing aAnoax3

SI34

Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Sensitive Aquatic Habitats
Impact 4.7-a: Impacts on No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Jurisdictional Waters of the Alternative: No Applicable
United States Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Temporary impacts: Potentially ~ Mitigation Measure 4.7-a: Minimize Less than
and 70.42 to 354.01 acres Significant  Effects on Jurisdictional Waters of the  Significant
Permanent (if all potential borrow United States, Complete Detailed (Beneficial)
sites are used) Design of Habitat Creation
Components and Management
Permanent impacts: 28.04 Agreements to Ensure Compensation
to 33.04 acres of Waters Filled, and Comply with
Section 404, Section 401, Section 10,
and Section 1602, Permit Processes
Levee Raise-in- Temporary Temporary impacts: Potentially  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-a Less than
Place Alternative and 70.42 to 354.01 acres Significant Significant
Permanent (if all potential borrow (Beneficial)
sites are used)
Permanent impacts:
29.87 to 34.87 acres
Vegetation and Wildlife
Impact 4.8-a: Loss of No-Action Permanent Loss of 22.5 acres to Potentially No feasible mitigation is available  Significant and
Woodland Habitats Alternative: No conform with USACE Significant Unavoidable
Construction guidance regarding levee
vegetation encroachments
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action Permanent Loss of 37 acres of Significant ~ Mitigation Measure 4.8-a: Minimize  Significant and
landside woodlands and 1 Effects on Woodland Habitat, Unavoidable
acre of waterside Implement all Woodland Habitat
woodlands Conservation Components and
Management Agreements,
Compensate for Loss of Habitat, and
Comply with the DFG Section 1602
Permit Process
Levee Raise-in- Permanent Loss of approximately Significant  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-a  Significant and
Place Alternative 17.5 acres of landside Unavoidable
woodlands and 22.5 acres
of waterside woodland
Impact 4.8-b: Impacts on No-Action Permanent Loss of 22.5 acres to Potentially No feasible mitigation is available  Significant and
Wildlife Corridors Alternative: No conform with USACE Significant Unavoidable
Construction guidance regarding levee
vegetation encroachments
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent Loss of 16 acres of canals, Significant Mitigation Measure 4.8-b: Implement Less than
approximately 37 acres Mitigation Measure 4.8-a, “Minimize  Significant

landside woodlands, and
<1 acre waterside
woodlands

Effects on Woodland Habitat,
Implement all Woodland Habitat
Conservation Components and
Agreements, Compensate for Loss of
Habitat, and Comply with the DFG
Section 1602 Permit Process,” and
Mitigation Measure 4.9-c, “Minimize
the Potential for Direct Loss of Giant
Garter Snake Individuals, Implement
All Upland and Aquatic Habitat
Conservation Components and
Management Agreements to Ensure
Adequate Compensation for Loss of
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Habitat, and Obtain Incidental Take
Authorization”
Levee Raise-in- Permanent Loss of 16 acres of canals, Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-b  Significant and
Place Alternative approximately 17.5 acres Unavoidable
landside woodlands, and
22.5 acres waterside
woodlands
Special-Status Terrestrial Species
Impact 4.9-a: Impacts on No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Special-Status Plants Species Alternative: No Applicable
Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent  Approximately 16 acres  Significant  Mitigation Measure 4.9-a: Conduct Less than
and Levee Raise-in- of habitat Focused Surveys for Special-Status Significant
Place Alternative Plants, Minimize Effects, and
Compensate for Loss of Habitat
Impact 4.9-b: Impacts on No-Action Permanent  Estimated 4 shrubs and  Potentially No feasible mitigation is available  Significant and
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Alternative: No 22.5 acres of waterside  Significant Unavoidable
Beetle Construction woodland
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Significant and
Alternative: applicable Speculative Unavoidable
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent  Approximately 63 shrubs, Significant  Mitigation Measure 4.9-b: Conduct Less than
37 acres of landside Focused Surveys for Elderberry Significant

woodland, and 1 acre of
waterside woodland

Shrubs as Needed, Implement all
Woodland Habitat Conservation
Components and all Management
Agreements, Ensure Adequate
Compensation for Loss of Shrubs,
and Obtain Incidental Take
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
N after Mitigation
Mitigation
Authorization
Levee Raise-in- Permanent  Approximately 39 shrubs, Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-b Less than
Place Alternative 22.5 acres of waterside Significant
woodlands, and
approximately 17.5 acres
of landside woodland
Impact 4.9-c: Impacts on No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Giant Garter Snake Related to  Alternative: No Applicable
Construction Activities Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent  Approximately 16 acres  Potentially  Mitigation Measure 4.9-c: Minimize Less than
and Levee Raise-in- of canal/ditch and 45 Significant  the Potential for Direct Loss of Giant Significant
Place Alternative acres of rice Garter Snake Individuals, Implement
All Upland and Aquatic Habitat
Conservation Components and
Management Agreements to Ensure
Adequate Compensation for Loss of
Habitat, and Obtain Incidental Take
Authorization
Impact 4.9-d: Impacts on No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Giant Garter Snake Related to  Alternative: No Applicable
Operational Activities of RD Construction
1000’s Pumping Plant No. 2 No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Not Unguantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in-  Applicable Significant Significant

Place Alternative
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Impact 4.9-e: Impacts on No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Northwestern Pond Turtle Alternative: No Applicable
Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent 16 acres of habitat Potentially ~ Mitigation Measure 4.9-e: Conduct Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant ~ Focused Surveys for Northwestern Significant
Place Alternative Pond Turtles and Relocate Turtles, if
Needed
Impact 4.9-f; Impacts on No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Swainson’s Hawk and Other Alternative: No Applicable
Special-Status Birds Construction
No-Action Not Unguantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent 184 foraging acres and 38  Significant ~ Mitigation Measure 4.9-f: Minimize  Significant and

potential nesting acres

Potential Impacts on Swainson’s Hawk Unavoidable
and Other Special-Status Birds
Foraging and Nesting Habitat, Monitor
Active Nests during Construction,
Implement All Upland and
Agricultural Habitat Conservation
Components and Management
Agreements to Ensure Compensation
for Loss of Quantity and Quality of
Foraging Habitat,, Obtain Incidental
Take Authorization, and Implement
Mitigation Measure 4.8-a, “Minimize
Effects on Woodland Habitat,
Implement all Woodland Habitat
Conservation Components and
Management Agreements, Compensate
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
for Loss of Habitat, and Comply with
the DFG Section 1602 Permit Process”
Levee Raise-in- Permanent 39 foraging acres and 40  Potentially  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-f  Significant and
Place Alternative nesting acres Significant Unavoidable
Impact 4.9-g: Impacts on No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Burrowing Owl Alternative: No Applicable
Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent Unquantifiable Potentially  Mitigation Measure 4.9-g: Minimize Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant  Potential Impacts on Burrowing Owls  Significant
Place Alternative and Relocate Owls as Needed
Impact 4.9-h: Impacts on No-Action Permanent Loss of 22.5 acres of Significant No feasible mitigation is available  Significant and
Successful Implementation of ~ Alternative: No nesting habitat for Unavoidable
the NBHCP Construction Swainson’s hawk
(covered by the NBHCP)
No-Action Not Not Applicable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
Alternative: Applicable Significant Significant
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent 45 acres of rice, Significant Mitigation Measure 4.9-h: Ensure Less than
16 acres of canals, that Project Encroachment Does Not Significant
37 acres landside Jeopardize Successful
woodlands, Implementation of the NBHCP and
1 acre of waterside Implement Mitigation Measures 4.7-
woodlands, 115 acres of a, 4.8-3, 4.9-a through 4.9-c, and 4.9-
cropland, and e through 4.9-g
69 acres of grasslands
Levee Raise-in- Permanent 45 acres of rice, Significant  Implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-h  Significant and
Place Alternative 16 acres of canals, Unavoidable

17.5 acres landside
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative ; Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
Mitigation after Mitigation
woodland,
22.5 acres waterside
woodlands,
12 acres of cropland, and
27 acres of grasslands
Cultural Resources
Impact 4.10-a: Potential No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Changes to Elements of Alternative: No Applicable
Reclamation District 1000 and Construction
Rural Landscape District No-Action Permanent Unquantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
Alternative: Significant Significant
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent Unquantifiable Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.10-a: Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant  Incorporate Mitigation Measures to Significant
Place Alternative Documents Regarding Any Elements
Contributing to RD 1000 and
Rural Landscape District and
Distribute the Information to the
Appropriate Repositories
Impact 4.10-b: Potential No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Changes to Other Known Alternative: No Applicable
Historic-Era Resources from Construction
Ground Disturbance or Other No-Action Permanent Unquantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
Construction-Related Alternative: Significant Significant
Activities Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent Unquantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant Significant
Place Alternative
Impact 4.10-c: Potential No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Damage or Disturbance to Alternative: No Applicable

Known Prehistoric Resources Construction
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
from Ground-Disturbance or No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Other Construction-Related Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Activities Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Permanent Unguantifiable Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.10-c: Avoid  Significant and
and Levee Raise-in- Significant Ground Disturbance Near Eligible and  Unavoidable
Place Alternative Listed Resources to the Extent
Feasible, Prepare a Finding of Effect,
and Resolve Any Adverse Effects
through Preparation of an HPTP
Impact 4.10-d: Potential No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Damage to or Destruction of Alternative: No Applicable
Previously Undiscovered Construction
Cultural Resources from No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Ground-Disturbance or Other Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Construction-Related Potential Levee
Activities Failure
Proposed Action Permanent Unquantifiable Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.10-d: Train  Significant and
and Levee Raise-in- Significant Construction Workers Before Unavoidable
Place Alternative Construction, Monitor Construction
Activities, Stop Potentially Damaging
Activities, Evaluate Discovery(ies),
Resolve Adverse Effects on Eligible
Resources, if Encountered, and
Conduct Additional Backhoe and
Canine Forensic Investigations as
Appropriate
Impact 4.10-e: Potential No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Discovery of Human Remains  Alternative: No Applicable
during Construction Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative : Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.10-¢: Stop Significant and

and Levee Raise-in-
Place Alternative

Significant  Work Within An Appropriate Radius  Unavoidable
Around the Find, Notify the
Applicable County Coroner and Most

Likely Descendant, and Treat
Remains in Accordance with

Measures Stipulated in an HPTP

Developed in Consultation between
USACE, SAFCA, and the SHPO

Paleontological Resources

Impact 4.11-a: Disturbance of No-Action Not
Unknown Unique Alternative: No Applicable
Paleontological Resources Construction
during Earthmoving Activities No-Action Permanent
Alternative:
Potential Levee
Failure

Proposed Action  Permanent
and Levee Raise-in-
Place Alternative

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Not Applicable Less than No mitigation is required Less than

Significant Significant
Unguantifiable Potentially  Mitigation Measure 4.11-a: Conduct Less than

Significant  Construction Personnel Training and, Significant
if Paleontological Resources Are
Found, Stop Work Near the Find and
Implement Mitigation in
Coordination with a Professional
Paleontologist

Transportation and Circulation

Impact 4.12-a: Temporary No-Action Not
Increase in Traffic on Local Alternative: No Applicable
Roadways Construction
No-Action Not
Alternative: Applicable
Potential Levee
Failure

Proposed Action ~ Temporary

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Unguantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Speculative

950-1,000 trips/day for ~ Significant  Mitigation Measure 4.12-a: Prepare  Significant and
the Sacramento River east and Implement a Traffic Safety and Unavoidable
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Table ES-2

Resource Topic/Impact

Alternative

Duration of
Impact

Quantification of Impact
(Where Applicable)

Level of
Significance
before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Levee Raise-in-

Place Alternative

Temporary

levee and
100-200 trips/day for the
PGCC; and, closure of
approximately 1,000 feet
of Garden Highway at 1-5
for approximately 8 to 12
weeks

550 haul trips/day for the
Sacramento River east
levee, 100-200 trips/day
for the PGCC, and
numerous closures of 1.5
to 2 mile segments of
Garden Highway for
approximately 8 to 12
weeks per segment

Significant

Control Plan for Construction-
Related Truck Trips

Implement Mitigation Measure
4.12-a

Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact 4.12-b: Temporary

Increase in Traffic Hazards on

Local Roadways

No-Action
Alternative: No
Construction

No-Action
Alternative:
Potential Levee
Failure

Proposed Action

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable

Temporary

Not Applicable

Unquantifiable

Reconstruction of two
public roadways and
multiple farm road
intersections with Garden
Highway; and, closure of
approximately 1,000 feet
of Garden Highway at 1-5
for approximately 8 to 12
weeks

No Impact

Too
Speculative

Significant

No mitigation is required

No mitigation is required

Mitigation Measure 4.12-b:
Implement Mitigation Measure
4.12-a, “Prepare and Implement a
Traffic Safety and Control Plan for
Construction-Related Truck Trips”

No Impact

Too Speculative

Less than
Significant
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Levee Raise-in- Temporary Reconstruction of two Significant Implement Mitigation Measure Less than
Place Alternative public roadways and 4.12-b Significant
multiple farm road
intersections with Garden
Highway, and numerous
closures of 1.5 to 2 mile
segments of Garden
Highway for
approximately 8 to 12
weeks per segment
Impact 4.12-c: Temporary No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Disruption of Emergency Alternative: No Applicable
Service Response Times and Construction
Access No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Numerous temporary road Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.12-c: Notify Less than
closures and detours; and,  Significant  Emergency Service Providers about Significant
closure of approximately Project Construction and Maintain
1,000 feet of Garden Emergency Access or Coordinate
Highway at 1-5 for Detours with Providers
approximately 8 to 12
weeks
Levee Raise-in- Temporary Numerous temporary road Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure Significant and
Place Alternative closures and detours and  Significant 4.12-c Unavoidable

closures of 1.5 to 2 mile
segments of Garden
Highway for
approximately 8 to 12
weeks per segment
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Air Quality
Impact 4.13-a: Temporary No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Emissions of ROG, NOy, and  Alternative: No Applicable
PM o during Construction Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Sacramento County: Significant Mitigation Measure 4.13-a: Significant and
ROG 75 Ib/day Implement Applicable District- Unavoidable
NOy 413 Ib/day Recommended Control Measures to
PM,971 Ib/day Minimize Temporary Emissions of
ROG, NOy, and PM;, during
Sutter County: Construction
ROG 93 Ib/day
NOx 499 Ib/day
PMy, 1,283 Ib/day
Levee Raise-in- Temporary Sacramento County: Significant Implement Mitigation Measure Significant and
Place Alternative ROG 41 Ib/day 4.13-a Unavoidable
NOy 227 Ib/day
PMyo534 Ib/day
Sutter County:
ROG 51 Ib/day
NOx 274 Ib/day
PM,, 706 Ib/day
Impact 4.13-b: General No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Conformity with the Alternative: No Applicable
Applicable Air Quality Plan Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative ; Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
N after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action ~ Temporary  Mitigation would reduce  Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- impacts to the Federal de  Significant Significant
Place Alternative minimis thresholds
Impact 4.13-c: Long-Term No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Changes in Emissions of Alternative: No Applicable
ROG, NO, and PMyq Construction
Associated with Project No-Action Temporary Unguantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Implementation Alternative: Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action  Permanent Unguantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant Significant
Place Alternative
Impact 4.13-d: Exposure of No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Sensitive Receptors to Toxic Alternative: No Applicable
Air Emissions Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant Significant
Place Alternative
Noise
Impact 4.14-a: Generation of No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Temporary, Short-Term Alternative: No Applicable
Construction Noise Construction
No-Action Temporary Unquantifiable Less than No feasible mitigation is available Less than
Alternative: Significant Significant
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action ~ Temporary 79-101 dBA without Significant Mitigation Measure 4.14-a: Significant and
and Levee Raise-in- feasible noise control(50 Implement Noise-Reducing Unavoidable
Place Alternative feet from nearest noise Construction Practices, Prepare a
source); highest noise level Noise Control Plan, and Monitor and
would be 89.0 dBA L Record Construction Noise Near
(199 feet from pile Sensitive Receptors
driving)
Impact 4.14-b: Exposure of No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Sensitive Receptors to or Alternative: No Applicable
Generation of Excessive Construction
Groundborne Vibration No-Action Temporary Unquantifiable Less than No feasible mitigation is available Less than
Alternative: Significant Significant
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary  0.076 in/sec PPV or 86  Significant Mitigation Measure 4.14-b: Significant and
and Levee Raise-in- VdB (for haul trucks) to Implement Measures to Minimize Unavoidable
Place Alternative as high as 1.518 in/sec Construction-Related Vibration
PPC or 112 VdB (for pile Effects at the Pumping Plant No. 2
driving) Site
Impact 4.14-c: Temporary, No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Short-Term Exposure of Alternative: No Applicable
Residents to Increased Traffic Construction
Noise Levels from Hauling No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Activity Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary  65.0to 68.8 dBA L, (50  Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.14-c: Potentially
and Levee Raise-in- feet from roadway Significant Implement Noise-Reduction Significant and
Place Alternative centerline) Measures to Reduce the Temporary,  Unavoidable

Short-Term Impacts of Haul Truck
Traffic Noise
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Impact 4.14-d: Long-Term No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Increases in Project-Generated ~ Alternative: No Applicable
Noise Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action Permanent 78-88 dBA 3-5 feet away;  Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- meets compliance Significant Significant
Place Alternative standards
Impact 4.14-e: Exposure of No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
People Working in the Project ~ Alternative: No Applicable
Area to Excessive Airport Construction
Noise Levels No-Action Temporary Unquantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
Alternative: Significant Significant
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Would not exceed Airport  Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- noise threshold levels Significant Significant
Place Alternative
Recreation
Impact 4.15-a: Long-Term No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Disruption of Recreational Alternative: No Applicable
Activities and Facilities Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure

Proposed Action
and Levee Raise-in-
Place Alternative

Temporary Ueda Parkway closure for  Significant
approximately 3-6 months

Mitigation Measure 4.15-a; Prepare
and Implement a Bicycle Detour Plan
for all Bicycle Trails and On-street
Bicycle Routes, Including the Ueda
Parkway Trail and Garden Highway,

Less than
Significant
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Provide Construction Period
Information on Recreational Facility
Closures and Detours, Provide
Detours for Bicycle Facilities, and
Coordinate with Recreation Agencies
to Allow Them to Repair Damage to
Recreational Facilities
Impact 4.15-b: Temporary No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Changes in Recreational Alternative: No Applicable
Opportunities during Project Construction
Construction Activities No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action  Temporary Various marinas, boat Significant ~ Mitigation Measure 4.15-b: Provide Less than
launches, and Ueda Construction Period Information on Significant
Bicycle Path Recreational Facility Closures and
Detours and Provide Detours for
Access Routes to Alternate Boat
Launch Ramps and Marinas
Levee Raise-in- Temporary Various marinas, boat Significant Implement Mitigation Measure Significant and
Place Alternative launches, Ueda Bicycle 4.15-b Unavoidable
Path, and Teal Bend Golf
Club
Visual Resources
Impact 4.16-a: Alteration of No-Action Not Not Applicable Potentially No mitigation is required Significant and
Scenic Vistas, Scenic Alternative: No Applicable Significant Unavoidable
Resources, and Existing Construction
Vlsyal Character of the No-Action Not Unguantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Project Area Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action Permanent Removal of Significant No feasible mitigation is available  Significant and
approximately 38 acres of Unavoidable
woodlands
Levee Raise-in- Permanent  Removal of 40 acres of  Significant Implement Mitigation Measure Significant and
Place Alternative woodlands 4.16-a Unavoidable
Impact 4.16-b: New Sources No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
of Light and Glare that Alternative: No Applicable
Adversely Affect Views Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Significant Mitigation Measure 4.16-b: Significant and
and Levee Raise-in- Implement Mitigation Measure 4.19-  Unavoidable
Place Alternative a, “Coordinate Work in the Critical
Zone with Airport Operations and
Restrict Night Lighting within and
near the Runway Approaches;” and
Direct Lighting Away from Adjacent
Properties.
Utilities and Service Systems
Impact 4.17-a: Potential No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Temporary Disruption of Alternative: No Applicable
Irrigation Water Supply Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.17-a: Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant Coordinate with Irrigation Water Significant

Place Alternative

Supply Users Before and During All
Irrigation Infrastructure Modifications
and Minimize Interruptions of Supply
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Impact 4.17-b: Potential No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Disruption of Utility Service Alternative: No Applicable
Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially ~ Mitigation Measure 4.17-b: Verify Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant  Utility Locations, Coordinate with Significant
Place Alternative Utility Providers, Prepare and
Implement a Response Plan, and
Conduct Worker Training with
Respect to Accidental Utility Damage
Impact 4.17-c: Increases in No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Solid Waste Generation Alternative: No Applicable
Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary  Estimated over 100,000 Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- cy solid waste; would not  Significant Significant
Place Alternative exceed remaining
capacity

Hazards and Hazardous Material

Impact 4.18-a: Accidental No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Spills of Hazardous Materials ~ Alternative: No Applicable
Construction

No-Action Not Unguantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- or Significant Significant
Place Alternative ~ Permanent
Impact 4.18-b: Exposure to No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Hazardous Materials Alternative: No Applicable
Encountered at Project Sites Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unguantifiable Potentially Mitigation Measure 4.18-b(1): Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Significant Complete Recommendations Significant
Place Alternative Included in Phase | and/or Il ESAs
and Implement Required Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.18-b(2):
Complete Investigations Related to
the Extent to Which Soil and/or
Groundwater May Have Been
Contaminated in Areas Not Covered
by the Phase I and 1l ESAs and
Implement Required Measures
Impact 4.18-c: Interference No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
with an Adopted Emergency Alternative: No Applicable
Evacuation Plan Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Significant ~ Mitigation Measure 4.18-c: Notify Less than
and Levee Raise-in- State and Local Emergency Significant
Place Alternative Management Agencies about Project
Construction and Coordinate Any SR
99/70 Detours with these Agencies to
Ensure That Any Need for
Emergency Use Is Not Significantly
Impaired
Impact 4.18-d: Hazardous No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Emissions or Handling of Alternative: No Applicable
Hazardous or Acutely Construction
Hazardous Materials, No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Substances, or Waste within Alternative: Applicable Speculative
One-Quarter Mile of an Potential Levee
Existing or Proposed School Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary One existing and one Less than Mitigation Measure 4.18-d: Notify Less than
and Levee Raise-in- proposed school Significant the Twin Rivers Unified School Significant
Place Alternative (because District and Applicable School with
SAFCA has Jurisdiction within One-Quarter Mile
already of Project Construction Activities
fulfilled the
requirements
of Mitigation
Measure
4.18-d)
Airport Safety
Impact 4.19-a: Temporary No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Aircraft Safety Hazards Alternative: No Applicable
Resulting from Project Construction
Construction Activities within No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
or near the Airport Critical Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Zone Potential Levee
Failure
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Significant Muitigation Measure 4.19-a: Coordinate  Less than
and Levee Raise-in- Work in the Critical Zone with Airport  Significant
Place Alternative Operations and Restrict Night Lighting
within and near the Runway
Approaches
Impact 4.19-b: Potential for No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Higher Frequency of Alternative: No Applicable
Collisions between Aircraft Construction
and Wildlife at Sacramento No-Action Not Unguantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
International Airport Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Less than No mitigation is required Less than
and Levee Raise-in- and Significant Significant
Place Alternative ~ Permanent
Wildfire Hazards
Impact 4.20-a: Potential No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Exposure to Wildland Fires Alternative: No Applicable
Construction
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Significant ~ Mitigation Measure 4.20-a: Prepare Less than
and Levee Raise-in- and Implement a Fire Management Significant
Place Alternative Plan to Minimize Potential for
Wildland Fires
Environmental Justice
Impact 4.21-a: Potential to No-Action Not Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact
Have a Disproportionate High  Alternative: No Applicable

Adverse Environmental
Impact on any Minority or
Low-Income Populations

Construction
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Level of
. . Duration of ~ Quantification of Impact ~ Significance N _Le_v_el of
Resource Topic/Impact Alternative - Mitigation Measure Significance
Impact (Where Applicable) before L
o after Mitigation
Mitigation
No-Action Not Unquantifiable Too No mitigation is required Too Speculative
Alternative: Applicable Speculative
Potential Levee
Failure
Proposed Action ~ Temporary Unquantifiable Significant ~ Mitigation Measure 4.21-a: Increase Less than
and Levee Raise-in- and the Direct Benefits of the Project for Significant
Place Alternative ~ Permanent the Ancestors of the Native American

Tribes
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This final environmental impact statement (FEIS) has been prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), Sacramento District as Federal lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for
the Natomas Levee Improvement Program (NLIP), Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project (Phase 3 Project)
proposed by the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA).

A joint draft environmental impact statement/draft environmental impact report (DEIS/DEIR) was issued in
February 2009 with USACE as Federal lead agency under NEPA and SAFCA as state lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to evaluate the potential significant impacts of the Phase 3 Project.
The public review period for the DEIS/DEIR began on February 13, 2009 and closed on April 6, 2009. SAFCA
prepared a separate final environmental impact report (FEIR), which the SAFCA Board of Directors certified in
May 2009.

This FEIS provides responses to comments on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. The FEIS constitutes a reprint of the
entire DEIS/DEIR, and includes comment letters, responses to comments, and text changes/clarifications.
Because the DEIS/DEIR was circulated as a joint document under NEPA and CEQA, the FEIS text, revisions to
the DEIS/DEIR text, and responses to comments contain references and discussions regarding CEQA as well as
NEPA.

111 SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The Phase 3 Project consists of improvements to a portion of the perimeter levee system of the Natomas Basin in
Sutter and Sacramento Counties, California, and associated landscape and irrigation/drainage infrastructure
modifications, as proposed by SAFCA. SAFCA has initiated this effort in cooperation with the California
Department of Water Resources and the California Central Valley Flood Protection Board (formerly called the
Reclamation Board) (State) and with USACE with the aim of incorporating the NLIP into the Natomas
components of the Federally authorized American River Common Features Project (Common Features Project).

The overall purpose of the multi-phase NLIP is to bring the entire 42-mile Natomas Basin perimeter levee system
into compliance with applicable Federal and state standards for levees protecting urban areas through a program
of proposed levee improvements to address levee height deficiencies, levee seepage potential, and streambank
erosion conditions along the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system. The Landside Improvements Project, which
is a component of the NLIP, consists of four phases. The Phase 1 Project has been completed. The Phase 2 Project
has been analyzed in previous environmental documents (see Section 1.5.4.2, below) and is currently under
construction. The Phase 3 Project is the subject of this FEIS and is scheduled for construction beginning in late
summer/early fall 2009. The Phase 4 Project was divided into two sub-phases to provide the flexibility to
construct this phase over more than one construction season. Both of the sub-phases have their own independent
utility, can be accomplished with or without the other sub-phase, and provide additional flood risk reduction
benefits to the Natomas Basin whether implemented individually or collectively. The Phase 4a Project is being
analyzed in a separate DEIS/DEIR that is being issued for public review in August 2009. The Phase 4b Project
was analyzed at a programmatic level in the Phase 2 EIR and Phase 2 EIS, and will be the subject of a future,
project-level EIS/EIR.

To implement the Phase 3 Project, SAFCA is requesting permission from USACE pursuant to Section 14 of the

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 United States Code [USC] 408, hereinafter referred to as “Section 408) for
alteration of Federal project levees; Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344, hereinafter referred to as
“Section 404™) for the placement of fill in jurisdictional waters of the United States; and Section 10 of the Rivers

NLIP Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 11 Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need



and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 USC 403, hereinafter referred to as “Section 10”) for work performed in, under, or
over navigable waters, and excavation of material from or deposition of material into navigable waters.

NEPA evaluation is required when a major Federal action, including a permit or approval, is under consideration
and may have significant impacts on the quality of the human environment. The Proposed Action of the Phase 3
Project has the potential to significantly affect the human environment, and thus an EIS has been prepared.

Compliance with CEQA is required when a state or local public agency proposes to carry out or approve a project
that may have a significant direct or indirect effect on the environment. SAFCA has determined that the proposed
project may have significant impacts on the environment; and therefore, as the lead agency for CEQA
compliance, an EIR has been prepared. SAFCA may also need to obtain several state approvals or permits,
including a Central Valley Flood Protection Board encroachment permit, California Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act permit, Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification, Clean Water Act Section 402
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, California Fish and Game Code Section 2081 incidental
take authorization, California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement, and permits
from two local air districts, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District and Feather River Air
Quality Management District.

This FEIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the Phase 3 Project, which supports the USACE
decision on whether to grant permission for the Phase 3 Project pursuant to Section 408, Section 404, and Section
10; and the SAFCA decision to approve the Phase 3 Project pursuant to CEQA.

Incorporation by reference is encouraged by both NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500.4, 1502.21)
and CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15150). Both NEPA and
CEQA require brief citation to and summary of the referenced material as well as the public availability of this
material. CEQA also requires citation of the State identification number of the EIRs cited. The Phase 3
DEIS/DEIR is tiered from, or incorporates by reference, information contained in the following documents:

» Environmental Impact Report on Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control
Improvements for the Sacramento Area, State Clearinghouse No. 2006072098 (Local Funding EIR) (SAFCA
2007a), which evaluated impacts expected to result from the Phase 1 Project at a project level and the NLIP at
a program level;

» Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Landside Improvements Project,
State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016 (Phase 2 EIR) (SAFCA 2007c), which evaluated impacts expected to
result from the Phase 2 Project at a project level and the remainder of the NLIP at a program level; and

» Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and 404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood Control
Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project (Phase 2 EIS) (USACE 2008), which evaluated impacts
expected to result from the Phase 2 Project at a project level and the remainder of the NLIP at a program
level.

Relevant portions of these documents, where specifically noted, are summarized throughout this FEIS. Printed
copies of these documents are available to the public at SAFCA’s office at 1007 7" Street, 7" Floor, Sacramento,
California, during normal business hours, and are also available on SAFCA’s Web site, at http://www.safca.org/
Programs_Natomas.html.

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION AND EXISTING FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION
SYSTEM

The 53,000-acre Natomas Basin in northern Sacramento and southern Sutter Counties, California, including a
portion of the city of Sacramento (Plate 1), is bounded by a levee system. Originally constructed in the early part
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of the 20" century, this levee system is bordered by the Natomas Cross Canal (NCC) to the north, the Sacramento
River to the west, the American River to the south, and the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal (PGCC) and the Natomas
East Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC)/Steelhead Creek to the east.

The above described flood damage reduction system was initially designed to improve navigation and reduce the
risk of flooding for the purposes of facilitating agricultural development of the extensive floodplains encompassed
by the Sacramento Valley. Levees set closely along the rivers were designed to contain flows generated by
common floods and bypasses were constructed to carry overflows generated by large floods. The close-set levees
along the rivers ensured that velocities in the river would help scour the river bottom and move sediment through
the system, reducing dredging costs for sustaining navigation. Together, the river channels and bypasses were
designed to transport a flood of the magnitude of the 1907 and 1909 Sacramento River floods. Table 1-1 shows
the 1907 and 1909 flood flows relative to other historical flood flows.

Table 1-1
Ranking of Maximum 3-day Unimpaired Flows at Specified Locations
Rank Sacramento River at Sacramento River at Feather River at Yuba River near American River at
Shasta Dam @ Bend Bridge b Oroville ¢ Marysville d Fair Oaks ¢
1 1997-168 kcfs 1997-241 kcfs 1997-244 kcfs 1997-124 kcfs 1986-166 kcfs
2 1970-132 kcfs 1974-212 kcfs 1986-187 kcfs 1986-123 kcfs 1997-164 kcfs
3 1974-130 kcfs 1970-206 kcfs 1965-165 kcfs 1965-118 kcfs 1965-140 kcfs
4 1940-125 kcfs 1940-196 kcfs 1907-150 kcfs 1956-107 kcfs 1956-127 kcfs
5 1956-120 kcfs 1965-187 kcfs 1956-147 kcfs 1907-103 kcfs 1951-108 kcfs
6 1965-117 kcfs 1956-176 kcfs 1909-129 kcfs 1909-87 kcfs 1928-98 kcfs
7 1986-115 kcfs 1986-175 kcfs 1980-98 kcfs
8 1907—~95 kcfs 1983-174 kcfs 1963-94 kcfs
9 1909—~95 kcfs 1909-162 kcfs 1907-88 kcfs
10 1907-158 kcfs 1909-87 kcfs
Notes: kcfs=1,000 cubic feet per second; bold denotes the flows during the 1907 and 1909 floods
Periods of Record = ® 1932-1998,  1893-1998, ° 1902-1997, ¢ 1904-1997, and ° 1905-1997
Sources: California Reclamation Board and USACE 2002 (for all data except Sacramento River at Shasta Dam 1907 and 1909) and
Roos 1997: 2 (Sacramento River at Shasta Dam 1907 and 1909 values were estimated from this source)

1.2.1 PERIMETER LEVEE SYSTEM

The perimeter levee system around the Natomas Basin is part of an integrated system of levees, overflow bypass
channels, and dams that comprises the Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRFCP) (Plate 2). Over time, the
original capacity of the SRFCP was greatly expanded by the construction of five major multipurpose dam-
reservoir complexes (Shasta, Black Butte, Oroville, New Bullards Bar, and Folsom Reservoirs) containing

2.7 million acre-feet of dedicated flood storage space. These dams were justified in part by public safety
considerations, specifically the need to provide a high level of flood protection to the historical urban settlements
at the confluence of the Feather and Yuba Rivers (Yuba City and Marysville) and the American and Sacramento
Rivers (Sacramento and West Sacramento). Following are descriptions of flood protection facilities provided by
the levee system and the channels that border the Natomas Basin.
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1.21.1 NATOMAS CROSS CANAL

The NCC carries water from several tributary watersheds in western Placer County and southern Sutter County to
the Sacramento River. The 5.3-mile-long channel at the north boundary of the project begins at the PGCC and
East Side Canal, and extends southwest to its confluence with the Sacramento River near the Sankey Road/
Garden Highway intersection. Raised water elevations that can affect the NCC levees come during periods of
flooding. The Sutter Bypass, Sacramento River, Feather River, and NCC all contribute to flooding of the NCC.
For planning purposes, the NCC south levee is divided into seven reaches, as shown in Plate 3. In the pre-NLIP
project condition, much of the south levee contained a stability berm with an internal drainage system that was
constructed as part of the North Area Local Project (NALP). Levee slopes were approximately 3:1 horizontal to
vertical (3H:1V) on the water side and 2H:1V on the land side, with an approximately 80- to 100-foot
maintenance access area on the land side of the levee through most of the NCC’s length. The Phase 2 Project
widened the levee footprint by raising the levee, flattening the landside levee slope, and constructing a cutoff wall.
Most of the land along the south levee consists of privately owned farmland and habitat owned and managed by
The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC).

1.2.1.2 SACRAMENTO RIVER EAST LEVEE

The east levee of the Sacramento River, referenced in this document as the “Sacramento River east levee,”
protects the 18-mile west side of the Natomas Basin between the NCC and the American River. For planning
purposes, the levee section is divided into 20 reaches, as shown in Plate 3. Garden Highway is located on top of
the levee crown through all 20 reaches. A 10-foot-wide drained stability berm is present on the landside slope of
the levee between the NCC and Powerline Road (Reaches 1-11) and cutoff walls have been constructed through
the levee in Reaches 12—-20. These improvements were components of the Sacramento Urban Levee
Reconstruction Project and the Common Features Project.

Along the land side, Reaches 1-13 are bordered mainly by private agricultural lands containing a few rural
residences, the Sacramento International Airport (Airport), and two farmed parcels owned and managed by
TNBC. The Airport lands bordering Reaches 1-13 are referred to as the “Airport north bufferlands.” Teal Bend
Golf Club is west of the Airport, adjacent to the levee along Reach 6. The parcels bordering Reaches 14-18
contain more residences, several rural estates, and three TNBC parcels. The land side of Reaches 19 and 20 is
bordered by residential subdivisions, a business park, and the City of Sacramento’s Natomas Oaks Park,
undeveloped Costa Park site, and Shorebird Park.

Several marinas and restaurants are located along the water side of the levee in Reaches 1-20 along with more
than 150 residences and numerous private boat docks. Many fences, gates, and other appurtenances associated
with these properties are located on the levee itself.

1.2.1.3 PLEASANT GROVE CREEK CANAL WEST LEVEE

The PGCC west levee extends southerly for approximately 3.3 miles from the east end of the NCC south levee at
Howsley Road to the north end of the NEMDC/Steelhead Creek levee near the Sankey Road crossing (Plate 3).
The PGCC west levee protects the Natomas Basin from flood flows from the Pleasant Grove Creek, tributary
creeks in western Placer County and southern Sutter County, and water backed up in the NCC from high river
stages in the Sacramento River.

Levee slopes are generally 2H:1V on both the water side and land side of the levee. Natomas Road is located on
top of the levee crown. No berms support this levee. However, as part of implementing the NALP, SAFCA
constructed concrete-capped sheetpile walls at Howsley, Fifield, and Sankey Roads to provide hardened sections
at these roadway crossings where levee height was inadequate. The Fifield Road/Natomas Road intersection was
subsequently raised by Sutter County when it replaced the Fifield Road bridge over the PGCC. Several drainage
culverts cross under the PGCC to drain areas to the east into the Reclamation District (RD) 1000 drainage system.
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A private canal extends parallel to the PGCC west levee for about 1,500 feet at the landside levee toe. The land
uses along the PGCC are primarily agricultural uses along with minimal industrial manufacturing and rural
residential uses.

1214 NATOMAS EAST MAIN DRAINAGE CANAL WEST LEVEE

The NEMDC (also known as Steelhead Creek) extends for approximately 13.3 miles from high ground near
Sankey Road to the American River north levee and forms the easterly boundary of the Natomas Basin (Plate 3).
The west levee of the NEMDC confines the canal through the entire reach. The east side of the canal is
unconfined north of SAFCA’s NEMDC stormwater pumping station. This facility is connected to the NEMDC
west levee and the Dry Creek north levee. It prevents elevated flood waters in Dry Creek and the southern reach
of the NEMDC from entering the northern reach of the NEMDC. The pumping facility also collects local flood
runoff from the Natomas East Stream Group and from spills (PGCC floodwaters) over the high ground near
Sankey Road and discharges this stormwater into the southern reach of the NEMDC. The east side of this
southern reach intersects Dry/Robla Creek and Arcade Creek and is confined by the NEMDC east levee, which
extends for about 4 miles from the Dry/Robla Creek south levee to the Arcade Creek north levee and from the
Arcade Creek south levee to the American River north levee at the mouth of the NEMDC. East Levee Road
extends along the crown between Sankey Road and Main Avenue.

As part of the NALP, SAFCA raised the west levee of the NEMDC from 2.0 to 4.5 feet between the NEMDC
stormwater pumping station and the American River north levee and raised the east levee of the NEMDC from
1.0 to 3.5 feet between the Dry/Robla south levee and the American River north levee. These improvements were
designed to provide a high level of flood protection to the Natomas Basin by providing at least 3 feet of levee
height above the “200-year” flood in Dry Creek and Arcade Creek combined with the maximum water surface
likely to be produced at the mouth of the NEMDC by a “200-year” or greater flood along the American River.

1.2.1.5 AMERICAN RIVER NORTH LEVEE

The Natomas section of the American River north levee extends for about 2.2 miles from its junction with the
Sacramento River east levee at the mouth of the American River to its junction with the NEMDC west levee near
the mouth of the NEMDC, as shown in Plate 3. This levee was constructed as part of the Natomas perimeter
levee system and is designed to prevent flood waters in the American River from entering the Natomas Basin.
Built before the construction of Folsom Dam, this levee is set back over 1,000 feet north of the American River
main channel and is high enough to provide 3 feet of levee height above the maximum water surface elevation
likely to be produced at the mouth of the NEMDC by a “200-year” or greater flood along the American River. For
planning purposes, this levee has been divided into four reaches, as shown in Plate 3. The general configuration
of the levee in these reaches is 3H:1V waterside slopes and 2H:1V landside slopes. Levee crown widths range
from 30 to 60 feet. Garden Highway runs along the levee crown for most of these reaches and ranges from two to
four lanes.

1.2.2 FLOODFLOW CONDITIONS

The Natomas Basin is subject to flooding from a combination of flows in the Sacramento and American River
channels and in the tributary streams east of the Basin. Along the northern and western perimeters of the Basin,
the greatest threat is from a large flood in the Sacramento—Feather River basin combined with high runoff in the
creeks and streams of southern Sutter and western Placer Counties that drain through the NCC. This threat is
somewhat mediated by the operation of the Fremont Weir and Yolo Bypass system, which absorbs approximately
80% of the flood flow reaching the Natomas Basin from the Feather and Sacramento River basins. Along the
southern and southeastern perimeters of the Basin, the greatest threat is from a large flood in the American River
basin combined with high runoff in the tributary creeks and streams of western Placer and northern Sacramento
Counties that drain through the NEMDC/Steelhead Creek.
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1.3 PROJECT HISTORY AND PLANNING CONTEXT

SAFCA has developed the NLIP to address identified deficiencies in the levee system protecting the Natomas
Basin in Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California. The objectives of the NLIP are to: (1) provide at least a
100-year level of flood protection to the Natomas Basin as quickly as possible; (2) provide “200-year” flood
protection to the Basin over time; and (3) avoid any substantial increase in annual flood damages as new
development occurs in the Basin.

The Natomas Basin perimeter levee system was originally constructed to promote agricultural development.

The historic Sacramento River floods of 1907 and 1909 (see Table 1-1 for flood flows) triggered the
comprehensive, federally financed and managed, flood risk reduction effort that has unfolded over the past 85
years under the leadership of USACE and the State. The product of this effort is the SRFCP, an integrated system
of levees, overflow bypass channels, and dams that was designed and constructed by Federal, State, and local
interests over several decades to protect farmlands and urban areas in the Sacramento Valley from large floods.
The SRFCP has protected the Natomas Basin from significant flooding since construction of the perimeter levee
system in 1914.

Today, the Natomas Basin is the location of the Airport and the site of extensive urban development, primarily
occupying the southern third of the Basin. The Basin’s remaining agricultural lands provide habitat for a number
of important wildlife species. This habitat is protected under State and Federal law, and expansion of the urban
footprint into the remaining agricultural areas is governed by the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
(NBHCP), which is aimed at setting aside and conserving tracts of agricultural land that are needed to sustain
habitat for the affected species. The Natomas Basin’s historic floodplain is occupied by more than 83,000
residents and contains $8.2 billion in damageable property. Table 1-2 presents a brief timeline of major flood-
related events in the Natomas Basin.

Although SAFCA anticipates that all segments of the Natomas perimeter levee system will eventually be
improved to meet all of the above design criteria, SAFCA is partnering with the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) using SAFCA’s local assessments and grant funding available through DWR’s FloodSafe
California Program to initiate improvements to segments of the Natomas perimeter levee system. SAFCA
proposes to complete this “early implementation project” by the end of 2010. It is anticipated that the remaining
segments of the perimeter levee system would be improved by USACE. This will require Congressional
authorization to expand the scope of the already authorized Natomas components of the Common Features Project
based on a General Re-evaluation Report (GRR) to be completed by USACE for presentation to Congress in
2010. SAFCA is coordinating with USACE to ensure that the planning and design of the early implementation
project are consistent with applicable USACE planning, engineering, and design guidelines. While the GRR will
be a separate report with its own environmental documentation, USACE and SAFCA recognize that Federal
actions taken in connection with the early implementation project will need to be appropriately reflected in the
GRR.

To move forward as quickly as possible to reduce the risk of flooding in the Natomas Basin, SAFCA has
identified the broad outlines of the early implementation project at a program level of detail and developed an
incremental implementation strategy based on carrying out the project in four phases, with each phase
contributing independently and cumulatively to reducing flood risk. Each individual project phase would
contribute to increased flood protection for the Natomas Basin, and thus has independent utility. However, no
single project phase would achieve the overall project objective of 100-year flood protection to the entire Basin.
The NLIP, as a program, has independent utility from the other areas under consideration in the GRR because the
NLIP will provide added flood protection to an entire area (similar to a ring levee) and this increased flood
protection is not dependent on the outcome of the GRR. The four phases of the project are described in Section
1.5.4, “Natomas Levee Improvement Program Environmental Documentation and Relationship of this EIS to
Other Documents,” below.
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Table 1-2
History of the Natomas Basin Flood Damage Reduction System

Year/Timeframe

Flood Damage Reduction Project/Event

1911-1915 Natomas Basin reclaimed: levees and interior drainage constructed
1917-1967  Levees authorized as part of the SRFCP; construction on the SRFCP is initiated and completed in stages
1968 National Flood Insurance Program authorized
1978 First NFIP 100-year Flood Maps issued by FEMA
1986 Major floods lead to SRFCP system re-evaluation
1989 FEMA issues new 100-year Flood Maps encompassing most of the city of Sacramento
1990-1993  Congress provides funding for the Sacramento Urban Levee Reconstruction Project
1993-1998  SAFCA carries out the NALP
1996 C_ongress authorizes raise and strengthening of Sacramento River east levee and strengthening of American
River north levee
1997 Major flood in SRFCP
1998 USACE certifies Natomas Basin levees for 100-year FEMA flood protection
1999 Congress authorizes raise and strengthening of the NCC south levee
1999 Post-1997 Flood Assessment recognizes underseepage as a threat
2000 USACE initiates Natomas Basin Common Features Design
2002 USACE conducts public scoping meetings
2003 USACE Levee Task Force completes development of deep underseepage criteria
2004 USACE adopts Standard Operating Procedures for Urban Levee Design
2004-2006  SAFCA evaluates Natomas Basin levees
2004 USACE initiates General Re-Evaluation of the Common Features Project
2006 USACE recommends levee decertification based on new geotechnical information and new standards
2006 SAFCA initiates the NLIP
2006 SAFCA Board of Directors certifieg the NLIP Local Fund_ing EIR, and USACE adopfcs a Finding of No
Significant Impact and grants permission pursuant to Section 408 for the Phase 1 Project
2007 SAFCA Board of Directors certifies the Phase 2 EIR
2008 USACE issues the Phase 2 EIS
2008 SAFCA completes construction of the Phase 1 Project
2009 USACE issqes the Phase 2 ROD, granting permission pursuant to Section 408 and Section 404 for the
Phase 2 Project
2009 SAFCA Board of Directors certifies the Phase 2 SEIR
2009 USACE and SAFCA issue the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR; SAFCA issues the Phase 3 FEIR and certifies the
Phase 3 EIR
2009 SAFCA begins construction of the Phase 2 Project
2009 USACE issues the Phase 3 FEIS
2009 USACE and SAFCA issue the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR

Notes: EIR = environmental impact report; EIS = environmental impact statement; FEMA = Federal Emergency Management Agency;
NFIP = National Flood Insurance Program; NLIP = Natomas Levee Improvement Program; NLAP = North Area Local Project;

NCC = Natomas Cross Canal; SAFCA = Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency; SRFCP = Sacramento River Flood Control Project;
USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; ROD = record of decision; SEIR = Supplemental EIR

Source: Data compiled by EDAW in 2008 and 2009
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The NLIP Landside Improvements Project and the NLIP as a whole are part of a larger program of improvements
to the flood damage reduction system protecting the Sacramento Area that was initiated as part of the American
River Watershed Investigation (ARWI) following the record flood of 1986. This section outlines the key events
and actions that have shaped the ARWI so as to provide the historical and legislative context within which the
NLIP Landside Improvements Project is being pursued.

1.3.1 1986 FLooD

The record flood of 1986 caused levee failures in many areas of the Sacramento Valley that resulted in millions of
dollars of property damage and exposed numerous deficiencies in the SRFCP. In the Sacramento area, these
deficiencies included: (1) unstable levees along the east bank of the Sacramento River that were susceptible to
failure due to the porous nature of the material used in their construction, (2) inadequate conveyance capacity in
the drainage channels around the Natomas Basin that serve to divert runoff from the foothills into the Sacramento
and American Rivers, and (3) inadequate reservoir storage capacity for controlling large floods in the American
River watershed.

1.3.2 SACRAMENTO URBAN LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT

SAFCA was formed in September 1989 to work with USACE and the State to address the deficiencies exposed
by the 1986 flood. The initial step in this effort was to quickly implement the Sacramento Urban Levee
Reconstruction Project to stabilize the levees along the east bank of the Sacramento River upstream and
downstream of the American River. These levees were constructed in the early part of the 20th century using
materials dredged from the river channel that contained significant amounts of sand and silt dislodged from the
foothills and mountains along the east side of the Sacramento Valley during the hydraulic mining era. These
materials proved to be excessively porous when subjected to the prolonged high flows produced by the 1986
flood, particularly in the Natomas Basin, where levee failure due to seepage through the levee was avoided only
through a massive effort to shore up the levee during the height of the flood.

The stabilization effort employed two measures to address this seepage problem. Where space permitted, such as
upper Natomas Basin, a drained stability berm was constructed along the landside toe of the levee to intercept any
water seeping through the levee and discharge it onto adjacent lands where it is collected by the interior drainage
system and then pumped back into the river. Where space was limited, as in the Pocket area and the lower
Natomas Basin, a slurry cutoff wall was excavated through the levee and into less permeable ground below. This
cutoff wall serves to reduce seepage through the permeable levee embankment soils. Construction of these
improvements, covering approximately 33 miles of the Sacramento River east levee, was initiated in 1990 and
completed in 1993.

1.3.3 AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED INVESTIGATION SELECTED PLAN

In addition to levee stabilization, USACE, the State, and SAFCA used the ARW!I to develop a broad program of
improvements to Sacramento’s flood damage reduction system focusing on construction of a flood detention dam
along the American River near Auburn combined with raising and strengthening the levees along the tributary
streams and drainage canals around the Natomas Basin. The ARWI Selected Plan, which was designed to provide
a “200-year” level of flood protection to the Sacramento area, was presented to Congress in 1992. However, in the
face of opposition to the detention dam, Congress authorized only the levee improvements around the Natomas
Basin and directed that these improvements should proceed while the USACE re-evaluated options for controlling
floods along the remainder of the Lower American River. The legislation left open the possibility that the
authorized improvements could be constructed by non-Federal interests in exchange for future credits or
reimbursements.
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1.34 NORTH AREA LoCAL PROJECT

Relying on the authorization described above, SAFCA quickly initiated the NALP. This locally funded project
was designed to provide a high level of flood protection to the Natomas Basin in a manner that neither depended
on nor prejudiced the outcome of the continuing effort to develop a comprehensive plan for protecting the
floodplains along the Lower American and Sacramento Rivers outside the Natomas Basin. Toward this end,
SAFCA designed the levees along the lower reaches of the NEMDC/Steelhead Creek, Arcade Creek, and Dry/
Robla Creek to contain the maximum water surface elevation that could be anticipated in the Lower American
River at the mouth of the NEMDC/Steelhead Creek during a “200-year” or greater flood event under any of the
alternatives under consideration by the AWRI, including no action. The NALP, which also included levee
strengthening measures along the south levee of the NCC and west levee of the PGCC, was completed in 1996.

1.35 FoLsom DAM REOPERATION

In 1995, SAFCA entered into a 5-year agreement with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) to initiate a
variable space storage operation at Folsom Dam. This would allow for an increase in the available space in three
large non-Federal reservoirs located in the American River watershed upstream of Folsom Dam which could be
used for flood damage reduction. This effort would result in incidental flood damage reduction benefits without
formally incorporating the non-Federal reservoirs into the flood damage reduction system and without creating
unacceptable impacts to anadromous fish in the Lower American River water supply, hydropower, and
recreational uses dependent on Folsom Dam.

1.3.6 AMERICAN RIVER COMMON FEATURES PROJECT

In 1996, USACE transmitted a Supplemental Information Report (SIR) to Congress that presented the results of
the requested re-evaluation of flood risk reduction options for the American River watershed. The SIR concluded
that regardless of what measures might be implemented to increase the reservoir storage space available, the
levees extending upstream from the mouth of the river should be strengthened to resist seepage. Moreover, the
SIR indicated that SAFCA’s levee improvements on the northern and eastern levees of the Natomas Basin were
sufficient to protect the Basin from very large floods along the American River, and with modifications to the
upper 12 miles of the east levee of the Sacramento River, including increased levee height and levee stability
improvements and levee stability along the American River north levee adjacent to Natomas, a similarly high
level of flood protection could be secured along the Sacramento River. These American River and Natomas Basin
improvements were considered “common features” of any long-term effort to provide Sacramento with a high
level of flood protection, and Congress directed the Secretary of the Army to design and construct them under the
auspices of the Common Features Project. The authorization of the Common Features Project also allowed the
non-Federal partners to proceed with the improvements and receive credit for the work. Finally, Congress directed
the Secretary of the Interior to continue the variable space storage operation at Folsom Dam and to extend
Reclamation’s operational agreement with SAFCA pending implementation of a comprehensive flood damage
reduction program for the American River watershed.

1.3.7 1997 FLooD

Shortly after the conclusion of the 1996 Federal legislative session, the Sacramento Valley again experienced a
flood of record magnitude. The flood of 1997 produced flows in the Lower Sacramento and American Rivers
comparable to those of the flood of 1986. The levees around the Natomas Basin and along the Lower American
and Sacramento Rivers, bolstered by the accomplishments of the Sacramento Urban Levee Reconstruction Project
and the NALP, and relieved by the additional reservoir storage capacity made available by the Folsom
Reoperation Project, passed these flows without the signs of levee stress that occurred in 1986. However, the
flood did cause failures of some SRFCP levees along the Feather River and Sutter Bypass upstream of the
Natomas Basin. The USACE post-flood assessment concluded that deep underseepage may have contributed to
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these levee failures. To address this risk, USACE recommended a broader scope for the Common Features
Project, including deeper seepage cutoff walls through the levees along the Lower American River. USACE also
called for an assessment of the need for similar measures along the east levee of the Sacramento River in the
Natomas Basin.

1.3.8 FoLsoMm DAM MODIFICATION PROJECT AND EXPANSION OF THE COMMON
FEATURES PROJECT

In 1999, Congress approved a plan for increasing flood protection along the American River by modifying
Folsom Dam’s outlet works to be more efficient. Congress also expanded the scope of the Common Features
Project, calling for additional reaches of the levees along the lower American River to be raised and strengthened
to ensure safe containment of flows in the river up to 160,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) with at least 3 feet of
additional levee height', and directing USACE to raise and strengthen the south levee of the NCC to provide the
same level of flood protection afforded by the previously authorized improvements of the east levee of the
Sacramento River. Lastly, Congress directed the Secretary of the Army to cooperate with the Secretary of the
Interior in devising a long-term variable space storage operation plan for Folsom Dam that would take advantage
of the operational capabilities created by the modification of the dam’s outlet works and improved weather
forecasting.

1.3.9 JOINT FEDERAL PROJECT

In 2005, technical challenges associated with enlarging the existing outlet works at Folsom Dam caused USACE,
the State, SAFCA, and Reclamation to embrace a new approach to increasing the dam’s low-level discharge
capacity. This “Joint Federal Project,” which was approved by Congress in 2007, will address both flood damage
reduction and dam safety issues through construction of a new auxiliary spillway and control gates. The new
facilities will significantly increase Folsom Dam’s low-level outlet capacity, enabling the dam to meet applicable
Federal dam safety standards while permitting dam operators to safely contain the “200-year” flood in the
American River watershed. The new flood damage reduction operation assumes that the variable storage space
plan will be continued and that releases from the dam will be increased to 160,000 cfs when inflows to the dam
exceed the magnitude of a 100-year flood.

1.3.10 GENERAL RE-EVALUATION OF THE COMMON FEATURES PROJECT

Changes in engineering standards and a better understanding of flood risks in the SRFCP system have caused
USACE to initiate a general re-evaluation of the elements included in the Common Features Project. The GRR is
expected to be presented to Congress in 2010 with recommendations of scope and cost modifications necessary to
ensure that the project can achieve its authorized flood risk reduction objectives.

Initially, the GRR was primarily focused on evaluating the needs of the Natomas Basin. However, a significant
similar effort is also under way with respect to the elements of the Common Features Project along the Lower
American and Sacramento Rivers outside the Natomas Basin, where scope and cost modifications may also be
needed to ensure that the flood risk reduction objectives of the “Joint Federal Project” are achieved. Here,
USACE has determined that the Sacramento River east levee between the American River and the town of
Freeport may lack adequate levee height, and may be susceptible to underseepage and erosion in a “200-year”
flood event. In addition, the levees along the Lower American River may be susceptible to erosion based on the
magnitude and duration of the releases from Folsom Dam that occur in such an event. Accordingly, USACE is
studying comprehensive alternatives that would consider all the basins in the greater Sacramento area, to ensure
that levees protecting the city and county of Sacramento, and the area of Sutter County within the Natomas Basin

! See definition of “levee height” in Section 1.4.2.1, “Flood Problems and Needs.”
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provide the same level of protection as the Joint Federal Project Folsom Dam improvements, which are already
under construction.

SAFCA successfully obtained a grant from DWR for funding an early implementation project as part of
FloodSAFE California. FloodSAFE California is a strategic initiative to maximize Proposition 1E and 84 bond
funds to reduce flood risk to Californians, develop a sustainable flood management system for the future, and
lessen the consequences of floods when they do occur. As detailed in the Local Funding EIR, SAFCA’s cost share
requirement was met and the funding awarded. SAFCA’s early implementation project (Phases 1-4 of the NLIP
Landside Improvements Project) is running ahead of the GRR submittal date with the expectation that the
perimeter levee improvements that are constructed in advance of any Congressional action on the GRR will be
found consistent with the recommendations contained in the GRR. On that basis, SAFCA anticipates that the non-
Federal costs incurred in the early implementation project could be credited against the remaining non-Federal
share of the cost of the enlarged Common Features Project or Joint Federal Project.

1.4 PROJECT PURPOSE/PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND NEED FOR
ACTION

141 PROJECT PURPOSE/PROJECT OBJECTIVES

USACE and SAFCA each view the project purpose from the purview of their respective responsibilities, as
defined below. CEQA also requires the CEQA lead agency to specify project objectives.

14.1.1 SACRAMENTO AREA FLOOD CONTROL AGENCY

SAFCA’s project objectives adopted in connection with the NLIP are: (1) provide at least a 100-year level of
flood protection to the Natomas Basin as quickly as possible, (2) provide “200-year” protection to the Basin over
time, and (3) avoid any substantial increase in expected annual damages as hew development occurs in the Basin.
The first two project objectives would reduce the residual risk of flooding sufficiently to meet the minimum
requirements of Federal and state law for urban areas like the Natomas Basin. The third project objective is a
long-term objective of SAFCA'’s.

Additional project objectives that have informed SAFCA’s project design are to:

(1) use flood damage reduction projects in the vicinity of the Airport to facilitate management of Airport lands in
accordance with the Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP); and

(2) use flood damage reduction projects to increase the extent and connectivity of the lands in the Natomas Basin
being managed to provide habitat for giant garter snake, Swainson’s hawk, and other special-status species.

SAFCA'’s approach to defining flood risk reduction accomplishments (system performance) differs from that of
USACE. References in this document to levels of flood protection are based on SAFCA’s “best estimate”
approach (the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s [FEMA’s] and the state’s current method) and should
not be taken as USACE concurrence that such levels would be achieved based on USACE’s approach of
incorporating risk and uncertainty in the estimate of system performance. In any case, flood risk to the Natomas
Basin would be considerably reduced by the project. FEMA and NLIP design criteria for the 1% and 0.5% events
is provided in Table I-1 in Appendix I.

1.41.2 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
The overall purpose of the project is to develop and select an alternative that would reduce the risk of flood

damage in the Natomas Basin. Some residual risk will always remain, however, in any flood damage reduction
system. USACE must make decisions on whether or not to grant permission for SAFCA’s Phase 3 Project to alter
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the Natomas Basin levee system (Federal project levees) under Section 408 and issue permits under Section 404
and Section 10. USACE decisions contemplated by this EIS pertain only to the proposed Phase 3 Project, which is
the subject of this FEIS. USACE’s Regulatory Branch has already made decisions under these authorities for the
Phase 1 and 2 Projects.

As stated above, this FEIS will be used to support the specific USACE decisions on whether to grant permission
for the Phase 3 Project proposed by SAFCA pursuant to Sections 408, 404, and 10.

1.4.2 NEED FOR ACTION
The need for the action is to reduce the flood risk to the Natomas Basin.

The Natomas Basin floodplain is occupied by over 83,000 residents and $8.2 billion in damageable property.
Although improvements to the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system, completed as part of the Sacramento
Urban Levee Reconstruction Project and the NALP, have significantly improved flood protection for the area,
the Natomas Basin remains vulnerable to flooding in a less than 100-year flood event. Uncontrolled flooding in
the Natomas Basin floodplain in a flood exceeding a 100-year event could result in $7.4 billion in damage (this
excludes the Airport facilities) (SAFCA 2007b). Flooding could also release toxic and hazardous materials,
contaminate groundwater, and damage the metropolitan power and transportation grids. The disruption in
transportation that could result from a major flood could affect the Airport and interstate and state highways. In
addition, displacement of residents, businesses, agriculture, and recreational areas could occur.

The NLIP was initially outlined in the Natomas Levee Evaluation Study Final Report Prepared for SAFCA in
Support of the Natomas Basin Components of the American River Common Features (July 14, 2006). This
evaluation was based on the engineering studies and reports that were included as appendices to the above-
referenced report, which are available for review at SAFCA’s office at 1007 7th Street, 7th Floor. These studies
and reports indicate that segments of the Natomas perimeter levee system reflect the following problems for both
the FEMA 100-year and the “200-year” design water surface elevations:

inadequate levee height,

through-levee seepage and foundation underseepage with excessive hydraulic gradients,
embankment instability, and

susceptibility to riverbank erosion and scour.

vVYyvyy

Although not highlighted in the levee evaluation, portions of the perimeter levee system, particularly along the
east levee of the Sacramento River, are also subject to vegetative and structural encroachments into the levee
prism.

In January 2008, FEMA remapped the Natomas Basin as an AE zone. The designation took effect in December
2008. FEMA defines AE zones as areas with a 1% annual chance of flooding. The designation requires flood
insurance and requires the bottom floor of all new buildings be constructed at or above base flood elevation—
as little as 3 feet in some of the Natomas Basin but up to 20 feet above the ground level in much of the Basin.
This designation and the associated constraints effectively stopped all projects that were not issued building
permits before the new map took effect.

The following subsections describe the problems and needs related to project implementation.
1421 FLOOD PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

Inadequate Levee Height

“Levee height” refers to a measure of the height of a levee above a defined water surface elevation. The NCC
south levee and Reaches 1-11 of the Sacramento River east levee provide less than the 3 feet of additional levee
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height that is required to meet the minimum requirements for 100-year flood protection established by FEMA as
part of the National Flood Insurance Program or the minimum requirements for “200-year” flood protection
established by the State. Both the FEMA 100-year and the “200-year” design water surface elevations were
derived using hydraulic modeling outputs that assume SRFCP levees outside the Natomas Basin do not fail when
overtopped. Plate 3 shows the locations and amounts of levee height deficiency that would be addressed by the
NLIP Landside Improvements Project.

Seepage

Seepage beneath and through segments of the Natomas levee system has been identified as a significant risk to the
stability and reliability of the system (SAFCA 2006). Underseepage problems occur in locations where levees are
constructed on low-permeability foundation soil (silt and clay) underlain by higher-permeability layers (sand and
gravel). Excessive underseepage makes the affected levee segment susceptible to failure during periods of high
river stage. Under these conditions, seepage travels horizontally under the levee and then is forced vertically
upward through the low-permeability foundation layer, often referred to as the “blanket.” Failure of the blanket
can occur either by uplift, a condition in which the blanket does not have enough weight to resist the confined
pressure acting upon the bottom of the blanket, or by piping (internal erosion) caused by water flowing under high
vertical gradients through the erodible blanket and carrying fine soil particles out of the foundation materials.
Through-seepage is seepage through a levee embankment that can occur during periods of high river stage.
Depending on the duration of high water and the permeability of embankment soil, seepage may exit the landside
face of the levee. Seepage can also pass directly through pervious layers in the levee if such layers are present.
Under these conditions, the stability of the landside levee slope may be reduced. Plate 4 shows a schematic of
these two failure mechanisms. Plate 3 shows the locations around the Natomas Basin where seepage has been
identified as a problem.

Riverbank Erosion

As shown in Plate 5, approximately 15 sites along the water side of the Sacramento River east levee are subject to
bank erosion in the form of bed or toe scour and wave wash that threatens the stability of the adjacent levee.

Risk priorities have been assigned to the affected sites based primarily on the risk of slope failure due to
undermining. High-risk sites exhibit one or more of the following characteristics and are considered potentially
susceptible to failure in a 100-year flood event:

» the toe of the bank lies inside or very near the levee template and the slope below the waterline is reasonably
steep, scour depths are below river bed elevations at the toe, or the local bed has been observed to be
lowering;

» the toe of the bank lies outside the levee template but there is risk of cantilever failure based on the estimated
stratigraphy of the bank; or

» the bank at the low-water elevation (the contact between the flood basin deposits and the alluvial deposits)
lies near the levee template, and there is potential for a failure originating at the contact point to intersect the
levee prism. If the failure seems unlikely to intersect the levee prism, the site was ranked as moderate.

Moderate-risk sites exhibit one or more of the following characteristics and may be recommended for treatment as
part of any “200-year” flood protection improvement program:

» the toe of the bank lies reasonably close to the levee template, but the slope below the waterline is moderate
and general scour elevations are not very far beneath the local bed level,

» the bank at the low-water elevation (the contact between the flood basin deposits and the alluvial deposits)
lies inside the levee template, but an individual failure is unlikely to intersect the levee prism; or
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» the toe of the bank lies from 20 to 50 feet from the levee template and the risk of slope failure is low to
moderate, but erosion appears to be very active or specific site factors, such as lack of vegetation, structures,
or fallen trees, suggest that erosion might proceed very quickly during a large flood.

Sites A (River Mile [RM] 78.6), C (RM 78.0), D (RM 77.3), G (RM 73.5), J (RM 69.8), and M (RM 68.8) are
considered high-risk sites. Sites B (RM 78.2), I (RM 70.0), K (RM 69.4), and L (RM 69.1) are considered
moderate-risk sites.

Encroachment

USACE levee guidance requires the removal of vegetation greater than 2 inches in diameter on the levee slopes
and within 15 feet of the waterside and landside levee toes. This guidance also may require removal of
encroachments on the levee slopes, including utilities, fences, structures, retaining walls, driveways, and other
features that penetrate the levee prism or affect operation and maintenance of the levee system. Substantial
encroachments are present on the Sacramento River east levee. Plates 6a and 6b illustrate typical encroachments
in the area. Should any of these existing encroachments be determined to threaten the integrity of the levee or
otherwise increase flood risk unacceptably, the encroachments would need to be removed. RD 1000 is the entity
initially responsible for removing encroachments that have been identified as threatening levee integrity.

Any such encroachment removal would be subject to future, separate environmental compliance and review.

1.4.2.2 OTHER PROBLEMS AND NEEDS RELATED TO PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION
Aviation Safety

The Airport is located approximately 1.5 miles east of the Sacramento River east levee and 12 miles north of
downtown Sacramento. The Airport includes the Airport Operations Area and adjacent terminals, parking lots,
and landscaped areas (Plate 7). There are two 8,600-foot parallel runways, oriented roughly north-south, and
three airline terminals, as well as additional buildings associated with various airport operations. Approximately
half of the 5,900 acres of Sacramento County—owned land at the Airport are located due south and due north of
the Airport Operations Area and function as aviation “bufferlands” to prevent encroachment by land uses, such as
residential development, that are incompatible with aircraft operations.

The Airport has one of the highest numbers of reported bird strikes of all California airports. The frequency of
these strikes is directly related to the Airport’s location in the western portion of the Natomas Basin, which is a
relatively flat, low-lying area, along the Pacific Flyway, dominated by agricultural crop lands and supporting
irrigation and drainage infrastructure. These agricultural uses are the primary wildlife attractants in the area, with
rice cultivation, including flooding of the rice fields in winter and summer, considered the most significant
attractant.

Since 1996, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has required the Airport to maintain and implement a
WHMP. The WHMP relies on a combination of wildlife control and land management strategies and outlines
steps for monitoring, documenting, and reporting potential wildlife hazards and bird strikes. In accordance with
FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports (FAA 2007),
the Airport has been directed by the FAA to reduce wildlife attractants in the Airport Critical Zone, the area
within a 10,000-foot radius from the centerline of the two parallel runways for turbine-powered aircraft.

The following land management objectives in the WHMP are relevant to the proposed early implementation
project:

» maintain grasslands in the Airport Operations Area (the area within the fenced perimeter of the Airport) to
discourage use by hazardous wildlife;

» reduce aquatic habitat for hazardous wildlife;
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» reduce hazardous wildlife use of ditches in the Airport Operations Area; and

» reduce hazardous wildlife on Sacramento County—owned agricultural land in the 10,000-foot Airport Critical
Zone.

Habitat Conservation

The Natomas Basin provides habitat for a variety of wildlife species, ranging from those that use the widely
distributed agricultural fields and levee maintenance zones to species that are restricted to remnant patches of
native vegetation and the area’s historical agricultural irrigation and drainage ditches and canals. Many common
wildlife species use the project area, and a number of special-status species also have potential to occur within and
adjacent to the levee improvement areas. These special-status species include the following:

valley elderberry longhorn beetle,
giant garter snake,

northwestern pond turtle,
Swainson’s hawk,

burrowing owl, and

other nesting birds.

vV VY VY VvVVvYYy

The NBHCP was developed by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and TNBC in 2003 to promote
conservation of the NBHCP-covered species in conjunction with economic and urban development in the
Natomas Basin. The NBHCP establishes a conservation program designed to minimize and mitigate the expected
loss of habitat values and incidental take of “covered species” that could result from urban development and
operation and maintenance of irrigation and drainage systems. The NBHCP currently authorizes take associated
with 17,500 acres of urban development in southern Sutter County and within the city of Sacramento. The U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) approved the NBHCP in 2003 and issued incidental take permits to the City
of Sacramento and Sutter County for take of Federally listed species resulting from permitted activities.

The NBHCP’s habitat reserve acquisition and management activities are implemented by TNBC, a private,
nonprofit organization that began operating in 1998 and whose mission is to serve as “plan operator” of the
NBHCP. TNBC receives mitigation fees paid by developers and other NBHCP participants. These funds are used
to acquire, establish, enhance, monitor, and manage mitigation lands in perpetuity. As development occurs within
the Natomas Basin, and as TNBC acquires mitigation lands, site-specific management plans are implemented by
TNBC to ensure that the objectives of the NBHCP are fulfilled. These management plans may include excavation
and grading of the acquired lands to create marsh habitats reflective of the floodplain conditions that prevailed in
portions of the Natomas Basin before reclamation.

As of January 2006, nearly 4,000 acres of mitigation property had been acquired in the Natomas Basin. As shown
in Plate 8, this property is concentrated in three areas: north of the Airport and west of State Route 99 in Sutter
County, east of the Airport between Elverta Road and the Sacramento/Sutter County border in Sacramento
County, and south of the Airport in the vicinity of Fisherman’s Lake in Sacramento County. TNBC’s goal is to
consolidate these three blocks of land through infill acquisitions and to ensure that these lands are reliably served
and connected by the Natomas Basin’s historical agricultural irrigation and drainage infrastructure.

Agricultural Irrigation and Drainage Infrastructure

Reclamation of the Natomas Basin for agricultural development required construction of two major ditch and
canal systems in the Basin: an irrigation system owned and operated by Natomas Central Mutual Water Company
(NCMWOC) and a drainage system owned and operated by RD 1000. NCMWC pumps water into the Basin to
provide irrigation water to its shareholders for agricultural use within the Basin. During winter (October through
April), drainage is primarily rainfall runoff; during summer (May through September), drainage water from
agricultural fields is typically recirculated for irrigation. Because the Basin is surrounded by levees, all excess
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drainage within the Basin must be pumped out. In general, water is pumped into the Basin from the Sacramento
River and NCC as irrigation water and returned to the perimeter drainage channels via RD 1000’s interior
drainage system.

Several irrigation canals, pipelines, wells, and pump stations exist along the Sacramento River east levee.

These include the Elkhorn Main Irrigation Canal (Elkhorn Canal), which runs parallel to the Sacramento River
east levee from the North Drainage Canal to just south of West Elkhorn Boulevard, and the Riverside Main
Irrigation Canal (Riverside Canal), which runs parallel to the Sacramento River east levee from approximately

1 mile north of San Juan Road to approximately Orchard Lane. These NCMWC canals are fed by three pumping
plants on the Sacramento River (Plate 9). These canals are referred to as “highline” canals because they have
embankments that allow water levels to be maintained above surrounding ground surfaces so that water can be
delivered to agricultural receiving lands by gravity flow. The NCMWC also operates two pumps along the NCC
south levee that provide irrigation water to agricultural lands in the northern portion of the Basin. These NCMWC
irrigation systems and several other landowner-operated systems along the Sacramento River east levee, NCC
south levee, and PGCC west levee would need to be relocated to accommodate improvements to these levees.

RD 1000 operates several drainage pumping plants along the Sacramento River east levee, the NCC south levee,
and the NEMDC west levee that could be affected by levee improvement activity. As shown in Plate 9, Pumping
Plant No. 2, located in Sacramento River Reach 4B, pumps drain water from the lower end of the North Drainage
Canal; Pumping Plant No. 3, located in Sacramento River Reach 13, pumps drain water from the West Drainage
Canal; Pumping Plant No. 1, located in Sacramento River Reach 20A, pumps drain water from the Main Drainage
Canal; Pumping Plant No. 4, located in NCC Reach 2, pumps drain water from the upper end of the North
Drainage Canal; Pumping Plant No. 5, located in Sacramento river Reach 10, pumps drain water from the West
Drainage Canal; Pumping Plant No. 8, located on the NEMDC west levee between Del Paso Road and North
Market Boulevard, pumps drain water from the C-1 Drain; and Pumping Plant No. 6, located on the NEMDEC
west levee between Elverta Road and Elkhorn Boulevard, pumps drain water from the E Drain. These pumping
facilities include discharge pipelines that would need to be relocated as part of the levee improvements in these
locations. Pumping Plant No. 2 was temporarily removed as part of an emergency levee repair in 2006 but would
be reconstructed as part of the Phase 3 Project.

The City of Sacramento operates the Willow Creek stormwater pumping station, which is located in Sacramento
River Reach 19B; Pump Station 58, which is located on the American River north levee at Asuza Street; and
Pump Station 102, which is located on the NEMDC west levee in Gardenland Park.

1.5 INTENDED USES OF THIS FEIS AND RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER
DOCUMENTS

151 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PoLicy ACT

NEPA provides an interdisciplinary framework for Federal agencies to develop information that will help them to
take environmental factors into account in their decision-making (42 USC 4321, 40 CFR 1500.1). According to
NEPA, an EIS is required whenever a proposed major Federal action (e.g., a proposal for legislation or an activity
financed, assisted, conducted, or approved by a Federal agency) would result in significant effects on the quality
of the human environment.

Implementation of the project is dependent upon Federal action because it would require Federal approval for one
or more of the following activities: (i) alteration of Federal project levees (requires permission from USACE
pursuant to Section 408); (ii) placement of fill material into jurisdictional waters of the United States (requires
permission from USACE pursuant to Section 404); (iii) work performed in, under, or over navigable waters, and
excavation of material from or deposition of material into navigable waters (requires permission from USACE
under Section 10); and (iv) activities affecting plant or animal species protected by the Federal Endangered
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Species Act (ESA) (16 USC 1531[c][1][2]). An EIS is used by Federal agencies in making decisions and is
intended to provide full and open disclosure of environmental consequences prior to agency action.

As discussed above under Section 1.1.1, “Scope of Environmental Analysis,” the FEIS is tiered from, or
incorporates by reference, where appropriate, information contained in the Phase 2 EIS. Incorporation of previous
analysis by reference is encouraged for NEPA analysis under the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 CFR 1500.4, 1502.21). Section 1502.21 reads:

Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by reference when
the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action.
The incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content briefly described. No
material may be incorporated by reference unless it is reasonably available for inspection by
potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment. Material based on proprietary
data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated by reference.

NEPA requires a brief citation and summary of the referenced material, as well as the public availability of the
referenced material.

1.5.2  CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

According to the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR Section 15064[f][1]), preparation of an EIR is required
whenever a project may result in a significant environmental impact. An EIR is an informational document used
to inform public agency decision makers and the general public of the significant environmental effects of a
project, identify possible ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects, and describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project while substantially
lessening or avoiding any of the significant environmental impacts. Public agencies are required to consider the
information presented in the EIR when determining whether to approve a project.

CEQA requires that state and local government agencies consider the environmental effects of projects over
which they have discretionary authority before taking action on those projects (Public Resources Code [PRC]
Section 21000 et seq.). CEQA also requires that each public agency avoid or mitigate to less-than-significant
levels, wherever feasible, the significant environmental effects of projects it approves or implements. If a project
would result in significant and unavoidable environmental impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated to less-than-
significant levels, the project can still be approved, but the lead agency’s decision makers must issue a “statement
of overriding considerations” explaining in writing the specific economic, social, or other considerations that they
believe, based on substantial evidence, make those significant effects acceptable.

As discussed above under Section 1.1.1, “Scope of Environmental Analysis,” this FEIS, which is based on the
Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR and responses to comments on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR, is tiered from and incorporates by
reference, where appropriate, information contained in the Local Funding EIR and Phase 2 EIR. Under CEQA,
tiering is encouraged and incorporation by reference is authorized where project-specific analysis is tiered from
previous analysis (PRC Sections 21093 and 21094; State CEQA Guidelines CCR Sections 15150 and 15152).
Under CCR Section 15152 of the State CEQA Guidelines, when CEQA documentation has been performed for a
program of projects, project-specific studies for subsequent projects within the program should be limited to
effects which:

» were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the prior EIR; or

» are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by the
imposition of conditions, or other means (State CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15152[d]).
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CEQA requires a brief citation to and summary of the referenced material, as well as the public availability of the
referenced material. Relevant portions of all documents incorporated by reference into this FEIS are summarized
throughout this FEIS where specifically noted (State CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15150). See Section 1.10,
“Related NEPA Documents, Documents Relied on in Preparation of This EIS, and Documents Incorporated by
Reference.”

1.5.3 PROJECT AUTHORIZATION

SAFCA is authorized to proceed with the early implementation project as approved by the SAFCA Board of
Directors in April 2007 and as funded in part by the Consolidated Capital Assessment District that was formed in
April 2007 following an affirmative vote of property owners occupying the “200-year” floodplain in Sacramento.
In October 2007, the California Legislature approved, and the Governor signed, Senate Bill 276 authorizing the
state’s participation in the project. The state has the capability to fund its share of the project cost under the
authorities created by the passage of Propositions 1E and 84 in November 2006. Federal participation in the
project would require additional action by Congress based on the results of the Common Features Project GRR as
discussed above.

154 NATOMAS LEVEE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENTATION AND RELATIONSHIP OF THIS EIS TO OTHER DOCUMENTS

Summarized below is the relationship of the NLIP Landside Improvement Project phases to one another and their
relationship to this EIS. To provide further context, Plate 10 shows levee work by phase and borrow sites and
Table 1-3 presents the major components and construction timing of the Phase 1, 2, 3, 4a, and 4b Projects. Years
are shown in the table below to identify the anticipated starting point of each NLIP project phase; however, as
described in the subsections below, only some components of each project phase would begin in the first year of
construction (e.g., while some portions of the Phase 3 Project would begin in 2009, proposed levee work would
not begin until 2010). Further, the project phases, while originally envisioned to be constructed in the order they
are numbered, could be constructed out of order (e.g., the Phase 4a Project, or components thereof, could be
constructed before the Phase 3 Project) depending on project approvals, permitting, project design, and other
factors. Project phasing and construction sequencing of project components are not necessarily dependent upon
one another, but are dependent more on the availability and timing of funding.

Table 1-3
Major Components and Construction Timing of the Landside Improvements Project Phases

Project Phase
and Construction Project Component
Timing

Phase 1 Project | Natomas Cross Canal south levee improvements (westernmost 12,500 feet): Through-seepage and
2007-2008 underseepage remediation

Natomas Cross Canal south levee improvements: Levee raising and seepage remediation

Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 1-4B): Levee raising and seepage remediation

Relocation of the Upper Elkhorn Canal (North Drainage Canal to Elkhorn Reservoir)

Construction of the Upper GGS/Drainage Canal (North Drainage Canal to just south of Elkhorn Reservair)
Removal of a deep culvert at the location of Reclamation District 1000 Pumping Plant No. 2

Borrow and reclamation at: Airport north bufferlands; Brookfield; Dunmore; RD 1001; and Sutter Pointe
Habitat creation and management

Right-of-way acquisition

Infrastructure relocation and realignment

Phase 2 Project
2009-2010

Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 5A-9B): Levee raising and seepage remediation
Pleasant Grove Creek Canal west levee: Levee raising, slope flattening, and widening; and seepage remediation
Phase 3 Project | Natomas East Main Drainage Canal west levee (Elkhorn Boulevard to NEMDC Stormwater Pumping Station):
2009-2010 Levee widening and flattening and seepage remediation
Natomas East Main Drainage Canal west levee (NEMDC Stormwater Pumping Station to Northgate
Boulevard): Seepage remediation and slope stability remediation
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Table 1-3
Major Components and Construction Timing of the Landside Improvements Project Phases

Project Phase
and Construction Project Component
Timing

Relocation of approximately 9,400 feet of the Elkhorn Canal (highline irrigation canal) downstream of Elkhorn
Reservoir

Construction of a new GGS/Drainage Canal downstream of Elkhorn Reservoir

Reconstruction of RD 1000 Pumping Plant No. 2

Habitat creation and management

Phase 3 Project | Infrastructure relocation and realignment

2009-2010 Landside vegetation removal

(Cont.) Right-of-way acquisition

Encroachment management

Borrow and reclamation at Airport north bufferlands; Brookfield; Dunmore; Elkhorn Borrow Area; Lower
Woodland Corridor; Krumenacher; Novak; Pacific Terrace; private property (in Reaches 5A, 6B, and 7);
RD 1001; South Sutter, LLC; Sutter Pointe; and Twin Rivers Unified School District

Reconfiguration of Airport West Ditch

Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 10-15): Levee raising and seepage remediation
Sacramento River east levee Reach 4B: Seepage remediation
Natomas Cross Canal south levee: Levee raising and seepage remediation at two locations
Replacement of South Lauppe Pump
Riverside Canal (highline irrigation canal) relocation and extension
Modifications to Natomas Central Mutual Water Company’s Riverside Pumping Plant and RD 1000’s Pumping
Plants Nos. 3 and 5
Development of new and replacement groundwater wells
Phase 4a Project | Borrow site excavation and reclamation at Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area (including Novak); I-5 Borrow Area;
2010-2011 Elkhorn Borrow Area; South Sutter, LLC; Krumenacher; Twin Rivers Unified School District stockpile; and
Airport north bufferlands
Habitat creation and management
Infrastructure relocation and realignment
Landside and waterside vegetation removal
Right-of-way acquisition
Encroachment management
Exchange of properties between SAFCA and the Sacramento County Airport System in Reaches 4A, 5B, and 6
of the Sacramento River east levee

Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 16—20): Seepage remediation

American River north levee (Reaches 1-4): Seepage remediation and improvements to achieve 200-year flood
risk reduction

Pleasant Grove Creek Canal west levee: Improvements to achieve 200-year flood risk reduction

Natomas East Main Drainage Canal west levee (Sankey Road to Elkhorn Boulevard): Levee raising and
widening, slope flattening, and seepage remediation; and improvements to achieve 200-year flood risk

Phase 4b Project | reduction

2011 (or beyond) | West Drainage Canal: Improvements south of 1-5

Borrow site excavation and reclamation

Habitat creation and management

Infrastructure relocation and realignment

Landside vegetation removal

Right-of-way acquisition

Encroachment management

Notes: Airport = Sacramento International Airport; GGS = Giant Garter Snake; NEMDC = Natomas East Main Drainage Canal; RD =
Reclamation District; I-5 = Interstate 5
Source: Data compiled by EDAW in 2009, based on information provided by SAFCA
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154.1 PHASE 1 PROJECT

In February 2007, the SAFCA Board of Directors certified the Local Funding EIR (SAFCA 2007a), which
examined the physical environmental effects associated with the program of flood damage reduction measures
and related mitigation and habitat enhancements that the local funding mechanisms would be used to finance. The
Local Funding EIR covered the NLIP Landside Improvements Project Phases 1-4 at a program level of detail and
the Phase 1 Project (NCC South Levee Phase 1 Improvements) at a project-specific level of detail. The Phase 1
Project was constructed in 2007 and 2008.

1.5.4.2 PHASE 2 PROJECT

In November 2007, the SAFCA Board of Directors certified the Phase 2 EIR (State Clearinghouse No.
2007062016), which covered the three additional phases of “landside” components of the NLIP that were
proposed for construction in 2008 (Phase 2 Project), 2009 (Phase 3 Project), and 2010 (Phase 4 Project). The
Phase 2 EIR was tiered from the analysis in the Local Funding EIR, consistent with Section 15152 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. The 2008 construction phase (now referred to as the Phase 2 Project) was analyzed at a project
level, and the 2009-2010 construction phases (now referred to as the Phase 3 Project and Phase 4 Project, or the
remainder of the Landside Improvements Project) were analyzed at a program level. The Phase 2 Project was
approved for implementation by the SAFCA Board of Directors on November 29, 2007.

To implement the Phase 2 Project, SAFCA required permission from USACE pursuant to Section 408 for
alteration of a Federal project levee and Section 404 for the discharge of fill into jurisdictional waters of the
United States. Therefore, following completion of the Phase 2 EIR and local approval of the Phase 2 Project,
USACE prepared the Phase 2 EIS (USACE 2008). A record of decision (ROD) was issued in January 2009, at
which time USACE also issued the 408 permission and 404 permit for the Phase 2 Project.

The Phase 2 Project as presented in the Phase 2 EIS differs from the Phase 2 Project as evaluated in the Phase 2
EIR for the following reasons. By the time the Phase 2 EIS began, SAFCA’s engineering consultants had
determined that cutoff walls could be used instead of berms along several of the Sacramento River east levee
reaches. Thus, the Phase 2 EIS includes proposed cutoff walls in some Sacramento River east levee reaches and a
discussion of the impacts of the cutoff walls on groundwater recharge. Additionally, it became clear during the
EIS process that much of the 2008 construction phase (or Phase 2 Project) would actually have to be conducted in
2009. The Phase 2 EIS therefore acknowledges that possibly all of the Phase 2 Project construction could be
concurrent with construction of the Phase 3 Project, and discusses the consequences to haul truck traffic, noise, air
quality, and other construction-related effects accordingly. These differences have also been considered in the
Phase 2 Supplemental EIR (SEIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016) (SAFCA 2009a), prepared by SAFCA,
which was certified by the SAFCA Board of Directors in January 2009, at which time the Board also approved
the modifications to the Phase 2 Project.

Construction of the Phase 2 Project began in May 2009 and is anticipated to be completed in 2010, assuming
receipt of all required environmental clearances and permits. The Phase 2 Project can be constructed on a stand-
alone basis, assuming no further action on the balance of the NLIP is taken. It is clear that a portion of Phase 2
Project construction would be complete prior to construction of the Phase 3 Project. However, it is still likely that
there would be some overlap in construction schedules between these two phases (see below).

1.5.4.3 PHASE 3 PROJECT

This FEIS evaluates the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Phase 3 Project. The Phase 3 Project
addresses underseepage, riverbank erosion, encroachment, and levee height deficiencies along the Sacramento
River east levee Reaches 5A-9B, the PGCC west levee, and a portion of the NEMDC west levee (between
Elkhorn and Northgate Boulevards).
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In February 2009, USACE and SAFCA issued the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2008072060)
for public review and comment. The Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR is tiered from the Local Funding EIR, Phase 2 EIR, and
Phase 2 EIS. Following public review, SAFCA prepared an FEIR (SAFCA 2009b) to provide responses to
comments on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. The SAFCA Board of Directors certified the FEIR and approved the Phase
3 Project in May 2009. Separately, USACE prepared this FEIS to provide responses to comments received on the
Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. USACE will consider whether to grant Section 408 permission and issue permits under
Sections 404 and 10.

Preliminary construction (canal work, utility relocation, vegetation removal, and demolition of structures) of the
Phase 3 Project is planned to begin in summer/fall 2009; however, major levee construction would not begin until
2010, assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances and permits. The potential exists for up to 30% of
the Phase 2 Project to also be constructed in 2010, concurrent with Phase 3 Project construction, or even
potentially concurrently with the Phase 4a Project, depending on the timing and availability of funding.

1.5.4.4 PHASE 4A PROJECT

The Phase 4a Project includes levee raising and seepage remediation along the Sacramento River east levee
(Reaches 10-15) and in two locations of the NCC south levee as well as relocation and extension of the Riverside
Canal. Parcels within the Fisherman’s Lake Area (including Novak) would be the primary source of soil borrow
for Phase 4a Project construction; those areas excavated for borrow material would be reclaimed as agricultural
land, grassland, or managed marsh depending on their location and existing land use. The environmental impacts
of these improvements were evaluated at a program level in the Local Funding EIR, the Phase 2 EIR, and the
Phase 2 EIS. The project-specific impacts of the Phase 4a Project are being analyzed in a separate DEIS/DEIR
that is being issued for public review in August 2009. If permitted, these improvements could be constructed at
the same time as portions of the Phase 2 and 3 Projects. Construction is planned to begin in 2010 and anticipated
to be completed in 2011, assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances and permits.

1545 PHASE 4B PROJECT

The Phase 4b Project will include seepage remediation along the Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 16-20)
and the American River north levee (Reaches 1-4); levee raising and widening, slope flattening, and seepage
remediation along the NEMDC west levee (from Sankey Road to Elkhorn Boulevard); and habitat improvements
to the West Drainage Canal south of 1-5. The Phase 4b Project will also include improvements to achieve 200-
year flood risk reduction along the American River north levee (Reaches 1-4), PGCC west levee, and NEMDC
west levee. The environmental impacts of these improvements were evaluated at a program level in the Local
Funding EIR, the Phase 2 EIR, and the Phase 2 EIS. The project-specific impacts of the Phase 4b Project will be
evaluated in a separate, project-specific EIS/EIR in 2010. Construction is planned to begin and anticipated to be
completed in 2011 or beyond, assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances and permits.

1.6 SCOPE AND FOCUS OF THIS FEIS

Pursuant to the CEQ, USACE’s NEPA regulations, CEQA, and the State CEQA Guidelines (CCR Section
15064), the discussion of potential effects on the environment in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR, and which remains for
this FEIS, is focused on those impacts that USACE and SAFCA have determined may be potentially significant.

To make a preliminary determination of which impacts may be potentially significant, USACE published a notice
of intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS in the Federal Register, VVol. 73, No. 139, on July 18, 2008; and SAFCA filed a
notice of preparation (NOP) of a DEIR with the State Clearinghouse and released the NOP publically on July 18,

2008 (Appendix A).

This EIS includes an evaluation of 21 environmental issue areas and other NEPA- and CEQA-mandated issues
(e.g., cumulative impacts and growth-inducing impacts). The 21 environmental issue areas are as follows:
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Agricultural Resources Transportation and Circulation
Land Use, Socioeconomics, and Population and Housing Air Quality

Geology and Soils Noise

Hydrology and Hydraulics Recreation

Water Quality

Fisheries

Sensitive Aquatic Habitats
Vegetation and Wildlife
Special-Status Terrestrial Species
Cultural Resources
Paleontological Resources

Visual Resources

Utilities and Services Systems
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Airport Safety

Wildfire Hazards

Environmental Justice

vV Y Y VY VY VY VY VY VY
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The CEQ NEPA regulations direct agencies to discuss issues that are not significant only briefly (40 CFR
1500.4). The USACE NEPA regulations provide similar guidance, indicating that NEPA documents should focus
on substantive issues (33 CFR Section 230.13). Similarly, CEQA (PRC Section 21002.1) and the State CEQA
Guidelines (CCR Section 15143) allow a state lead agency (SAFCA) to focus the discussion in an EIR on the
potential environmental effects of a proposed project that the lead agency has determined may be significant.
Lead agencies may limit discussion of other effects to a brief explanation as to why those effects would not be
significant. During scoping, and based on review of available information, it was determined that the project
would not result in significant environmental effects related to mineral resources. Analyses of effects on mineral
resources under NEPA and CEQA generally focus on whether a project would hinder the extraction and use of
known mineral commodities. No known mineral commodities are known to exist in the project area. Therefore,
no potentially significant effects on known mineral resources are anticipated as a result of construction activities
associated with the project or potential hydraulic changes within the flood conveyance system. For these reasons,
this resource topic is not discussed further in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR, nor in this FEIS.

1.7 AGENCY ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

USACE will use this FEIS in exercising its regulatory authority under Sections 408, 404, and 10. It also may be
used as an informational document by Federal cooperating agencies, such as the FAA, that could have permitting
or approval authority (including partial funding) for aspects of the project.

The Phase 3 FEIR will be used by SAFCA and CEQA responsible and trustee agencies, such as the CVFPB,
DWR, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and California Department of Fish and
Game (DFG), to ensure that they have met the requirements of CEQA before deciding whether to approve or
permit project elements over which they have jurisdiction. It may also be used by other state and local agencies,
which may have an interest in resources that could be affected by the project, or that have jurisdiction over
portions of the project.

1.7.1 LEAD AGENCY

USACE is the Federal lead agency for NEPA compliance. SAFCA is the state lead agency for CEQA compliance.

1.7.2 COOPERATING, RESPONSIBLE, AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

Under NEPA, any Federal agency other than the lead agency that has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with
respect to any environmental impact involved in an action requiring an EIS is eligible to be a cooperating agency
(NEPA Section 1501.6). Cooperating agencies are encouraged to actively participate in the NEPA process of the
Federal lead agency, review the NEPA documents of the Federal lead agency, and use the documents when
making decisions on the project.
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Under CEQA, a responsible agency is a public agency, other than the lead agency, that has responsibility to carry
out or approve a project (PRC Section 21069). A trustee agency is a state agency that has jurisdiction by law over
natural resources that are held in trust for the people of the State of California (PRC Section 21070).

1.7.2.1 FEDERAL COOPERATING AGENCIES

The FAA is serving as a cooperating agency under NEPA because, if USACE and SAFCA select an alternative
that requires the Airport to seek a release from Federal Airport Improvement Grant assurances, the FAA would
use this FEIS in exercising its decision-making authority under 49 USC 47107 regarding whether to approve
those actions.

1.7.2.2 STATE RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

The following state agencies may serve as responsible and trustee agencies if they have jurisdiction or regulatory
approval over the project or a portion of the project:

California Air Resources Board

California Department of Education

California Department of Fish and Game

California Department of Health Services

California Department of Toxic Substances Control

California Department of Transportation

California Department of Water Resources

California State Lands Commission

California State Office of Historic Preservation

Central Valley Flood Protection Board (formerly the State Reclamation Board)
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Region 5)
State Water Resources Control Board

YV Y VvV VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VvYy

1.7.2.3 REGIONAL AND LOCAL RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

The following regional and local agencies may serve as responsible agencies if they have jurisdiction or
regulatory approval over the project or a portion of the project:

County of Sacramento

County of Sutter

City of Sacramento

Feather River Air Quality Management District

Natomas Central Mutual Water Company

Natomas Unified School District

Reclamation District 1000

Reclamation District 1001

Robla School District

Sacramento Area Sewer District

Sacramento County Environmental Management Department
Sacramento County Local Agency Formation Commission
Sacramento County Municipal Services Agency

Sacramento County Water Agency (Zone 41 and 11C Water Districts)
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District

Sacramento Municipal Utility District

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District

vV Y VvV VYV VY Y VY VY VY VY Y VY VY VY VY VvYVVvYy
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» Sutter County Environmental Health Services
Twin Rivers Unified School District

1.7.3 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS

1.7.3.1 FEDERAL ACTIONS/PERMITS
The Federal actions or permits that would be required for project implementation are listed below.

» U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Decision on whether or not to grant permission for the Phase 3 Project
under Sections 408 and 10 and decision on whether to issue a permit under Section 404.

» U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Reviewing and commenting on the EIS, filing and noticing the
EIS, concurrence with Section 404 Clean Water Act permit, and Clean Air Act conformity.

» U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Federal ESA consultation and incidental-take authorization for the take of,
or concurrence with conclusion of no effect for, Federally listed endangered and threatened species.

» National Marine Fisheries Service: Federal ESA consultation and incidental-take authorization for the take
of, or concurrence with conclusion of no effect for, Federally listed endangered and threatened species.

1.7.3.2  STATE ACTIONS/PERMITS

The state actions or permits that would be required for project implementation are listed below.

» California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento Valley: Compliance with the California
Endangered Species Act, streambed alteration (California Fish and Game Code Section 1602), Section 2081

permit, and protection of raptors (California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5).

» California State Office of Historic Preservation: National Historic Preservation Act Section 106
compliance in relation to Federal project authorizations.

» Central Valley Flood Protection Board (formerly the Reclamation Board) and Reclamation Districts
1000 and 1001: levee and floodway and other encroachment permits.

» Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Region 5): National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System construction stormwater permit (Notice of Intent to proceed under General Construction
Permit) for disturbance of more than 1 acre, discharge permit for stormwater, general order for dewatering,
and Clean Water Act Section 401 certification or waste discharge requirements.

» California Department of Transportation: Encroachment permit and/or transportation management plan.

1.7.3.3 REGIONAL AND LOCAL ACTIONS/PERMITS

The regional and local actions and permits that would be required for project implementation are listed below.

» Sutter and Sacramento Counties: Permits for compliance with the state’s Surface Mining and Reclamation
Act, and other possible construction authorizations/encroachment permits.

» City of Sacramento: Possible construction authorizations/encroachment permits.
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» Feather River Air Quality Management District and Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District: Authority to construct (for devices that emit air pollutants), permit to operate, and Air
Quality Management Plan consistency determination.

1.8 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT UNDER NEPA AND CEQA

18.1 NOTICE OF INTENT, NOTICE OF PREPARATION, AND SCOPING MEETING

On July 18, 2008, USACE and SAFCA issued an NOI and NOP, respectively, for preparing the Phase 3
DEIS/DEIR. In addition to the State Clearinghouse’s distribution of the NOP to potentially interested state
agencies, copies of the NOP were mailed to more than 600 Federal, state, regional, and local agencies, as well as
individuals residing within the project area and homeowners associations, to solicit input as to the scope and
content of the EIS/EIR. There is no mandated time limit to receive written comments in response to the NOI
under NEPA. The NOP was circulated for a 30-day public comment period, in accordance with the State CEQA
Guidelines, which closed on August 18, 2008.

A joint public scoping meeting was held on August 6, 2008, to brief interested parties on the proposed project
(Proposed Action), and obtain the views of agency representatives and the public on the scope and content of the
EIS/EIR (Appendix A). Chapter 7.0, “Consultation and Coordination,” of this EIS and Appendix A include
copies of the comment letters received and a summary listing of the substantive comments on the NOI and NOP,
respectively.

1.8.2 ADDITIONAL STEPS IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS

The Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR was distributed for public and agency review and comment, in accordance with NEPA
and CEQA requirements. The review period began on February 13, 2009 and closed on April 6, 2009.

SAFCA held a public meeting before the SAFCA Board of Directors on Thursday, March 19, 2009 at 3:00 p.m. in
the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors Chambers located at 700 H Street, Sacramento, California, at which
it received input from agencies and the public on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. In addition, written comments from the
public, reviewing agencies, and stakeholders were accepted throughout the public comment period. SAFCA
prepared a separate FEIR, which the SAFCA Board of Directors certified in May 2009.

USACE will circulate this FEIS for 30 days prior to taking action on the project and issuing its record of decision
(ROD). The ROD will identify USACE’s decision regarding the alternatives considered, address substantive
comments received on the FEI