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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) is proposing to implement the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Program (NLIP) Landside Improvements Project, which consists of installing improvements to the 
levee system in the Natomas Basin and making other related landscape modifications and drainage and 
infrastructure improvements. The NLIP would be implemented over a 3-year period extending from 2008 through 
2010. The proposed project is described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the September 2007 Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the NLIP Landside Improvements Project, and is summarized in 
Section 1.1, “Summary Description of the Proposed Project,” of this Final EIR (FEIR). 

During the comment period on the DEIR, SAFCA received written comments from public agencies, organizations 
and individuals, as well as oral testimony at a public hearing held before the SAFCA Board of Directors on 
October 18, 2007. This FEIR has been prepared to respond to comments received on the DEIR, which are 
reproduced in this volume; and to present corrections, and revisions, and other clarifications made to the DEIR as 
a result of considering these comments and SAFCA’s ongoing planning efforts. SAFCA has prepared this FEIR in 
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). SAFCA is the lead 
agency for complying with CEQA. 

This analysis addresses the potential environmental impacts associated with the 2008 activities on a project-
specific basis; thereby providing the final CEQA-mandated environmental review before project implementation. 
This analysis also addresses the potential environmental impacts associated with the overall project on a 
programmatic basis; therefore, this EIR constitutes a program EIR for all activities leading to the flood control 
system improvements that would occur during the 2008 through 2010 construction period. The flood control 
improvement activities planned to take place in 2009 and 2010 would be subject to additional project-specific 
CEQA analysis in the future, prior to proceeding with project implementation. 

The FEIR consists of the DEIR and this document, which includes comments on the DEIR, responses to those 
comments, and revisions to the DEIR. Both documents should be used as the informational basis for addressing 
the environmental consequences of implementing the NLIP and alternatives. 

1.1 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

As described in the 2007 DEIR, the specific objectives of the proposed project analyzed in this FEIR are to: 

(1)  provide at least 100-year flood protection as quickly as possible while laying the groundwork to achieve at 
least urban-standard (“200-year”) flood protection over time, 

(2)  use flood control projects in the vicinity of Sacramento International Airport (Airport) to facilitate better 
management of Airport lands that reduce hazards to aviation safety, and  

(3)  use flood control projects to enhance habitat values by increasing the extent and connectivity of the lands in 
Natomas being managed to provide habitat for giant garter snake, Swainson’s hawk, and other special-
status species. 

To meet these project objectives, SAFCA proposes to implement the project activities described in Chapter 2, 
“Project Description,” of the DEIR consisting of flood control improvements to various portions of the Natomas 
area flood control system. These activities include: 

2008 construction 

Along the 5.3-mile Natomas Cross Canal (NCC) south levee, raise the levee to provide additional 
freeboard; realign the levee to provide a more stable waterside slope and to reduce the need for removal 
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of waterside vegetation, and construct a seepage cutoff wall in the eastern 4.3 miles (approximately) of 
the levee to reduce the risk of levee failure due to seepage and stability concerns. 

Along the Sacramento River east levee, construct a raised adjacent setback levee from the NCC to about 
3,100 feet south of the North Drainage Canal with seepage berms where required to reduce seepage 
potential, and install woodland plantings. 

Construct a new canal designed to provide drainage and associated giant garter snake habitat (referred to 
in this EIR as the “GGS/Drainage Canal”), relocate the Elkhorn Canal between the North Drainage Canal 
and the Elkhorn Reservoir settling basin (“Elkhorn Reservoir”), and remove a deep culvert from under the 
levee near the Reclamation District 1000 Pumping Plant No. 2 site. 

Recontour the land and create marsh and upland habitat at borrow locations. 

2009 and 2010 construction 

Along the Sacramento River east levee south of the limits of the 2008 improvements, construct an 
adjacent setback levee (raised where needed to provide adequate freeboard) with seepage berms, relief 
wells, and cutoff walls as required, and install woodland plantings. 

Widen the levee and construct seepage berms along the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal west levee. 

Construct a new GGS/Drainage Canal between Elkhorn Reservoir and the West Drainage Canal, improve 
the West Drainage Canal, relocate the Riverside Canal and the Elkhorn Canal downstream of Elkhorn 
Reservoir, and reconstruct the Reclamation District 1000 Pumping Plant No. 2. 

Recontour the land and create marsh and upland habitat at borrow locations. 

Remove encroachments from the water side of the Sacramento River east levee as needed to ensure that 
the levee can be certified as meeting the minimum requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program 
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) design criteria, and address Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) requirements for the State Route 99/70 bridge crossing of the NCC. 

Since release of the DEIR, SAFCA has continued to design and refine the features of the proposed NLIP Landside 
Improvement Project. As a result of these efforts, the NLIP Landside Improvement Project has undergone minor 
revisions warranting identification in this discussion. The most prominent change in the project is SAFCA’s 
conclusion that the west levee of the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal does not need to be raised to achieve the project 
objectives.

The second change would be to modify a limited portion of the NCC east of State Route 99/70 through the 
installation of a partial waterside levee raise so as to limit the extent of the landside footprint of the project and 
minimize the need to relocate Howsely Road. An analysis of the hydraulic effects of this modification indicated 
that it would not diminish the NCC’s conveyance capacity. 

The third change to the project would be to extend the width of the seepage berm located between stations 57+00 
to 85+00 from 100 feet to 300 feet in width. This modification would extend the feature further eastward into the 
adjacent agricultural cropland so as to more effectively contain underseepage through a relatively shallow but 
lengthy layer of sand and gravel material. Because of the extent of the borrow material required for this work, this 
portion of the 2008 construction plan would be deferred until 2009, providing the existing residents additional 
time to arrange and implement relocation of the existing residences in a more reasonable timeframe. 

The fourth change to the project consists of extending a segment of the seepage berm into an area occupied by a 
small grove of trees that is located at the southern end of Reach 4B. This area occupies about 1.3 acres and is 
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subject to deep and extensive underseepage. About 11 relief wells were originally proposed to temporarily retain 
these trees near the seepage berm. However, further analysis has raised concerns that this design might not offer 
consistent resistance to underseepage, particularly along the seams between the wells and the berms. Additional 
geotechnical data has indicated that temporary retention of these trees is not recommended. The downstream limit 
of 2008 construction has also been extended from Station 214+00 to Station 228+00. 

The fifth change to the project description consists of adding a new parcel of land as a potential borrow area and 
habitat mitigation area. This property consists of about 160 acres located east of the Airport. 

Exhibit 1-1 illustrates the NLIP Landside Improvement Project in relation to its regional location. Exhibits 1-2a, 
1-2b, and 1-2c present detailed aerial photographs depicting the project features. Exhibit 1-3 depicts the potential 
borrow areas and habitat mitigation lands being considered as part of project development. 

1.2 MAJOR CONCLUSIONS OF THE DEIR ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

1.2.1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

As described in the DEIR, the proposed project could result in significant environmental effects on several 
resources. The majority of the impacts would be temporary, construction-related effects that would be less than 
significant or would be reduced to less-than-significant levels through mitigation. 

Table 1-1 summarizes the proposed project’s environmental impacts, the level of significance of each impact 
before mitigation, recommended mitigation measures, and the level of significance of each impact after 
mitigation. This table was reproduced from the DEIR and has been updated to reflect changes to mitigation 
measures made as a result of comments on the DEIR. 

1.2.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

As described in the DEIR, the proposed project would result in the following significant and unavoidable impacts: 

Conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural uses (direct and cumulative) 

Potential construction impacts on known prehistoric resources, discovery of human remains during 
construction, and damage to or destruction of previously undiscovered cultural resources (direct and 
cumulative) 

Temporary increase in traffic on local roadways during construction (direct) 

Effects on air quality with respect to short-term construction emissions: temporary emissions of reactive 
organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOX), and respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic 
diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10) (direct and cumulative), and incremental contributions to 
greenhouse gas emissions (cumulative) 

Generation of short-term construction noise, exposure of sensitive receptors to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or noise, and exposure of residents to increased traffic noise levels from hauling 
activity (direct and cumulative) 

Changes in scenic vistas, scenic resources, and existing visual character of the project area (direct and 
cumulative) 

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. 
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Source: CaSil, Adapted by EDAW in 2007 

Project Location Exhibit 1-1
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Source: EDAW 2007, Mead & Hunt 2007 

Soil Borrow Sites and Potential Haul Routes for 
Sacramento River East Levee Improvements in Reaches 1–4B (2008 Construction) Exhibit 1-3 
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1.3 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR 

CEQA requires a lead agency that has prepared a DEIR to consult with and obtain comments from public 
agencies that have legal jurisdiction concerning the proposed project, and to provide the general public with an 
opportunity to comment on the DEIR. The FEIR is the mechanism for considering these comments. This FEIR 
has been prepared to respond to comments received on the DEIR, which are reproduced in this volume; and to 
present corrections, and revisions, and other clarifications made to the DEIR as a result of considering these 
comments and SAFCA’s ongoing planning efforts. 

1.4 REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTIFICATION AND FUTURE STEPS IN 
PROJECT APPROVAL 

The EIR is intended to be used by the SAFCA Board of Directors when considering project approval, and by 
responsible and trustee agencies that have regulatory authority over portions of the project features, land 
management jurisdiction, or other permit approval responsibility. 

On June 4, 2007, SAFCA issued a notice of preparation (NOP) of a DEIR and filed the NOP with the State 
Clearinghouse. The public comment period on the NOP ended on July 3, 2007. A scoping meeting was held on 
June 19, 2007, to solicit input on the scope of the DEIR from interested agencies, individuals, and organizations. 

On September 14, 2007, SAFCA released the DEIR for public review and comment for a 45-day period ending 
October 29, 2007. The DEIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to reviewing agencies. 
A notice of availability was filed with the county clerks of Sacramento and Sutter Counties; published in the 
Sacramento Bee; and distributed to a broad mailing list. 

A public hearing to receive comments on the DEIR was held at the Sacramento City Council Chambers on 
October 18, 2007 during the regular meeting of the SAFCA Board of Directors. The public hearing was recorded 
and a transcript was prepared. 

As a result of these notification efforts, written and verbal comments were received from federal, state, and local 
agencies; organizations; and individuals on the content of the DEIR. Chapter 3 of this FEIR identifies these 
commenting parties, their respective comments, and responses to these comments. None of the comments 
received, or the responses provided, constitute “significant new information” by CEQA standards (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5). 

SAFCA will hold a public hearing as part of its Board of Directors meeting on November 29, 2007, to consider 
certification of the FEIR and to decide whether to approve the proposed project, at which time the public and 
interested agencies may comment on the project. 

1.5 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized as follows: 

Chapter 1, “Introduction,” presents a summary of the proposed project, summarizes the major conclusions of 
the DEIR, describes the purpose of the FEIR, provides an overview of the environmental review process, and 
describes the content of the FEIR. 

Chapter 2, “Master Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR,” presents responses to environmental issues 
raised in multiple comments. These have been termed “master responses” and are organized by topic to provide 
more comprehensive responses than may be possible in responding to individual comments. 
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Chapter 3, “Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR,” contains a list of all parties who submitted 
comments on the DEIR during the public review period, copies of the comment letters received, and individual 
responses to the comments. 

Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” presents revisions to the DEIR text made in response to comments, or 
to amplify, clarify or make insignificant modifications or corrections. Changes in the text are signified by 
strikeouts where text is removed and by underline where text is added. 

Chapter 5, “References,” includes the references to documents used to support the comment responses. 

Chapter 6, “List of Preparers,” lists the individuals who assisted in the preparation of this document. 
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2 MASTER RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The following discussion presents responses to environmental issues raised in multiple comments. These 
responses have been titled, “master responses,” because they address numerous comments concerning the same or 
very similar topics. These responses are organized by topic to provide a more comprehensive response than may 
be possible in responding to individual comments. Table 2-1 lists each issue addressed in a master response. 

Table 2-1 
List of Master Responses 

Master Response Number  Title 
1 Hydraulic Impacts of the NLIP 

2 Biological Resources and Habitat Mitigation 

3 Temporary Construction Impacts on Traffic Safety, Noise, and Other Nuisances 

4 Utilities Relocation 

All individual comments on environmental issues along with individual responses to these comments are 
presented in Chapter 3, “Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR.” In that chapter, the reader is 
referred back to these master responses as appropriate. 

2.2 MASTER RESPONSE 1: HYDRAULIC IMPACTS OF THE NLIP 

2.2.1 INTRODUCTION

In response to several comments received on the DEIR that question whether SAFCA’s approach to evaluating 
hydraulic impacts is reasonable, SAFCA has prepared the following master response. 

2.2.2 DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF HYDRAULIC IMPACTS

CEQA requires lead agencies to determine whether “the proposed project [would] expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam” (State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Section VIII, i). SAFCA has historically made this determination by 
evaluating the potential effects of its levee improvement projects on water surface elevations in the stream and 
river channels in the project area and in the larger watershed within which the project is situated. This approach 
was used to evaluate the flood related impacts of the Natomas Levee Improvement Program (NLIP). Specifically, 
SAFCA’s engineering consultant, MBK Engineers, used a UNET hydraulic computer model to compare existing 
conditions in the waterways surrounding the Natomas Basin and in the larger Sacramento River Flood Control 
Project (SRFCP) with and without the project. The analysis consisted of calibrating the hydraulic model to 
historic flood events using high-water marks and stream gage data, modeling the “with” and “without” project 
condition under several flood scenarios, and determining whether the proposed project would produce a 
significant difference in the relevant water surface elevations. 

The results of this analysis were initially presented in Chapter 4.4, “Hydrology and Hydraulics,” and Appendix C, 
“Hydraulic Modeling Results,” of the program-level EIR on Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive 
Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area, which was certified by the SAFCA Board of Directors in 
February 2007. Using the same methodology, the analysis was performed again and presented in Chapter 3.4, 
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“Hydrology and Hydraulics,” of the DEIR for the NLIP Landside Improvements Project. In both cases, the 
modeling showed that the proposed NLIP improvements would not increase the “1957” water surface profiles that 
serve as the minimum design standard for all reaches of the SRFCP and would not substantially increase the 100-
year or “200-year” water surface elevations in any urban areas upstream or downstream of the project study area. 
On this basis, both EIRs concluded that the NLIP improvements would not cause any significant hydraulic 
impacts. 

A surface water elevation increase of 0.1 foot was used as a threshold for determining potential a significant 
impact because it represents a minimum change from existing conditions. As discussed on pages 3.4-6 and 3.4-7 
of the DEIR, a 0.0 foot increase in both the “1957,” “100-year,” and “200-year” water surface profiles would 
result with implementation of the NLIP Landside Levee Improvement Project. 

2.2.3 THE EIR’S TWO-THRESHOLD APPROACH IS CONSISTENT WITH THE 

FRAMEWORK HISTORICALLY USED TO MANAGE THE SRFCP

The perimeter levee system around the Natomas Basin is part of a larger integrated system of levees, dams, and 
bypass channels known as the SRFCP that encompasses five historic flood basins in the Sacramento Valley 
(Colusa, Sutter, Feather, Yolo and American Flood Basins) and the subbasins contained therein. Planning, design, 
and construction of the SRFCP has been ongoing since the early 1900s under the leadership of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the State of California (state), with local levee and reclamation districts playing 
the principal role in operating and maintaining the system. 

Initially, the river channel and bypass levees in each segment of the system were constructed based on a standard 
geometry. The levees were designed with a predetermined freeboard allowance tied to specified flows and 
associated water surface profiles generally matched to observed conditions during the 1907 and 1909 floods. 
Over time, the standard freeboard allowance of each levee section was increased because of numerous levee 
failures. The minimum standard levee changed from a levee with a top width of 10 feet to one with a top width of 
20 feet. In addition, the design flows were modified substantially on the Feather and American Rivers. This was 
the result of floods that occurred after 1909, which demonstrated these rivers could produce substantially greater 
flows than occurred during the 1907 and 1909 floods. Because numerous levee failures occurred along the Feather 
River levees between 1920 and 1934, the levees were set back and enlarged to accommodate greater flows. These 
changes were summarized in design memorandums, which define the minimum freeboard requirements for each 
segment of the SRFCP, collectively referred to as the “1957 profile.” Over the years, the system capacity of the 
SRFCP was also greatly expanded by the construction of five major multiple-purpose reservoirs (Shasta, Black 
Butte, Oroville, New Bullards Bar, and Folsom Reservoirs) containing 2.7 million acre-feet of dedicated flood 
space.

The record floods of 1986 and 1997 triggered additional system modifications. Although these floods were 
significantly larger than the 1907 and 1909 floods, the availability of reservoir storage largely prevented flows in 
the system from exceeding the design of the SRFCP. Nevertheless, numerous project levees experienced 
unexpectedly severe stress and some failed. This experience caused the USACE, the state, and their local partners 
to perform a series of geotechnical evaluations on the SRFCP’s levees and to adopt new, more rigorous levee 
design standards for urban areas, including standards for seepage through and under project levees. To meet these 
new standards, USACE, the state, and local flood control agencies have made substantial investments in 
addressing identified deficiencies in levees throughout the SRFCP and in improving the level of flood protection 
provided by the levees, particularly in urban areas.

Although the SRFCP and its design standards have evolved over the years based on experience, new engineering 
tools and analysis, and changes in public policy, this evolution has occurred within a system management 
framework that has allowed necessary adaptations to the system without undermining its basic operational 
principles. These principles are discussed below. 
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The SRFCP is not intended to provide a uniform level of flood protection (statistical probability of flooding) to 
the various subbasins within the protected area. Rather, each subbasin is protected by levees that at least meet the 
SRFCP’s minimum geometrical standards, including freeboard reflecting the water surface profile prescribed for 
that segment of the system. Each subbasin’s protection is dependent on the fitness of its own levees and not on the 
condition (or failure) of any other subbasin’s levees. Accordingly, each subbasin has the right to keep its levees in 
the fittest possible condition to ensure that these levees will perform as reliably as possible in a flood. 

2.2.4 EFFECT OF THE NLIP ON SRFCP FUNCTION AND OPERATIONS

Even the most modest levee-tending activity, such as eradicating rodent burrows, has the potential to trigger a 
“transfer of risk,” at least in theory. Yet there are currently no data and modeling tools available to quantify such 
transfers of risk and assess their significance. One of the SRFCP’s most important accomplishments is to avoid 
this problem by relying on the more practical and measurable indicator of a change in water surface elevation, 
using this measure as the guideline for evaluating the effects of levee-tending activity. Because the SRFCP is 
designed to operate as an integrated system based on prescribed water surface elevations, the “transfer of risk” 
that may occur when a subbasin improves the fitness of its levees is not considered to adversely affect the 
performance of the SRFCP with respect to other subbasins as long as the improvement activity does not alter any 
water surface elevations designed by the SRFCP. Under this water surface elevation guideline, levee and 
reclamation districts can operate and maintain their levees (and thus reduce flood damages without engaging in 
overly complex “transfer of risk” arguments) unless there is evidence that their levee fitness activities will cause a 
change in a relevant design water surface profile. If the activities of these levee and reclamation districts would 
produce a significant adverse change in a water surface profile prescribed by the SFRCP, then the district would 
be expected to offset the adverse impact. 

It is clear that levee-tending activities involving physical changes in the geometry of the river channel are the 
activities most likely to cause changes in water surface elevations prescribed by the SRFCP. These types of 
activities include placement of fill or construction of structures in the floodway, construction of new levees, 
relocation of existing levees, excavation within the floodway, construction of large berms for protecting 
riverbanks, raising an existing levee (waterside raise), construction of a new bypass, and planting of vegetation 
within the floodway. Improvement activities on the land side of a levee also require evaluation. Such activities 
include placing a slurry wall in a levee, adding a seepage berm to a levee, placing a field of seepage relief wells 
along a levee, raising a levee (landside raise), widening a levee (increase top width), and relocating a seepage 
ditch.

Three design water surface elevations should be considered when determining whether a levee-tending activity 
would result in an adverse impact to a SRFCP levee. First, the elevations prescribed for each segment of the 
SRFCP must be considered. These elevations are referred to as the “1957 profile” and they define the minimum 
freeboard requirements for each segment of the SRFCP. Second, because of the participation of virtually all 
communities protected by segments of the SRFCP in the National Flood Insurance Program, the 100-year water 
surface profile must be considered. Third, because the California Legislature has now established “200-year” 
flood protection as the appropriate standard of flood protection for all urban areas within the SRFCP, the “200-
year” water surface profile must also be considered. (Statutes of 2008, Chapter 364 [adding Water Code Section 
9602(i)]). 

In determining whether a proposed improvement or activity could result in changes to these water surface 
profiles, the standard analysis procedure is to use hydrologic and hydraulic computer modeling tools such as, 
HEC-1, HEC-2, UNET, HEC-RAS, RMA2, FESWMS, etc. The analysis consists of calibrating the hydraulic 
model to historic flood events using high-water marks and stream gage data. The calibration activity is normally 
conducted on systemwide instead of a site-specific basis. However, data available for computer model calibration 
can be sparse or nonexistent. In addition, assumptions must be made regarding reservoir operations. Because all 
of the reservoirs that contribute to the operation of the SRFCP (Shasta, Black Butte, Oroville, New Bullards Bar 
and Folsom) are governed by water control manuals issued by USACE, current reservoir operations are assumed 
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to continue except where it is reasonably foreseeable that the current operation could change (as in the case of 
Folsom Dam and Reservoir, where Congress has directed USACE to formalize the variable space storage 
operation that has been in effect by agreement between SAFCA and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation since 1995). 

Once the model is calibrated, the “with project” condition is compared to the “without project” condition under 
several flow conditions (1957 profile, 100-year FEMA flood, and “200-year” urban flood) to determine whether a 
difference exists in water surface elevations under these different conditions. This analysis is complicated 
because, for the 100-year flood and “200-year” flood, it involves assumptions about the performance of project 
levees under flow conditions that exceed the minimum design of the SRFCP and thus involve the possibility of 
levee failure. As noted above, the design of the SRFCP was not historically based on assumed levee failures. 
On the contrary, the design assumed no levee failures but included five engineered diversions and one natural 
overflow diversion. The natural diversion is to Butte Basin, which is upstream from the SRFCP levees. 
This diversion did not include flow easements because Butte Basin is a historic flood basin. The five engineered 
diversions include two diversions to Butte Basin (Moulton and Colusa Weirs), one diversion to the Sutter Bypass 
(Tisdale Weir), and two diversions to the Yolo Bypass (Fremont and Sacramento Weirs). All of the engineered 
diversions included the acquisition of property rights to support the diversions. The deliberate planning, 
construction, and maintenance of the diversions assured that they would function during flood conditions and 
serve as reliable features of the flood project. 

The historic record of SRFCP levees under high flow conditions does not reveal a direct relationship between 
river stage and levee performance, particularly given the potential for flood fighting activities to influence this 
relationship. This greatly complicates the challenge of establishing reasonable assumptions on which to conduct 
hydraulic modeling evaluations. Most hydraulic modeling efforts make the simplifying assumption that a levee 
fails when the water surface reaches a defined elevation. The most common failure scenarios consider the 
following:

(a) Assume levee fails when water level exceeds top of levee by 0.5 feet. 
(b) Assume levee fails when water level reaches top of levee.
(c) Assume levee fails when water exceeds design stage by 1.5 feet.
(d) Assume levee fails when design stage is exceeded.

The performance of the Reclamation District (RD) 784 levee on the Yuba River highlights the problems 
associated with these scenarios. This levee has never been overtopped; however, during the 1955 flood, the water 
surface level reached to within 0.5 feet of the top of the levee and the levee did not fail. Although not quite 
reaching the limit described by scenario (b), the water surface did exceed the levels specified by scenarios (c) 
and (d). These scenarios would have incorrectly assumed a levee failure and overestimated the beneficial effect of 
a levee failure to adjacent or downstream areas during the 1955 flood. During the 1986 flood, the maximum water 
level was approximately 4.5 feet below the top of the levee; however, the levee failed after the peak stage when 
the water level was approximately 6.6 feet below the top of the levee. All of the above scenarios would have 
assumed no levee failure. Because the levee failure occurred approximately 24 hours after the peak stage, the 
adjacent or downstream areas did not receive any benefit in peak stage reduction. During the 1997 flood, the 
maximum water level was 2.5 feet below the top of levee and the levee did not fail. Scenario (d) would have 
assumed a levee failure and would have overestimated the benefit a levee failure would have provided to the 
adjacent or downstream areas. 

The only documented SRFCP levee overtopping that did not result in a levee failure occurred in 1995, when the 
Cache Creek levees were overtopped by approximately 0.1 to 0.2 feet and did not fail. An extensive flood fight 
was conducted by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) forces to save the levee during this 
event. There were many instances in 1986 and 1997 when a levee did not fail even though scenarios (c) and (d), 
above, would have predicted failures. These locations were primarily along Feather River, American River, and 
Yolo Bypass areas in 1997, and Sacramento River, American River, and Yolo Bypass areas in 1986. Extensive 
flood fight activities took place during these floods. Flood flows were near or exceeded SRFCP design levels 
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during these floods. It is interesting to note that current USACE design criteria would not find these areas to have 
“certifiable” levees. 

In short, the historic record does not reveal a direct relationship between river stage and levee failure, particularly 
given the potential for flood fighting activities to influence this relationship. The state holds flood fighting schools 
annually before the start of the flood season. Participants at the training learn how to construct a temporary levee 
raise, provide protection to the levee from overtopping and wind and wave attack, and learn how to deal with 
underseepage (boils). 

For purposes of evaluating the hydraulic effects of the NLIP, SAFCA employed levee failure scenario (a), 
because it is reasonable, practical, is easily understood, and because a sensitivity analysis indicated that the 
estimated hydraulic characteristics would be the same for each of the level failure scenarios analyzed. In addition, 
because the NLIP improvements are based on a levee design profile calculated assuming that SRFCP levees do 
not fail when overtopped, SAFCA added a “no levee failure” scenario to the modeling effort. In each case, the 
hydraulic modeling study assumed that all SRFCP levees in nonurban areas would be raised to their design 
heights (designated freeboard above the SRFCP design water surface profile) as part of the state’s ongoing levee 
repair program. Several of these levees overtopped in the 100-year and “200-year” modeling runs. In scenario (d), 
it was assumed that this overtopping would result in a levee breach with water leaving the adjacent river channel 
through the breach. In the “no levee failure” scenario, the overtopped levee was assumed to act as a weir, allowing 
water to leave the adjacent river channel over the top of the levee without a breach occurring. None of the existing 
NLIP levees failed under either of these scenarios. Accordingly, in both cases it was determined that increasing 
the height of the NLIP levees would not increase the 1957 water surface profiles in any project reach and would 
not increase the 100-year or “200-year” water surface elevations in any urban areas upstream or downstream of 
the project study area. 

2.2.5 THE APPROACH USED IN THE NLIP HAS BEEN ADOPTED BY THE STATE 

LEGISLATURE

In September 2007, the state legislature enacted the Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008 (Act), Water 
Code Section 9600 et seq., which was signed into law by the governor in October 2007. The Act is based on the 
following findings: 

The Central Valley of California is experiencing unprecedented development, resulting in the conversion of 
historically agricultural lands and communities to densely populated residential and urban centers. 

The legislature recognizes that by their nature, levees, which are earthen embankments typically founded on 
fluvial deposits, cannot offer complete protection from flooding, but can decrease its frequency. 

The legislature recognizes that the level of flood protection afforded rural and agricultural lands by the 
original flood control system would not be adequate to protect those lands if they are developed for urban 
uses, and that a dichotomous system of flood protection for urban and rural lands has developed through 
many years of practice. 

The legislature further recognizes that levees built to reclaim and protect agricultural land may be inadequate 
to protect urban development unless those levees are significantly improved. 

Cities and counties rely upon federal floodplain information when approving developments, but the 
information available is often out of date and the flood risk may be greater than that indicated using available 
federal information. 

The legislature recognizes that the current federal flood standard is not sufficient to protect urban and 
urbanizing areas within flood prone areas throughout the Central Valley. 
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(Statutes of 2007, Chapter 364, Section 9.) 

Based on these findings, the Act embraces a new flood protection standard for urban areas (defined as “developed 
areas in which there are 10,000 residents or more”) located in levee protected floodplains in the Central Valley. 
This new “urban level of flood protection” is defined as “the level of protection that is necessary to withstand 
flooding that has a 1-in-200 chance of occurring in any given year using criteria consistent with, or developed by, 
the Department of Water Resources.” (Statutes of 2007, Chapter 364 [adding Water Code Section 9602(i)]). 

Consistent with this new state standard, the legislature also approved “the project features necessary to provide a 
200-year level of flood protection along the American and Sacramento Rivers and within the Natomas Basin as 
described in the final engineer’s report dated April 19, 2007, adopted by the Sacramento Area Flood Control 
Agency.” (Statutes of 2007, Chapter 641 [amending Water Code Section 12670.14(b)]) Moreover, in connection 
with this approval, the legislature adopted the following findings and declarations (Statutes of 2007, Chapter 641, 
Section 1[k]): 

As evidenced by the environmental impact reports certified in connection with these projects, including 
the hydrology and hydraulics impact analysis set forth in the environmental impact report prepared by the 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency with regard to local funding mechanisms for comprehensive 
flood control improvements for the Sacramento area dated February 2007, the increase in flood protection 
associated with improving the American and Sacramento River levees and modifying Folsom Dam will 
be accomplished without altering or otherwise impairing the design flows and water surface elevations 
prescribed as part of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project. Accordingly, these improvements will 
not result in significant adverse hydraulic impacts to the lands protected by the Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project. Thus, it is not necessary or appropriate to require these projects to include hydraulic 
mitigation.

The projects authorized in Section 12670.14 of the Water Code will increase the ability of the existing 
flood control system in the lower Sacramento Valley to protect heavily urbanized areas within the City of 
Sacramento and the Counties of Sacramento and Sutter against very rare floods without altering the 
design flows and water surface elevations prescribed as part of the Sacramento River Flood Control 
Project or impairing the capacity of other segments of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project to 
contain these design flows and to maintain water surface elevations. Accordingly, the projects authorized 
in that section will not result in significant adverse hydraulic impacts to the lands protected by the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project and neither the Reclamation Board nor any other state agency 
shall require the authorized projects to include hydraulic mitigation for these protected lands. 

SAFCA’s hydraulic impact analysis assumes that portions of the levees on the west side of the Sacramento River 
opposite the Natomas Basin will be raised to meet the minimum freeboard requirements of the SRFCP but not the 
more rigorous standard for urban development adopted by the state legislature. This assumption is consistent with 
the current agricultural zoning of the subbasin protected by these levees and with the standards adopted by the 
legislature in connection with the Central Valley Flood Protection Act, which tie the prospects for urban 
development in SRFCP subbasins to achievement of at least a “200-year” level of flood protection within the next 
two decades. (Statutes of 2008, Chapter 364, Sections 1–6.) 

Efforts to meet this standard in existing urban and urbanizing SRFCP subbasins (Sacramento, including Natomas; 
West Sacramento, including Southport; Marysville, including Reclamation District 784 [Plumas Lakes]; and 
Yuba City, possibly including Live Oak) demonstrate the enormous cost and difficulty of this undertaking, even 
in areas that start with a substantial urban population. As a practical matter, it is not reasonably foreseeable that 
the subbasin across from Natomas, which has virtually no population base and a very large levee perimeter that 
would have to be upgraded, could meet this challenge. Accordingly, it is reasonable for SAFCA’s hydraulic 
modeling evaluation to assume that the levees protecting this area will be raised to meet the minimum standards 
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of the SRFCP but not the more demanding urban protection standard that has been adopted by the state 
legislature.

2.2.6 “200-YEAR” FLOOD CRITERIA AND FREEBOARD REQUIREMENTS 

The design of the NLIP calls for the Natomas levees to be strengthened to minimize the risk of levee failure 
caused by the potential for through- and underseepage generated by the water surface elevations around the 
Natomas Basin that would result from a “200-year” flood event in the Sacramento-Feather and American River 
watersheds (assuming no levee failures across or upstream from the project area). Although this water surface 
elevation would be contained by the current perimeter levee system, the NLIP also calls for the levees to have 3 
feet of freeboard above this design water surface elevation. This freeboard requirement originates in the 
regulations of the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the engineering practice of DWR, which has been 
mandated to develop design standards for providing a “200-year” level of flood protection for urban areas 
protected by levees in the Central Valley. 

This freeboard requirement is intended to address hypothetical uncertainties in levee performance and hydrology 
and hydraulics. However, its more critical purpose is to address the potential for wind and wave run-up generated 
by conditions produced by the “200-year” design water surface elevations. An analysis prepared for SAFCA by 
Mead & Hunt indicates that under reasonably foreseeable wind conditions, this water surface elevation could 
generate waves up to 2.5 feet in height along the reach of the east levee of the Sacramento River extending from 
the mouth of the Natomas Cross Canal to Powerline Road. Without the freeboard called for in the NLIP design, 
these waves could overtop the levee and potentially cause its failure. Thus, the freeboard is needed to ensure safe 
containment of the “200-year” design flood. 

Although it is conceivable that this freeboard could also serve to contain river flows in excess of the “200-year” 
design, the potential to experience sustained water surface elevations above this level is considered extremely 
unlikely, speculative at best, and not reasonably foreseeable. While the “200-year” design conservatively assumes 
no upstream levee failures, it is unreasonable to extend this “no levee failure” assumption to even more extreme 
flood events. If the upstream levees are assumed to fail in floods greater than the “200-year” event, then the “200-
year” “no levee failure” elevation likely represents a worst-case scenario for the Sacramento River channel and 
the Natomas Cross Canal. For example, SAFCA’s modeling shows that a “500-year” flood with upstream levee 
failures would produce water surface profiles in the Sacramento River channel that would be about 1 foot lower
than the NLIP “200-year” design profile, and thus well within the current height of the levee, because the 
assumed failures allow flood waters to be stored in the upstream floodplains rather than having to be conveyed 
through the system during peak flow periods. 

2.2.7 IMPACTS ON GARDEN HIGHWAY RESIDENCES

The discussion presented in Section 2.2.4 demonstrates that implementation of the NLIP would not cause the 
SRFCP operations to be altered, therefore, the principal risks of flood damage to existing Garden Highway 
residences would continue to be either inundation by the water surface elevations that are unchanged by the NLIP 
or damage by the wind and wave run-up generated during these water surface elevations. In either event, the risk 
of damage is the same under the “with” and “without” project conditions. Moreover, if under the “without” 
project conditions, these wind and wave conditions were to fail the Garden Highway levee, some waterside 
residences could be engulfed by the resulting levee breach, while the rest of these residences would become 
uninhabitable once the Natomas Basin became fully inundated. Given the severity of the storm that would be 
required to create these conditions, this inundation would likely last for several weeks, if not months. Interior 
roadways would be unusable and the landside of the Garden Highway would likely be destabilized by ponded 
water and wind and wave action. Portions of the roadway would slough away and the entire road would become 
impassable, leaving Garden Highway residents with no land-based access to their homes. These conditions would 
be alleviated by the project because the freeboard added to the Sacramento River east levee would prevent a 
potential wind- and wave-induced levee failure. 
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2.2.8 CONSIDERATION OF USE OF YOLO AND SACRAMENTO BYPASS SYSTEMS TO 

CONVEY FLOOD WATERS

SAFCA has given extensive consideration to the feasibility of improving flood water conveyance through the 
Yolo and Sacramento Bypass systems. In 2003, SAFCA made substantial investments in hydraulic studies and 
analyses of the improvements that would be required to move more flood water into and through the Yolo Bypass 
during large flood events in the Sacramento-Feather River watershed to reduce flows and water surface elevations 
in the Sacramento River channel downstream of the Fremont weir. 

The Lower Sacramento River Regional Project Initial Report (SAFCA 2003) indicated that this could be 
accomplished by widening the Fremont weir, setting back the levees on the east side of the Yolo Bypass, 
discharging flows into the Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel and eliminating low elevation levees at the 
lower end of the Yolo Bypass. However, these improvements would be extremely costly and time consuming to 
implement; they would occur entirely outside SAFCA’s jurisdiction, and would require extraordinary cooperation 
among affected federal, state, and local interests; and they would not resolve the seepage problems affecting the 
Sacramento River east levee and the Natomas Cross Canal south levee. For these reasons, as explained in Section 
7.1.2.3, “Alternatives Considered but Rejected from Further Consideration,” of the DEIR on Local Funding 
Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area, SAFCA concluded that 
this alternative would not achieve the objectives of the NLIP and, therefore, it was not carried forward for further 
analysis. Nevertheless, regionally oriented improvements to the Yolo and Sacramento Bypass systems are of 
long-term interest to SAFCA, independent of the NLIP, and SAFCA fully intends to cooperate with any federal, 
state, or local initiative that has the potential to move such improvements forward. 

2.3 MASTER RESPONSE 2: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND HABITAT 
MITIGATION

Several commenters state that the DEIR does not provide sufficient detail regarding impacts to Swainson’s hawks 
and giant garter snake (GGS) and mitigation for such impacts. This master response is intended to provide more 
detail of specific impacts and habitat creation and enhancement commitments related to these species for 2008 
project activities. Project components to be implemented in 2009–2010 are addressed at a programmatic level in 
the DEIR, because sufficient detail is not available at this time to address them at a project level. However, the 
approach used here for 2008 will be repeated for 2009–2010 in subsequent project-level CEQA analyses. 

2.3.1 GIANT GARTER SNAKE

In 2008, a total of 243.5 acres of potentially suitable habitat for giant garter snake (240 acres of rice, 1.5 acres of 
irrigation/drainage canal and ditch, and 2 acres of upland) is anticipated to be permanently lost as a result of 
project implementation. In addition, a total of 116 acres would be temporarily disturbed (40 acres of rice used for 
borrow and converted to managed marsh, 1 acre of canal, and 75 acres of upland). To compensate for the habitat 
effects in 2008, a total of 83 acres of habitat would be created (40 acres of managed marsh, 24 acres of 
irrigation/drainage canal, and 19 acres of upland adjacent to canals), and 160 acres of existing rice land would be 
preserved as indicated in Table 2-2. 

Table 2-27 of the DEIR has been updated to reflect these acreages. 
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Table 2-2 
2008 Construction Effects on Giant Garter Snake Habitat 

Habitat Type Loss
(Acres)

Disturbance  
(Acres)

Creation
(Acres)

Preservation
(Acres)

Potentially suitable upland 2 75 19  

Irrigation/drainage canal 1.5 1   

Rice 240 40  160 

Managed marsh   40  

Aquatic in new irrigation canal   12.5  

Aquatic in GGS/Drainage Canal  11.5  

Total 243.5 116 83 160 

Source: EDAW 2007 

2.3.2 SWAINSON’S HAWK

In 2008, a total of approximately 209 acres of row/field crops would be converted to nonagricultural uses 
(155 acres will be within the levee improvement footprint, 30 acres will become new woodland, and 24 acres will 
become new canals). To compensate for this conversion, approximately 405 acres of grassland habitat would be 
created (161 acres on seepage berms and within the maintenance access areas, 225 acres of Sacramento 
International Airport (Airport) North Buffer Lands, and 19 acres adjacent to created canals). Table 2-27 of the 
DEIR has been updated to reflect these acreages. 

2.3.3 WOODLANDS

In 2008, approximately 300 trees, with an estimated total diameter at breast height (dbh) of 3,600 inches, across 
nearly 10 acres of woodlands would be converted to grassland within the levee improvement footprint. 30 acres of 
new woodland would be created in 100-foot-wide corridors located in Reach 1 (Station 25+00 to Station 48+00); 
Reach 2 (Station 48+00 to Station 57+00 and Station 87+00 to Station 100+00); Reach 3 (Station 100+00 to 
Station 110+00); and Reach 4A (Station 110+00 to Station 187+00). Approximately 100 to 200 trees per acre 
would be planted, interspersed with grasslands. Table 2-27 of the DEIR has been updated to reflect these 
acreages. 

2.3.4 MITIGATION ASSURANCES

Several commenters state that the habitat creation and enhancement measures included as part of the project to 
mitigate impacts on biological resources are unenforceable and details have been deferred to a future time. 
Specific comments mention lack of performance standards, concerns regarding approvals and cooperation from 
wildlife agencies and other relevant parties integral to implementation of the habitat creation and enhancement, 
and lack of an assured funding source for acquisition and management of mitigation lands. 

SAFCA is committed to achieving performance standards to mitigate adverse impacts on biological resources. 
Specific requirements for habitat creation/enhancement were not articulated as part of the mitigation in the DEIR 
because they are incorporated into the project description in Section 2.3.4, “Habitat Development and 
Management (Beginning in 2008).” SAFCA is committed to implementing the following measures, which are the 
performance standards for the habitat creation and enhancement components of the proposed project: 
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Waters of the United States: SAFCA shall create 1.5 acres of waters of the United States for every acre that is 
permanently lost as a result of the proposed project. This acreage would be provided through creation of 
replacement irrigation and GGS/Drainage canals, expansion of the West Drainage Canal, and creation of managed 
marsh on borrow sites. In addition to the increased acreage, these created habitats would have an enhanced value 
because of improved design and reduced maintenance. The ecological function and value of all temporarily 
disturbed waters of the United States shall be restored after project construction is complete. 

Woodland: SAFCA shall plant an average of five replacement trees on an inch-for-inch basis for every native 
tree removed that is 6 inches in diameter at breast height (dbh) and greater; specific ratios would depend on the 
dbh of the tree to be removed. Replacement trees shall be planted within the tree planting corridor on the land side 
of flood control facilities and maintenance access areas along specific reaches of the Sacramento River east levee. 
A portion of the replacement trees may also be planted on The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) lands. 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle: Each elderberry stem measuring 1 inch or greater in diameter at ground 
level that is adversely affected (i.e., transplanted or destroyed) shall be replaced with elderberry seedlings and 
seedlings of associated species, in accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Conservation 
Guidelines. Elderberry seedlings or cuttings shall be replaced at ratios ranging from 1:1 to 8:1 (new plantings to 
affected stems), depending on the diameter of the affected elderberry stems and the presence of beetle exit holes. 
If it is not feasible to transplant elderberry shrubs during their dormant season, planting of additional elderberry 
seedlings may be required (i.e., if the transplanted shrubs do not survive). Native plants shall be planted, in 
association with the replacement elderberry shrub seedlings or cuttings, at 1:1 or 2:1 ratios, depending on the 
presence of beetle exit holes in the affected elderberry stems. Stock of seedlings and/or cuttings shall be obtained 
from local sources. Elderberry shrubs that require removal and replacement seedlings and cuttings shall be planted 
in the woodland corridor. If areas of suitable habitat to be created as part of the proposed project are not available 
before the impact would occur, alternative transplantation locations (e.g., TNBC preserves, Airport lands) will be 
identified and approved by USFWS. 

Giant Garter Snake: One acre of aquatic canal habitat and adjacent upland habitat shall be created for every 1 
acre of such habitat that is permanently lost, and 0.5 acre of managed marsh habitat shall be created and/or 1 acre 
of rice land shall be preserved for every 1acre of rice land that is permanently converted to unsuitable habitat. 
This compensation habitat shall be provided by creating replacement irrigation and GGS/Drainage canals, 
expanding the West Drainage Canal, creating managed marsh on borrow sites, and preserving existing rice fields. 
The created habitats will have an enhanced value and reduced maintenance requirements compared to habitat that 
would be lost, resulting in an overall increase in giant garter snake habitat quality in the Natomas Basin. Habitat 
values would be further enhanced through the creation of a travel corridor linking giant garter snake populations 
in the northern and southern portions of the basin. The ecological function and value of all temporarily disturbed 
habitats shall be restored after project construction is complete. 

Swainson’s Hawk: Two acres of managed grassland habitat shall be created and/or 1 acre of field/row cropland 
shall be preserved for every acre of agricultural field/row cropland that is lost as result of overall project 
implementation. Managed grassland habitat shall be provided through creation of grassland habitat on seepage 
berms, within levee maintenance access corridors, and on Airport North Buffer Lands used for borrow extraction. 

Burrowing Owl: A minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat shall be provided for every pair or unpaired resident 
burrowing owl that would be displaced by project construction. If destruction of occupied burrows is required, 
existing suitable burrows shall be enhanced or new burrows shall be created at a ratio of 2 created/enhanced 
burrows for every burrow destroyed. 

Special-Status Plants, Northwestern Pond Turtle, and Other Special-Status Birds: Creation/enhancement of 
habitat to mitigate adverse impacts to these species would be provided as part of the requirements established for 
habitats and species addressed above. 
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In addition to the above requirements for the amount of habitat to created and enhanced, SAFCA is committed to 
monitoring and long-term management of these habitats, including funding, to ensure that habitat compensation 
ratios are achieved. SAFCA assumes responsibility for implementation of all habitat creation and enhancement 
components described in the DEIR and addressed in the previous text. 

In general, habitat compensation shall commence in the same year that impacts occur, although variation in this 
timing may occur for some habitats, as discussed under Swainson’s hawk in Section 2.4.2, “Swainson’s Hawk,” 
above. Because habitat creation and enhancement is incorporated as part of the project, implementation of all such 
mitigation would be complete by the time project construction is complete. In association with a required 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, a 5-year monitoring period shall be implemented for all habitat 
creation and enhancement components. Annual reports documenting monitoring results shall be prepared by 
SAFCA and submitted to USACE, the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), and USFWS. In the event 
that performance standards are not met at the end of the monitoring period, remedial measures and additional 
monitoring shall be implemented. 

As described in Section 3.7, “Terrestrial Biological Resources,” of the DEIR, a management plan that addresses 
implementation, monitoring, and management of replacement habitats would be prepared by SAFCA and 
submitted to USACE, DFG, and USFWS for review and approval prior to project implementation. This plan will 
provide conceptual landscape designs, outline specific success criteria to confirm achievement of performance 
standards, describe the monitoring program and potential remedial measures, and describe long-term management 
of the replacement habitats. Subsequently, specific management agreements would be developed between 
SAFCA and other management entities to ensure that replacement habitat is appropriately managed in the long 
term. Such plans shall also be reviewed and approved by the resource agencies. 

Although guarantees of approvals from and cooperation by key parties, such as TNBC, USACE, DFG, USFWS, 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Airport, Reclamation District (RD) 1000, and Natomas Mutual 
Water Company (NMWC) have not been obtained at this time, proposed projects often require subsequent 
approvals and agreements to implement, and SAFCA fully anticipates the cooperation of these parties and is 
confident the habitat creation and enhancement measures described in the DEIR and responses to comments are 
enforceable. This is based on numerous meetings and preliminary negotiations with the parties in question. 
SAFCA feels FAA cooperation can be relied upon because of the project’s contribution toward meeting FAA 
mandates issued to the Airport regarding reduction of wildlife hazards. Although some components of the project 
may be independently viewed as increasing wildlife hazards, the project as a whole would clearly result in an 
overall reduction in wildlife hazards consistent with FAA policy. SAFCA has also worked closely with TNBC, 
the Airport, RD 1000, and NMWC throughout development of the project design and fully expects their approval 
and cooperation. Finally, if approvals from the regulatory agencies cannot be obtained, the project would not be 
implemented as described and impacts for which mitigation is required would not occur. Assurances of 
cooperation from FAA, the Airport, RD 1000, and NMWC, as well as approvals from USACE, DFG, and 
USFWS will be provided prior to project implementation. 

Finally, funding for implementation of the habitat creation and enhancement components is incorporated into the 
project budget. SAFCA anticipates funding for project construction, monitoring, and long-term management 
would be provided through SAFCA’s Consolidated Capital Assessment District and SAFCA’s existing 
Operations and Maintenance District for SAFCA’s long-term obligations. 

2.4 MASTER RESPONSE 3: TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS ON 
TRAFFIC SAFETY, NOISE, AND OTHER NUISANCES 

In response to several comments received on the DEIR regarding construction-related impacts affecting Garden 
Highway residents, SAFCA has prepared the following master response. 
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2.4.1 TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS ON TRAFFIC SAFETY

Pages 2-23 and 2-24 of the DEIR describe the general construction plan for the 2008 levee improvements along 
the Sacramento River east levee in Reaches 1 through 4B (Natomas Cross Canal to Prichard Lake Pump Station). 
As noted on page 2-24 of the DEIR, vehicle and equipment access to the construction area would be achieved 
using State Route 99, Sankey Road, Riego Road, and Elverta Road. The proposed construction activities would 
generate approximately 1,300 truck trips per day (110 trips per hour) during the construction season (May through 
October).

These trucks would haul borrow material to the levee construction areas along the landside of the Garden 
Highway from borrow sites on Airport buffer lands just east of the Prichard Lake Pump Station. The DEIR found 
that the temporary increase in construction traffic on local roadways (Impact 3.10-a) would be significant and 
unavoidable, even after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-a, and that the temporary increase in traffic 
hazards on local roadways (Impact 3.10-b) could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the adoption of 
Mitigation Measure 3.10-b. 

As part of the project and to accommodate this construction traffic in a safe manner, as explained in the DEIR 
pages 3.10-5 to 3.10-6, a new temporary haul road would be created along the landside of the adjacent levee and 
berm footprint. Construction haul trucks would use this new temporary haul road and avoid using the Garden 
Highway. Upon completion of construction, this temporary haul road would become the maintenance road for the 
project.

The establishment of similar temporary haul roads to avoid use of the Garden Highway and manage haul traffic 
would be employed in 2009–2010 when construction activities extend to include the reaches of the Sacramento 
River east levee between the Prichard Lake Pump Station and the Interstate 80 overcrossing. Accordingly, 
Mitigation Measure 3.10-b has been revised to specifically commit SAFCA to avoid using the Garden Highway 
for haul truck trips during the project construction, as shown in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this 
document. 

2.4.2 TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT

Page 3.12-8 through 3.12-11 of the DEIR addresses the potential noise impact of constructing the NLIP features. 
This discussion discloses that the project would generate significant short-term noise levels that would affect 
nearby residents along the Garden Highway. The DEIR for the NLIP Landside Improvements Project identifies a 
series of measures (see Mitigation Measure 3.12-a on page 3.12-11of the DEIR) that could be employed to lessen 
construction noise-related impacts. Use of these measures, however, would not reduce these temporary impacts to 
a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the DEIR concludes that short-term noise impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

2.4.3 TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION DUST EMISSION IMPACT

Page 3.11-21 of the DEIR concludes that construction of the project would generate significant short-term air 
quality impacts, including particulate matter and fugitive dust. The DEIR recommends implementation of 
applicable mitigation measures recommended by both the Feather River and Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management Districts (see Mitigation Measure 3.11-a on pages 3.11-16 through 3.11-21 of the DEIR). Even with 
implementation of this mitigation, the DEIR concludes that short-term noise impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable.

2.5 MASTER RESPONSE 4: UTILITIES RELOCATION 

Approximately 500 utility poles currently occupy the project area footprint along the Sacramento River east levee. 
Most, but not all, of these poles are located on the landside of the Garden Highway. In Reaches 1 through 4B 
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(Natomas Cross Canal to Prichard Lake Pump Station) where project construction would commence in 2008, 
many of these landside utility poles must be relocated and replaced to accommodate the adjacent levee and 
seepage berms that would be constructed in these reaches. Similar relocations would be needed to accommodate 
project construction activities in 2009 and 2010. 

Because of potential conflicts with levee and utility maintenance and future flood fight activities, SAFCA has 
determined that it would not be feasible to place multiple utility lines underground within the adjacent levee or 
any seepage berms constructed at the landside toe of the adjacent levee. 

Nevertheless, SAFCA believes that Garden Highway residences could be served by a new system of main line 
utility poles placed along the landside toe of the new adjacent levee and/or seepage berm. These mainline utility 
poles could be tied to a secondary line of distribution utility poles located in the drainage swale between the 
Garden Highway and the new adjacent levee. 

Individual service lines from the secondary line of distribution poles to waterside residences would then be 
reestablished at their existing locations, either under or over the Garden Highway. The installation of a new 
secondary line of utility poles would reduce the need to increase the existing number of power poles on the 
waterside of the Garden Highway. Final design of this system would be prepared in accordance with USACE, the 
state, and applicable utility company regulations and design standards. 

To reduce the number of new utility poles that may need to be located on the water side of the Garden Highway, 
Mitigation Measure 3.15-b has been revised as shown in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this 
document to state that no new utility poles shall be located on the water side of the Garden Highway in the 
vicinity of existing waterside residences unless there is no feasible alternative for providing service to these 
residences.

If the relocation of utility lines cannot be accomplished in accordance with this mitigation measure, SAFCA may 
propose changes in the project that focus on establishing new utility poles at locations prescribed by USACE, the 
state, or the applicable utility company. This would require environmental review, consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA, prior to utility line installation. 
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3 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT EIR 

This chapter contains the comment letters received on the DEIR and SAFCA’s individual responses to 
environmental issues raised in those comments. Each letter, as well as each individual comment within the letter, 
has been given a number for cross-referencing. Responses are sequenced to reflect the order of comments within 
each letter.

As noted previously, a public hearing on the DEIR was conducted on October 18, 2007, and public comments 
were received. Additionally, a meeting with SAFCA and Garden Highway residents, including some of the 
residents listed in Table 3-1, was conducted on October 29, 2007, and public comments were received.  

Appendix A to this FEIR presents the transcripts of the October 18, 2007 public hearing in which verbal 
comments on the DEIR were presented by interested individuals. This information is provided to disclose the 
complete public comments received on the DEIR. 

Appendix B contains a presentation by Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk which was submitted as an attachment to 
the EIR comment letter and included as part of the public record. No response is provided to this presentation. 

Table 3-1 lists all parties who submitted comments on the DEIR during the public review period. 

Table 3-1 
List of Commenters 

Commenter Date of Comment 
Comment / 

Letter 
Designation 

Page
Number 

Federal and State Agencies    

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and 
Game 
Susan K. Moore, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
Kent Smith, Acting Regional Manager, Sacramento Valley–Central Sierra 
Region, California Department of Fish and Game 

October 26, 2007 1 3-5 

California Department of Water Resources 
Christopher Huitt, Staff Environmental Scientist, Floodway Protection 
Section 

September 19, 2007 2 3-20 

California Department of Water Resources 
Christopher Huitt, Staff Environmental Scientist, Floodway Protection 
Section 

October 26, 2007 3 3-25 

California State Lands Commission 
Marina R. Brand, Assistant Chief, Division of Environmental Planning 
and Management 

September 25, 2007 4 3-30 

Local Agencies    

Sacramento County Airport System 
Greg Rowe, Senior Environmental Analyst, Planning and Environment 

October 25, 2007 5 3-33 

Sacramento County Department of Transportation 
Jaskamal Singh, Associate Transportation Engineer  

September 26, 2007 6 3-38 

Sutter County Public Works Department 
Douglas R. Gault, Public Works Director 

October 29, 2007 7 3-41 
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Table 3-1 
List of Commenters 

Commenter Date of Comment 
Comment / 

Letter 
Designation 

Page
Number 

City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities 
Connie Perkins, Associate Engineer 

October 29, 2007 8 3-44 

Sacramento County Water Agency 
H. E. Niederberger, Jr., Division Chief, Department of Water Resources 

October 18, 2007 9 3-46 

Sacramento Groundwater Authority 
Edward D. Winkler, Executive Director 

October 25, 2007 10 3-49 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
Rachel DuBose, Air Quality Planner/Analyst 

October 29, 2007 11 3-52 

Reclamation District 1001 
Diane Fales, Secretary/Manager 

October 26, 2007 12 3-56 

Reclamation District 2035 
Scott A. Morris, Counsel for Reclamation District 2035 

October 29, 2007 13 3-59 

Organizations    

Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk 
Judith Lamare, Ph.D., President 

October 29, 2007 14 3-72 

Individuals    

Hilary Abramson  October 25, 2007 15 3-116 

Hilary Abramson October 27, 2007 16 3-119 

Christopher Barabino October 29, 2007 17 3-122 

John Bayless October 29, 2007 18 3-125 

Ed Bianchi October 28, 2007 19 3-127 

Jeff Chenu October 29, 2007 20 3-131 

Roland L. Candee October 29, 2007 21 3-133 

John and Carol Corcoran October 31, 2007 22 3-138 

Roy Dahlberg October 23, 2007 23 3-145 

Patricia and Aaron Elmone October 29, 2007 24 3-154 

Patricia and Aaron Elmone October 29, 2007 25 3-163 

Brian Fahey and Lauren Kondo October 24, 2007 26 3-165 

Mary Lynn and Darrell Ferreira October 29, 2007 27 3-168 

William Griffith September 26, 2007 28 3-171 

David Gross October 29, 2007 29 3-173 

Wendy Holmquist October 28, 2007 30 3-175 

Evelyn J. and Craig P. Horangic October 29, 2007 31 3-178 

Diane J. Hovey October 29, 2007 32 3-182 

Arthur Gibson Howell, III October 25, 2007 33 3-187 
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David M. Ingram October 19, 2007 34 3-194 

David M. Ingram October 29, 2007 35 3-197 

Joan Lauppe Johnson October 29, 2007 36 3-201 

Lawrence K. and Sue Karlton October 26, 2007 37 3-203 

John and Michele Katic October 28, 2007 38a 3-205 

Martha Lennihan October 29, 2007 38b 3-207 
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Ed Bianchi October 18, 2007 58 3-285 
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Michael Barosso October 18, 2007 61 3-291 

Dennis James October 18, 2007 62 3-293 
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Pat and Ron Elmone October 29, 2007 63 3-295 

Britt Johnson October 29, 2007 64 3-297 
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Patrick Tully October 29, 2007 66 3-301 

Doug Cummings October 29, 2007 67 3-304 
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Robert Wallace October 18, 2007 68 3-306 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office  Letter 1 
Susan K. Moore, Field Supervisor, and Response 
California Department of Fish and Game, 
Sacramento Valley–Central Sierra Region  
Kent Smith, Acting Regional Manager 

1-1 Specific responses to each of these comments regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the 
DEIR are presented in the following text and in Master Response 2. The DEIR does present a thorough 
discussion of anticipated impacts on aquatic and terrestrial biological resources, and provides suitable 
mitigation for reducing, avoiding, or otherwise minimizing impacts on affected biological resources. 

1-2 The DEIR identifies a habitat creation and enhancement program for restoring and managing lands in a 
manner that would compensate for the loss of habitat resulting from project implementation. The details 
of this program have been identified at project-level specificity for those construction activities planned 
for 2008. A similar level of detail will be developed in subsequent environmental analyses for 
construction activities planned for 2009 and 2010. For each year of construction, implementation of the 
habitat creation and enhancement features will require further consultation and agreement with interested 
agencies including The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) and the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA).

SAFCA proposes performance standards and implementation strategies, as described in Master Response 
2, be used to guide the further planning, design, and management of the habitat creation and enhancement 
features of the project. These standards will provide the basis for determining how each measure will be 
carried out, who will perform the measure, and when the measure will be performed; and mechanisms for 
determining successful habitat creation and enhancement establishment and creating an institutional 
structure to ensure funding and management of the affected lands. 

It is not necessary to obtain agency approvals for the acquisition and management of potential habitat 
creation and enhancement before completion of the CEQA process to determine that the compensation 
proposals are feasible and would be sufficiently effective to adequately compensate for the impacts of 
project implementation. To certify the EIR, SAFCA must only find that suitable land for habitat creation 
and enhancement is available, is adequate to compensate for expected environmental impacts, would be 
implemented as part of project development, and would include a monitoring element capable of 
demonstrating that the mitigation (1) was implemented according to plan and (2) was effective in 
providing adequate replacement habitat and environmental conditions equal to or exceeding those habitats 
adversely affected by the project. 

SAFCA commits to further consultation with agencies having regulatory or management interests in the 
proposed habitat creation and enhancement program to ensure that a mutually agreeable plan is fully 
developed in sufficient detail to enable implementation before project construction begins. 

1-3 SAFCA acknowledges that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has not evaluated the effects 
analysis and habitat creation and enhancement strategy and that such evaluation will occur during the 
Section 7 consultation process. SAFCA has prepared and submitted a biological assessment in support of 
the consultation process to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for submittal to USFWS when 
the formal consultation is initiated. 

SAFCA understands that potential for direct mortality of giant garter snakes is minimized by limiting 
construction activities to the active season for the snake (May 1–October 1). Project construction is 
largely anticipated to correspond with this season, in part because alteration of existing flood control 
structures must be completed outside of the winter flood season. However, because of the scope of the 
proposed program and the urgency of completing the improvements, it would be necessary to conduct 
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some activities outside of the active season for giant garter snake. SAFCA has acknowledged and 
described this need in the biological assessment submitted to USACE and will provide further detail to 
USFWS regarding the nature and locations of activities to be conducted within giant garter snake habitat 
during the inactive season as the project design is further developed. 

The request for more specificity and explanation of giant garter snake habitat compensation to evaluate its 
adequacy and feasibility is addressed in Master Response 2. 

1-4 SAFCA agrees to implement the described measures to minimize impacts on and take of Swainson’s 
hawk within 0.5 mile of project construction. SAFCA will consult with the California Department of Fish 
and Game (DFG) and, if necessary, will obtain an incidental take permit issued pursuant to Fish and 
Game Code Section 2081. 

The request for more specificity and explanation of Swainson’s hawk habitat compensation to evaluate its 
adequacy and feasibility is addressed in Master Response 2. 

1-5 See Master Response 2. 

1-6 SAFCA acknowledges the proposed project could result in take of giant garter snake and Swainson’s 
hawk and a California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit may be required for these species. 
SAFCA understands the CESA permitting process, including necessary determinations and the amount of 
time potentially required for issuance of a permit. 

Brief discussions of known threats to and population trends of giant garter snake and Swainson’s hawk 
are provided on pages 3.7-10 through 3.7-12 of the DEIR. 

The request for inclusion of a range of enforceable mitigation measures and more specificity regarding 
implementation and funding is addressed in Master Response 2. 

1-7 SAFCA agrees to augment mitigation for burrowing owl as recommended, including incorporation of 
specific measures 1 – 5 as presented in this comment. SAFCA intends to provide the appropriate amount 
of foraging and burrowing habitat (including artificial burrows) within the berm and maintenance access 
corridor along the land side of the expanded Pleasant Grove Creek Canal (PGCC) levee, adjacent to the 
section of PGCC levee in which occupied burrows have been documented. SAFCA also intends to use 
passive relocation with one-way doors, if necessary to temporarily move owls from the construction area.  

1-8 SAFCA understands that transplantation of herbaceous plants can be unsuccessful. If surveys indicate that 
special-status plants would be lost as a result of project implementation, SAFCA commits to implement 
additional measures to increase the chance of success for establishment of special-status plant populations 
in created habitats, such as seed collection and propagation to provide additional plantings and conducting 
transplantation during the dormant season, if feasible. SAFCA will develop a mitigation plan to be 
approved by DFG, and mitigation lands will be protected and managed in perpetuity, as recommended.  

1-9 Although the proposed project is not a development project of the same character as that addressed in the 
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP), SAFCA acknowledges that it could result in 
significant impacts on species covered by the NBHCP. Therefore, SAFCA has evaluated the project’s 
potential to jeopardize successful implementation of the NBHCP, including the effectiveness of the 
conservation strategy, on pages 3.7-28 to 3.7-20 of the DEIR. For reasons outlined in the DEIR, SAFCA 
feels implementation of the proposed project, including mitigation, would not impact effectiveness of the 
NBHCP’s conservation strategy and would not result in jeopardy to giant garter snake or Swainson’s 
hawk. Potential effects to TNBC reserves are very limited, and, based on discussions with TNBC, it is 
reasonable to expect that mitigation of such impacts is feasible and that full cooperation between SAFCA 
and TNBC can be achieved. The DEIR provides a range of enforceable, feasible measures based on these 
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discussions with TNBC. If DFG and USFWS do not agree the mitigation would adequately reduce 
potential impacts on effectiveness of the NBHCP conservation program, and, as a result, do not issue the 
necessary permits, project implementation would not proceed.  

1-10 See Master Response 2 and responses to Comments 1-3, 1-4, and 1-6 through 1-9. 
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California Department of Water Resources Letter 2 
Christopher Huitt, Staff Environmental Scientist Response 

2-1 SAFCA recognizes that the landside levee improvements proposed as part of the NLIP would involve 
alterations of levees under the jurisdiction of the California Reclamation Board (Reclamation Board) and 
would therefore require an encroachment permit from the Reclamation Board to construct those 
improvements. SAFCA would obtain all necessary permits and approvals. 
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California Department of Water Resources Letter 3 
Christopher Huitt, Staff Environmental Scientist Response 

3-1 See response to Comment 2-1. 

3-2 See Master Response 1. The NLIP features are designed to be consistent with applicable federal and state 
agency requirements, including requirements of The Reclamation Board. 

3-3 Achievement of the flood protection goals of the project (i.e., 100-year flood protection for the Natomas 
Basin as quickly as possible and “200-year” flood protection over time) would substantially lessen the 
probability of an uncontrolled flood in the basin due to levee failure. Nevertheless, as noted by the 
commenter, with this protection in place, the consequences of an uncontrolled flood would greatly 
increase over time as planned new development occurs in the basin in accordance with SACOG’s 
regional blueprint. If no additional risk reduction measures are implemented, the result would be a steady 
rise in expected annual damages that would undermine the accomplishments of the NLIP. This increase in 
residual risk could also be exacerbated by changes in hydrology. Although there is much uncertainty 
about the potential effects of global warming on precipitation patterns in the Sacramento Valley, it is 
conceivable that anticipated changes in climate could lead to more extreme weather patterns. 

 To address this risk, SAFCA intends to implement a development fee program that would apply to all 
new structures placed in the “200-year” floodplain of SAFCA's consolidated capital assessment district 
after January 1, 2008. The objective of this program would be to avoid any substantial increase in the 
expected damage of an uncontrolled flood as new development proceeds in the floodplain. The revenue 
generated by the fee program would be used to finance a continuing flood risk reduction program for the 
Natomas Basin and the Lower American and Sacramento Rivers that would consist of the following 
measures: 

Landside levee strengthening. This measure would focus on improvements to the crown and 
landside slope of critical segments of the levee system along the NCC and the Lower American and 
Sacramento Rivers to increase the resistance of these levees to failure resulting from prolonged 
exposure to elevated river stages.  

Waterside levee strengthening. This measure would consist of a long-term program of waterside 
bank and levee protection improvements along the Lower American and Sacramento Rivers, 
including the Natomas area, designed to arrest retreat of the upper bank, preserve waterside berm 
width, and reduce the potential for destabilization of the adjacent levee foundation due to erosion or 
ground shaking. In addition, this measure would minimize the long-term loss of mature trees and 
vegetation located along the affected berms and provide opportunities for expansion of the Central 
Valley’s remnant riparian forest while enhancing the public safety purposes of the levee system.  

Improved system operations. This measure would focus on opportunities to improve the operation 
of the SRFCP to reduce water surface elevations in the Lower American and Sacramento Rivers and 
in the drainage channels around the Natomas Basin. These opportunities would include implementing 
weather forecast-based operations at Folsom Dam and Reservoir and improving the conveyance 
capacity of the Yolo and Sacramento Bypass systems. These structural and operational improvements 
would be complemented by efforts to acquire agricultural conservation easements from willing 
landowners occupying the levee-protected floodplains upstream and immediately downstream of the 
Fremont Weir. The purpose of these easements would be to compensate the participating landowners 
for abandoning the development rights associated with their property. These easements would 
remove the incentive to improve the levees protecting the property beyond the minimum design 
requirements of the SRFCP and would thus ensure that these levees are not raised above the “1957 
profile” that governs the design of the SRFCP. It is assumed that SAFCA’s development fee revenue 
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would constitute only a portion of the revenue devoted to these measures, with the balance coming 
from the state and federal governments as part of a comprehensive update of the plan of flood 
protection for the Sacramento Valley.

3-4 Page 3.5-6 of the DEIR states that a stormwater pollution prevention plan be prepared as part of 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-a. This measure also calls for compliance with other applicable requirements and 
regulations.

3-5 SAFCA would establish a 50-foot-wide access and maintenance corridor at the landside toes of the levees 
or at the ends of the 100-foot seepage berms in the reaches where they are constructed (see Section 
2.3.2.1 under “Land Acquisition”). In reaches with 300-foot seepage berms, SAFCA would establish a 
20-foot-wide access and maintenance corridor. Any landside encroachments in the project footprint, 
including the access and maintenance corridors, would be removed during construction. 

3-6 See response to Comment 3-5. Right-of-way acquisition in discussed in the subsection entitled, “Land 
Acquisition,” in Section 2.3.2.1, “General Methods,” of the DEIR. 

3-7 Impacts to riparian habitat are addressed in Section 3.6, “Fisheries and Aquatic Resources,” and in 
Section 3.7, “Terrestrial Biological Resources,” of the DEIR. 

3-8 Growth-inducing effects are addressed in Section 5.1, “Growth-Inducing Effects,” of the DEIR. 

3-9 Public safety impacts and mitigation measures related to traffic are addressed in Section 3.10, 
“Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. See also Master Response 3 under “Temporary 
Construction Impacts on Traffic Safety.” Public safety concerns related to use of hazardous materials 
during construction and the project’s impact on short-term and future Airport operations are addressed in 
Section 3.16, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” of the DEIR. 

3-10 SAFCA conducted a record search for existing hazardous materials within and near the proposed borrow 
sites, and the results are discussed in Section 3.16.3.2, “Potential Sources of Hazardous Materials,” of the 
DEIR. The potential presence of hazardous materials at project sites is addressed in Impact 3.16-b. The 
Environmental Data Resources government records database search (Environmental Data Resources 
2007) listed one site along the Sacramento River east levee with possible contamination issues: Yuki 
Farms located at 7800 Garden Highway, in Reaches 5B and 6A. The site was listed on the State Water 
Resources Control Board’s Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups list (Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board 2007) and on the California Department of Toxic Substances Control’s 
HAZNET list. Mitigation Measure 3.16-b(1) is designed to ensure that hazardous materials at the Yuki 
Farms site would not be encountered during construction activity and would not migrate into water 
carried in the new canals, posing a threat to the safety of construction workers, the general public, or the 
environment. SAFCA will comply with RWQCB criteria for periodic sampling of fill material for 
constituents of concern. 

3-11 Modification of flood control structures to accommodate pipelines and intake structures is discussed in 
several sections of Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the DEIR, including Section 2.3.2.2, “Utility 
Modifications and Miscellaneous Work for Improvements to the Natomas Cross Canal South Levee,” 
Section 2.3.3.5, “Pumping Plant No. 2 Improvements,” and Section 2.3.2.3, “Removal of Landside 
Structures and Other Facilities.”
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California State Lands Commission Letter 4 
Marina R. Brand, Assistant Chief,  Response 
Division of Environmental Planning & Management  

4-1 Activities associated with implementation of the NLIP Landside Improvements Project are the focus of 
this environmental impact analysis. No placement of riprap below the water surface would occur as part 
of this project. This comment is directed to the NLIP Bank Protection Project DEIR. 
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Sacramento County Airport System Letter 5 
Greg Rowe, Senior Environmental Analyst, Planning and Environment Response 

5-1 The suggested project objective of using flood control projects located in the vicinity of the Sacramento 
International Airport (Airport) to facilitate better management of Airport lands is consistent with 
SAFCA’s intent to develop the project. See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for 
a revision of this text. 

5-2 SAFCA continues to coordinate with Airport staff to provide sufficient information regarding changes in 
the management and use of lands surrounding the Airport. 

5-3 SAFCA continues close coordination with Airport staff to ensure Airport lands will be managed 
consistently with FAA requirements. 

5-4 See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text. 

FAA’s policies address the general compatibility of various land uses and habitats to Airport operations. 
Airport-specific evaluations are performed by local Airport managers. 

5-5 The third paragraph on page 2-5 of the DEIR states that the primary purpose of the GGS/Drainage Canal 
is as habitat for the giant garter snake along with interception of drainage and irrigation flows. It does not 
state that the primary purpose is dewatering the Airport West Ditch.  

5-6 No portions of the GGS/Drainage Canal would be piped. In locations where the canal intersects existing 
roadways, it would be confined to a culvert, but such culverts would be relatively short and designed to 
maximize suitability for giant garter snake passage. Therefore, the overall value of the canal as a travel 
corridor should not be diminished. Section 2.2.2, “Borrow Sites,” of the DEIR disclosed that the 
Fisherman's Lake area is a potential borrow site for 2009–2010 construction. Temporary effects on water 
quality associated with project construction are addressed as part of Impact 3.5-a in Section 3.5, “Water 
Quality,” of the DEIR. 

5-7 Not all of the borrow sites listed on page 2-54 of the DEIR are included in Table 2-27 because the table is 
only intended to be a summary of general existing landscape and converted habitat types. 

5-8 See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text. 

5-9 See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for the corrected exhibits. 

5-10 See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text. 

5-11 Comment noted. The DEIR discusses conditions at the Yuki Pear Orchard in Section 3.16, “Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials.”

5-12 Comment noted. The FEIR will be corrected to indicate that lands within the existing airfield and other 
portions of the Airport have not been in agricultural production in the recent past. See Chapter 4, 
“Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text. 
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June 28, 2007 

Mr. John Bassett, Director of Engineering 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
1007 Seventh Street, 7th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

REPORT (EIR) ON THE NATOMAS LEVEE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM’S 

LANDSIDE COMPONENTS 

Dear Mr. Bassett: 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this Notice of Preparation.  We have the following 
comments and would ask that these comments be taken into consideration when preparing the 
EIR:

Please study and provide recommended mitigation measures for traffic impacts that will 
occur as a result of construction traffic and truck hauling routes on the major project area 
roadways.

Please coordinate any necessary construction traffic control and road closures that may be 
necessary with the  Right of Way Management Section of the Department of Transportation. 

Please enter into a maintenance agreement with the Maintenance and Operation Section of 
the Department of Transportation.  This agreement shall state that any roadway damaged by 
project construction activities shall be repaired by or at the cost of the applicant. 

If you have any questions please call me at 874-7052. 

Sincerely,

Matthew G. Darrow 
Senior Civil Engineer 

MGD:mgd 

c:   Dean Blank, DOT 
Dan Shoeman, DOT 
Steve Hong, IFS 
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Sacramento County Department of Transportation Letter 6 
Jaskamal Singh, Associate Transportation Engineer Response 

6-1 See Master Response 3. Even with mitigation to manage construction-related traffic, the DEIR on page 
3.10-7 concludes that the impact on local roadway would be significant and unavoidable. 

SAFCA will coordinate with Sacramento County regarding the maintenance and repair of affected 
roadway resulting from increased truck traffic. A preconstruction and post-construction roadway 
assessment would be performed to define the roadway conditions.  
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Sutter County Public Works Department Letter 7 
Douglas R. Gault, Public Works Director Response 

7-1 Comment noted. Mitigation Measure 3.10-a calls for the development and implementation of a traffic 
routing plan for construction-related traffic.  

7-2 Page 3.10-4 of the DEIR presents a discussion of significance criteria used to evaluate impacts on traffic 
and circulation. Project construction activities would be intermittent and temporary in duration because 
construction at one segment of levee would be finished and activities would move onward to other levee 
segments. 

The DEIR acknowledges that temporary increases in construction traffic on local roadways would result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts. Even with implementation of mitigation involving routing and 
managing truck, equipment, and crew vehicles, this impact would not be reduced to a level of less than 
significant.

7-3 Contract specifications will apply to the activities of the contractor and other subcontractors working on 
the levee improvements. All parties will be required to adhere to contract requirements, including the 
prescribed locations for staging equipment and parking trucks and vehicles. Provisions will be made for 
overnight parking of haul trucks to avoid causing traffic or circulation congestion. This measure has been 
incorporated into Mitigation Measures 3.10-b. See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this 
document for a revision of this text. 

7-4 Mitigation Measure 3.10-a prescribes development of a traffic routing plan with the purpose of defining 
the limits and condition for using public roadway access to the project site. County roadway weight 
restrictions and other factors would be considered in the selection of haul truck routes. SAFCA intends to 
ensure that construction contractors would enforce the plan throughout the construction period by 
including monitoring and enforcement provisions as contract terms requiring compliance with route 
restrictions.

7-5  See Master Response 3. Even with mitigation to manage construction-related traffic, the DEIR on page 
3.10-7 concludes that the impact on local roadways would be significant and unavoidable. 

SAFCA will coordinate with Sutter County regarding the maintenance and repair of affected roadway 
resulting from increased truck traffic. A preconstruction and post-construction roadway assessment would 
be performed to define the roadway conditions.  

7-6 As described on page 3.10-8 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure 3.10-b(a) requires preparation and 
implementation of a plan that would be developed in consultation with the California Department of 
Transportation and other interested local authorities. The local authorities would include law enforcement, 
emergency response providers, and roadway management agencies. 
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City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities Letter 8 
Connie Perkins, Associate Engineer  Response 

8-1 See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text. 

8-2 See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text. 
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Sacramento County Water Agency  Letter 9 
H. E. Niederberger, Jr., Division Chief  Response 

9-1 No cutoff walls would be installed in the Sacramento River east levee during the 2008 construction phase. 
Therefore, this phase of the proposed project would not adversely affect groundwater exchanges with 
Sacramento River surface water. Prior to implementing the 2009 and 2010 phases of construction, 
SAFCA intends to conduct project-specific analyses to assess the potential impact of installing cutoff 
walls. This analysis will assess the potential effects of various cutoff wall lengths, depths, and locations 
that would be identified as the descriptions of the 2009 and 2010 projects become better defined. 

The portion of the Sacramento River east levee proposed for modification by the NLIP is located in the 
southern Sacramento Valley in the North American Subbasin (DWR 2006). The aquifer system in the 
Valley consists of many discontinuous beds of clay, silt, sand, and gravel. The thickness of the usable 
aquifer ranges from 400 to 1,600 feet below sea level. Groundwater elevations fluctuate on a seasonal 
basis but average about 10 to 25 below the ground surface in the Natomas Basin. Groundwater elevations 
in northern Sacramento County have generally decreased at a rate of about 1.5 feet per year over the past 
40 years because of pumping to supply irrigation water for local agricultural production (DWR 2006). 

Groundwater and surface water in the Sacramento River interact throughout the Valley. In general, the 
Sacramento River is considered a losing river, where surface water migrates into the adjacent 
groundwater system. On average, the river loses about 2,400 acre-feet (af) of water annually between the 
Sutter/Sacramento County line and the confluence with the American River (MWH 2001). This loss 
equals a rate of about 170 af/mile/year that would flow into both sides of the river channel. 

Theoretically, a cutoff wall capable of intercepting all migrating surface water could potentially block 
about 85 af/year along each mile of cutoff wall length. This is a relatively minor volume of water when 
compared to the estimated storage capacity of the North American Subbasin of about 4.9 million af 
(DWR 2006). 

USACE recently completed an analysis assessing the effects of alternative seepage cutoff wall lengths 
and depths on local groundwater movement and migration into and from the Sacramento River (MWH 
2001).

Using hydrogeologic principles, the analysis found that the installation of seepage cutoff walls would not 
adversely affect the ability to recharge the Natomas Basin groundwater aquifer. Even with construction of 
a 150-foot deep continuous cutoff wall surrounding the Natomas Basin, except along the Natomas East 
Main Drainage Canal, deep percolation of rainfall and imported water supplies were sufficient to maintain 
local groundwater levels. 

The installation of cutoff walls would likely result in local seasonal surface ponding and elevated 
groundwater levels on the landside of the wall. However, it is expected that surface ponding and elevated 
groundwater levels would diminish to conditions similar to no cutoff walls within 500 feet. Based on this 
analysis, no adverse impact to groundwater recharge is expected. However, this expectation must be 
confirmed by further project-specific analyses, as discussed above. 
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Sacramento Groundwater Authority Letter 10 
Edward D. Winkler, Executive Director Response 

10-1 See response to Comment 9-1. 
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District  Letter 11 
Rachel DuBose, Air Quality Planner/Analyst Response 

11-1 See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text. The 
administrative fee has been added to the cost of the construction mitigation fees. 

11-2 See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text. The roles of the 
two air quality management districts have been corrected. 

11-3 See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text. The Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) rules and regulations are discussed on page 
3.11-5 of the DEIR. Specific SMAQMD rules and regulations are not called out in the DEIR because they 
are too numerous. SAFCA notes that the construction contractor(s) will be required to adhere to District 
Rule 403 regarding fugitive dust. 

11-4 A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared for this project and it will 
be adopted by the SAFCA Board when the Board certifies the FEIR and approves the proposed project. 
The MMRP will be used by SAFCA to ensure that all adopted mitigation measures described in the EIR 
are implemented and that implementation is documented. All proposed mitigation measures, including 
those related to air quality, are clearly identified in the EIR and will be listed in the MMRP. Additionally, 
the timing/schedule for implementation and agency or person responsible for reporting and completing 
the mitigation are listed. 

11-5 SMAQMD rules and regulations are discussed on page 3.11-5 of the DEIR. SAFCA is in receipt of the 
SMAQMD Rules and Regulations Statement provided by the SMAQMD. SAFCA will adhere to 
applicable SMAQMD rules and regulations during project construction. 
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Reclamation District 1001 Letter 12 
Diane Fales, Secretary/Manager Response 

12-1 See Master Response 1. The NLIP Landside Improvement Project would not raise 100-year surface water 
elevations and, therefore, would have no effect on the ability of Reclamation District (RD) 1001 to meet 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year flood protection standards on the north 
side of the Natomas Cross Canal (NCC).  

12-2 SAFCA has recently concluded that raising the height of the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal west levee is 
not required to achieve the objectives of the NLIP Landside Improvement Project. Therefore, the raise 
activity of this component of the project has been eliminated (see Section 1.1, “Summary Description of 
the Proposed Project,” of this document). 

12-3 SAFCA intends to work closely with RD 1001 in obtaining the necessary permits from Sutter County to 
create a borrow site on land owned by RD 1001 which would serve the needs of both SAFCA and RD 
1001. SAFCA recognizes that this objective cannot be achieved without an agreement with RD 1001.

SAFCA anticipates that such an agreement would address Sutter County’s specific requirements for 
reclaiming the borrow site on an incremental basis as borrow material is excavated from the site over 
time.

12-4 See response to Comment 12-1 and Master Response 1. 



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR EDAW
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-59 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

13



EDAW NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-60 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

13-2

13-1



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR EDAW
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-61 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

13-2
(Cont.)

13-3



EDAW NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-62 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

13-3
(Cont.)

13-4



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR EDAW
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-63 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

13-4
(Cont.)

13-5



EDAW NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-64 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

13-5
(Cont.)

13-6



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR EDAW
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-65 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

13-6
(Cont.)



EDAW NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-66 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

13-7



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR EDAW
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-67 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

13-7
(Cont.)

13-8



EDAW NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-68 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

13-8
(Cont.)

13-9

13-10



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR  EDAW 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-69 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Reclamation District 2035 Letter 13 
Scott A. Morris, Counsel for Reclamation District 2035 Response 

13-1 See Master Response 1. As discussed, the NLIP Landside Improvements Project would not alter water 
surface elevations and therefore would not increase flooding potential on the Sacramento River.  

SAFCA’s goal is to provide maximum flood protection to lands in the Natomas Basin while not 
increasing flood risk to other areas or facilities in the Sacramento River Flood Control Project. The 
studies conducted by SAFCA as part of planning the NLIP and previous investigations consistently show 
that the proposed improvements would not alter river channel geometry and associated water surface 
elevations. Therefore, the project would not increase flood risk to other areas. 

13-2 The significance threshold of 0.1 feet in stage is less than 0.5% (0.1 feet out of typically over 20.0 feet of 
height) of the river stage above the landside ground surface elevation. From a geotechnical viewpoint 
regarding both underseepage and through-levee seepage, this extremely small change in water surface 
elevation would not significantly change levee stability conditions (i.e., existing potential for levee 
failure). Likewise, from a hydraulics point of view, a change of 0.1 feet in river stage is not significant 
when compared to the potential to have 3 to 5 feet of wave run-up during a flood event. 

 See Master Response 1 for a discussion of the “1957” design profile and water surface elevations. 

13-3 Master response 1 explains in greater detail the hydraulic modeling conducted as part of planning the 
proposed project. As discussed, a goal of the NLIP Landside Improvement Project is to achieve a levee 
height having 3 feet of freeboard above the “200-year” flood surface elevation. This additional height 
would protect against wind and wave action that could occur during such an event. Currently, the 
Sacramento River east levee along Natomas does not have sufficient height to reliably withstand wind 
and wave action associated with a “200-year” flood event. 

13-4 Implementing the levee improvements on the Sacramento River east levee along Natomas would not 
increase the risk of levee failure on the westside of the river.  

The westside levees would continue to have the same risk of failure with or without implementation of 
the NLIP Landside Improvement Project. Because the SAFCA project would not alter channel geometry 
and associated surface water elevations, the westside levees would continue to be exposed to conditions 
similar to pre-project conditions. There is no basis for concluding that the proposed improvements would 
have any direct or indirect effect on the reliability of the westside levees.  

13-5 See response to Comment 13-3. 

13-6 As acknowledged in Master Response 1, SAFCA has participated in working towards regionally oriented 
improvements to the Yolo and Sacramento Bypass systems that are of long-term interest to SAFCA.  

SAFCA will continue to participate in such regional collaborations and fully intends to cooperate with 
any federal, state, or local initiative that has the potential to move such improvements forward. SAFCA 
also recognizes that these improvements would be extremely costly and time consuming to implement; 
they could occur entirely outside SAFCA’s jurisdiction, would require extraordinary cooperation among 
affected federal, state, and local interests; and they would not necessarily resolve the seepage problems 
affecting the Sacramento River east levee and the Natomas Cross Canal south levee.  

Therefore, SAFCA is proposing to address the immediate flood control issues facing the Natomas Basin 
in a way that would not adversely affect other portions of the Sacramento River system or other entities 
with flood management responsibilities. This project would not preclude SAFCA from working in 
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coordination with other responsible parties to identify additional long-term solutions to the flood control 
deficiencies related to the river system. 

13-7 SAFCA’s approach to environmental review is intended to disclose reasonably foreseeable environmental 
impacts of future improvement phases as sufficient technical information becomes available to understand 
and analyze those impacts. The Environmental Impact Report on Local Funding Mechanisms for 
Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area (Local Funding EIR) broadly 
examined the physical effects of the improvements to be funded, including the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Program. The DEIR, which tiers from the Local Funding EIR, examines the physical effects 
of the 2008 program of landside construction under the NLIP at a project level of detail, while examining 
landside construction that would take place in 2009–2010 at a program level of detail. As more details of 
2009–2010 landside construction become known, SAFCA would analyze the 2009–2010 project elements 
at a project-level of detail. SAFCA’s Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Program Bank Protection Project (Bank Protection Project EIR), which also tiers from the 
Local Funding EIR, provides project level analysis of the environmental effects of bank stabilization 
improvements along the east bank of the Sacramento River.  

Although they are both components of the NLIP, the proposed Landside Improvements Project and the 
Bank Protection Project are logically divided into separate projects for purposes of CEQA analysis for the 
following reasons: 

The projects address different types of levee deficiencies that are caused by different mechanisms. 

Different remediation methods, designs, construction materials and methods would be employed for 
waterside and landside improvements. 

The projects are physically independent of each other. 

The erosion sites are geographically very limited in comparison to the landside improvements. 

Very different types of alternatives are being considered for the waterside and landside 
improvements. 

Different resources would be affected by the waterside and landside improvements. There are only a 
few possible areas of impact overlap: traffic (if transport of construction materials occurs on the same 
roadways at the same time), temporary pollutant emissions during construction, and construction 
noise. In addition, each may have some impact on valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat 
(elderberry shrubs).  

Different regulatory (permitting) issues are associated with the waterside and landside projects. 
Maintaining separate CEQA processes will likely simplify and facilitate the permitting processes and 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance, resulting in less chance of regulatory delays. 

The landside improvements are likely to be the source of far more controversy than the waterside 
improvements. Separation will ensure that the critical erosion site repairs can go forward even if the 
land-side improvements are delayed by challenges or the need for greater public outreach. 

Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the DEIR identifies the NLIP Bank Protection Project as a similar 
project that could contribute to potential cumulative effects. The potential cumulative effects of the two 
projects are specifically described in Section 4.2.5, “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts,” on pages 4-14 
through 4-19 of the DEIR. Neither of the proposed projects (bank protection actions and landside 
improvements) is a consequence of the other, is an expansion of the other, or would change the scope of 
the other. Neither project is an integral part of the other since both projects can be built independently of 
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the other without affecting their respective functions. Evaluating impacts in two EIRs would not 
minimize overall impacts, thereby compromising the impact analyses, because the areas of potential 
overlap are represented in the two cumulative impact analyses in each document.  

SAFCA determined that addressing the impact analyses in two EIRs would be less confusing to 
reviewers than combining them in one EIR. For the most part (particularly in the case of public agency 
reviewers), the two EIRs would be of interest to different audiences. 

13-8 The NLIP Bank Protection DEIR acknowledges that in the absence of any action by SAFCA to 
implement bank protection improvements at the nine identified erosion sites, improvements could be 
carried out by USACE and the state under the authority of the Sacramento River Bank Protection Project, 
which requires no local cost-sharing partner. The Landside Improvements Project DEIR does not 
recognize the possibility of independent USACE/state action to implement landside levee improvements 
because there is no authority for such an action without a local cost-sharing partner. Both DEIRs identify 
existing conditions as the No-Action Alternative against which consequences of project implementation 
are compared. 

13-9 The Reclamation Board has approval authority over portions of the NLIP Landside Improvements 
Project. The NLIP Landside Improvements Project would not alter water surface elevations and therefore 
would not increase flooding potential in the SRFCP. SAFCA does not foresee any conflict with obtaining 
the Reclamation Board approval, where applicable, and meeting the milestones defined in the project 
development schedule. 

13-10 See Master Response 1. 
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Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk Letter 14 
Judith Lamare, Ph.D., President Response 

14-1 The DEIR addresses effects on the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) under Impact 
3.7-i. SAFCA is not a land use decision-making agency with the power to approve or disapprove urban 
development in the Natomas Basin; that authority rests with the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, 
and Sutter County. The NLIP Landside Improvements Project would not in any way remove or alter the 
responsibility of the signatories to the NBHCP to maintain the integrity of the NBHCP as defined in that 
plan. It would not affect these agencies’ legal obligations under the NBHCP with respect to any urban 
development they might propose beyond the development authorized in the NBHCP. 

Growth-inducing effects of the proposed project are discussed in Section 5.1, “Growth-Inducing Effects,” 
of the DEIR. The growth-inducing effects of the proposed project as a component of SAFCA’s overall 
program of flood control improvements were addressed in the Local Funding EIR. As explained in the 
DEIR and Local Funding EIR, the proposed project is intended to provide flood damage reduction for 
existing property and to accommodate growth currently planned under existing local land use plans for 
undeveloped lands in the Natomas Basin, and therefore would not be considered growth-inducing.  

FEMA is in the process of mapping the Natomas Basin back into the federally regulated 100-year 
floodplain. However, SAFCA has determined that in the absence of the proposed NLIP improvements, 
developments would likely provide their own 100-year flood protection through measures such as the 
construction of ring levees around developments (see Exhibit 6-3 in the DEIR). The commenter’s 
statement that the Greenbriar project would have difficulty financing its own flood protection is not 
evidence that private efforts would not eventually be successful, allowing development in the basin 
without SAFCA’s program. 

14-2 The DEIR addresses impacts on agricultural land under Impact 3.2-b. The DEIR addresses effects on the 
NBHCP under Impact 3.7-i. See response to Comment 14-1. The threshold of significance does not 
define the impact in terms of the geographic location of the farmland that would be converted to non-
agricultural uses, but rather in terms of the type and quality of the affected land. Because the proposed 
project would have a significant impact on Important Farmland, the appropriate target for agricultural 
easements required under Mitigation Measure 3.2-b(f) would be acquired over agricultural land of similar 
type and quality to the land that would be converted (e.g., Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance), as defined by the California Department of Conservation. The 
agricultural land to be protected need not be confined to the Natomas Basin. 

14-3 The DEIR acknowledges on page 3.7-25 that the “value of grassland may be less than that of the high-
quality agricultural crops, such as alfalfa, at their peak of foraging quality…”. This is reflected in the 
acreages of grassland habitat that would be provided to compensate for the loss of agricultural fields, 
which results in replacement of the agricultural crops with approximately twice as much grassland 
habitat.

This comment expresses concern that a portion of the grassland would be provided as a long narrow strip 
and asserts that landscapes should not be mitigated by fragmented parcels and narrow linear features. In 
the case of the berms, however, they would generally be adjacent to farmland and would therefore not be 
isolated from other foraging habitat. The exception would be a few areas where woodland habitat is 
planted between the berms and adjacent agricultural lands to compensate for the woodland losses.  

The DEIR does not specifically discuss the value of irrigated pasture, although it acknowledges the high 
value of irrigated crops, such as alfalfa. Pasture land is not discussed, because it is not a component of the 
existing land use in the area that would be affected by the project and is generally very limited in the 
Natomas Basin as a whole. SAFCA is committed to creating and managing the grassland in a manner that 
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provides the highest foraging value possible, given the circumstances in which the habitat will be created. 
Additional information regarding preparation of a management plan is provided in Master Response 2.  

As mentioned above and as more specifically explained in Master Response 2, the mitigation ratio for 
Swainson’s foraging habitat would be greater than 1:1 (as described in Table 3.7-4 of the DEIR), and all 
of the Swainson’s hawk mitigation lands proposed for the project would be within the Natomas Basin. In 
addition, the project is not inconsistent with the agricultural zoning within the Swainson’s hawk zone. 

SAFCA acknowledges that much of the project construction and alteration of land use would occur within 
the Swainson’s hawk zone. The habitat creation and management components of the project are designed 
and intended to mitigate temporal and permanent effects to Swainson’s hawk habitat; most of the 
grassland creation would occur within the Swainson’s hawk zone and all of it would be within 
approximately 1.5 miles of the Sacramento River. The proposed grassland creation is adequate to mitigate 
the temporal and permanent effects to foraging habitat, and additional acquisition and management of 
agricultural crops is not necessary. 

The habitat creation components of the proposed project were carefully developed to balance the often 
conflicting requirements of the various species that utilize the Natomas Basin. Although the western edge 
of the basin has not traditionally been heavily used by giant garter snake, the corridor would provide a 
link between populations in heavily used areas to the north and south. The need for a continued 
connection has been identified as a critical need for the species. Although creation of this corridor 
requires conversion of existing Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, the grassland creation within and 
adjacent to the Swainson’s hawk zone and assurances that such habitat would be protected in perpetuity is 
designed to result in an overall benefit to Swainson’s hawk. 

SAFCA acknowledges that Swainson’s hawks are only present in the basin between March and 
September. There would be no conversion to marsh habitat of current Swainson’s hawk habitat on TNBC 
reserves. A response to the request that the DEIR provide more information on how the project would 
provide a net benefit to Swainson’s hawk is provided in Master Response 2. 

14-4 This comment is largely directed at the Bank Protection EIR and is therefore only briefly addressed in this 
response. SAFCA acknowledges there is evidence of a trend toward decreased Swainson’s hawk nesting 
activity in the Natomas Basin because of a variety of factors. Because loss of potential Swainson’s hawk 
nesting habitat from the Landside Improvements Project would be restricted to habitat adjacent to the 
landside toe of the levee, creation of a woodland corridor in this same area is appropriate to mitigate the 
impact. 

14-5 As indicated on pages 3.7-28 through 3.7-30 of the DEIR, SAFCA has determined that implementation of 
the proposed project, including mitigation, would not result in significant impact on reserve lands, nor 
would it alter the effectiveness of the NBHCP conservation strategy. Potential effects to TNBC reserves 
are very limited, and, based on discussions with TNBC, it is reasonable to expect that mitigation of such 
impacts is feasible.  

The DEIR identifies a range of enforceable, feasible measures, based on SAFCA’s discussions with 
TNBC. SAFCA would implement mitigation necessary to substantially lessen or avoid impacts and 
ensure there is no overall loss in TNBC reserve land specifically provided for the purpose of supporting 
wildlife that has been negatively impacted by development. This, however, does not necessarily require 
mitigation at a 2:1 ratio. The specific mitigation requirements will be determined in coordination with 
TNBC, DFG, and USFWS to ensure that the effectiveness of the NBHCP is not reduced as a result of the 
proposed project. 

SAFCA is coordinating closely with the Airport to ensure SAFCA actions do not conflict with the 
Airport’s mitigation for impacts resulting from implementation of its master plan. 
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SAFCA acknowledges the project would result in a temporal loss of Swainson’s hawk habitat and 
potential effects to reproductive success and potential for take of listed species. The loss of habitat would 
be for as short a time as possible, however, because project construction will proceed quickly in light of 
the urgent need to improve flood protection for the Natomas Basin. The mitigation would be correlated 
with the annual impacts and designed to establish the mitigation lands within the same year that the 
impact occurs to the maximum extent feasible. 

14-6 Portions of this comment that relate to payment of fees for oak mitigation are directed at the Bank 
Protection EIR and are therefore not addressed in this response. 

The request for a summary of exact impacts attributable to 2008 and how they will be mitigated is 
addressed in Master Response 2. Comments regarding deferred mitigation and impacts on TNBC reserves 
and the NBHCP are also addressed in Master Response 2 and in response to Comment 14-5.  

SAFCA acknowledges that borrow materials may be extracted from a number of sites and the final 
determination of which sites will be used cannot be made at this time. Although the DEIR does not 
specifically address impacts on nesting territories from borrow material extraction, it does acknowledge 
that project construction, including borrow extraction, could adversely affect nesting pairs. In addition, a 
map of potential borrow sites is provided, so the potential areas of effect are disclosed. A portion of the 
potential borrow area is at least 0.25 mile from the nearest documented Swainson’s hawk nest locations, 
while most is located within 0.5 mile.  

Use of borrow sites could result in direct disturbance of nesting pairs, as well as foraging habitat used by 
those pairs. SAFCA would implement the project, including borrow material extraction, in a manner that 
minimizes such adverse effects to the greatest extent feasible. In the specific case of the Brookfield site, 
borrow material extraction would have minimal effect on Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat because the 
site is currently cultivated in rice which provides limited foraging value for this species. Therefore, the 
nesting pair in question is more likely to rely on other nearby agricultural fields with higher foraging 
value.

The NBHCP 15:1 tree replacement ratio referred to in the comment relates specifically to mitigation for 
loss of Swainson’s hawk nest trees. Because the NLIP Landside Improvements Project would not result in 
loss of any nest trees active within the past 5 years, this ratio is not applicable. The recommendation for a 
5-year monitoring program to ensure survival is addressed in Master Response 2. 

14-7 SAFCA would implement measures to reduce take of Swainson’s hawk within 0.5 mile of active nests, as 
described on page 3.7-25 of the DEIR. 

14-8 The DEIR disclosed programmatically in Section 2.2.2, “Borrow Sites,” that the Fisherman's Lake area is 
a potential borrow site for 2009–2010 construction. Temporary effects on water quality associated with 
project construction are addressed under Impact 3.5-a. 
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Letter 15
Hilary Abramson Response

15-1 The DEIR addresses the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which determined 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway 
Residents.”

15-2 See response to Comment 15-1. 

15-3 See response to Comment 15-1. 

15-4 SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of the Garden Highway unless there is no feasible 
alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area. See Master Response 4. 

15-5 Temporary roads would be established on the land side of the adjacent levee and berms to allow 
construction vehicles, including haul trucks, to move parallel to the levee. See Master Response 3 under 
Section 2.4.2, “Temporary Construction Impacts on Traffic Safety.” 

15-6 See response to Comment 15-1. 

15-7 See response to Comment 15-1. Because the NLIP Landside Improvement Project would not significantly 
affect Sacramento River surface water levels, no mitigation is required. 
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Letter 16
Hilary Abramson Response

16-1 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which determined 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing Sacramento River surface water 
levels. See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residents.” 

16-2 See response to Comment 16-1. 

16-3 See response to Comment 16-1. 
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Letter 17
Christopher Barabino Response 

17-1 See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residences” and Master Response 3 under 
“Temporary Construction Impacts on Traffic Safety, Noise, and Other Nuisances.” 

17-2 Short-term noise disturbances are discussed under Impact 3.12-a in the DEIR. Construction in the vicinity 
of Swabbies Restaurant (5871 Garden Highway), which is located in Reach 9B of the Sacramento River 
east levee, would involve raising the adjacent setback levee. Because much of the work would take place 
below the Garden Highway on the land side, it is anticipated that the existing levee would act as a sound 
barrier for residences and other sensitive land uses on the water side. See Master Response 3. 

17-3 SAFCA does not propose to move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless there is no 
feasible alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area . See Master 
Response 4. 

17-4 Mitigation Measure 3.12-a requires that prior to construction activity within 500 feet of residences, 
affected residents shall be notified of the nature of the construction and shall be provided information 
identifying how residents could register complaints if noise levels are overly intrusive. 

17-5 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which determined 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway 
Residents.”
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Letter 18
John Bayless Response

18-1 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and 
public agencies.

18-2 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which determined 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing Sacramento River water surface 
levels. See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residents.” 
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Letter 19
Ed Bianchi Response

19-1 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and 
public agencies. 

19-2 The DEIR discussed project features to be constructed in 2009–2010 (including reaches 7, 9A, 9B, and 
11A) at a general, program level of detail because SAFCA is still refining the design of these flood 
control improvements. Types of seepage remediation and factors that influence their selection are 
discussed in Section 2.3.2.1 of the DEIR. SAFCA is continuing to evaluate the need to install seepage 
remediation along Reaches 7, 9A, 9B, 11A, and other reaches as part of the 2009 and 2010 construction 
elements. Future studies may indicate that conditions warrant installing seepage remediation 
improvements along these reaches. Such improvements would be assessed in project-specific 
environmental documents prior to implementation.  

The presence of seepage does not necessarily mean that there is an underseepage issue. Underseepage 
becomes a problem if the seepage exit gradients are above a specified criteria. Many of the reaches 
identified in the comment, although presently not requiring work for 100-year level of protection, will 
require underseepage remediation for “200-year” urban protection. 

19-3 As noted in subsection entitled, “Underseepage Remediation with Seepage Berms,” of Section 2.3.2.1, 
“General Methods,” of the DEIR, the purpose of seepage berms is not to eliminate underseepage but 
rather to manage it in such a way that it does not undermine the foundation of the levee. 

19-4 The commenter has not indicated a link between the design of the canal and a physical impact on the 
environment that was not addressed by the DEIR. 

19-5 The DEIR discusses potential relocation of residents and compensation for land acquisition and 
replacement housing in Section 1.4, “Scope of the Analysis.” The land acquisition process provides the 
appropriate forum to address economic concerns, including the potential economic impact of the proposed 
project on Garden Highway property owners. In addition to the explanation given in the DEIR, SAFCA 
notes that because this project is part of a larger multi-agency program of improvements to the Natomas 
Basin levee system, SAFCA must comply with the applicable state land acquisition procedures. 

The affected property owners would be compensated as required by law during the land acquisition 
process. SAFCA would provide the affected property owners with a summary of the appraisal of the fair 
market value of the property being acquired and make an offer for the full amount of the appraisal prior to 
initiating condemnation proceedings to acquire property. If SAFCA and the affected property owners are 
unable to reach agreement on compensation, then SAFCA may initiate an eminent domain action to 
acquire the property, in which issues of fair market value and any claimed severance damages would be 
decided by a judge or jury in court. If SAFCA files an eminent domain action, SAFCA may nonetheless 
acquire the property by voluntary settlement, outside of court, or if the matter cannot be settled before 
trial, SAFCA would be required to pay the amount found to be fair market value by a judge or jury after a 
trial.

The environmental impacts of the proposed project have been thoroughly analyzed in this EIR. In 
addition to adopting the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR and FEIR, SAFCA is interested in 
working with the affected property owners to determine the best options for minimizing environmental 
impacts. 
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19-6 The dimensions and alignment of the relocated Elkhorn Canal in the area south of the Elkhorn Reservoir 
(Reach 6B) is part of the proposed 2009–2010 construction element. 

19-7 DEIR subsection, “Land Acquisition,” in 2.3.2.1, “General Methods,” describes a maintenance access 
corridor (up to 50 feet wide) that would be established at the landside toes of the levees or at the ends of 
seepage berms in the reaches where they are constructed. This corridor would contain a maintenance road 
and would be used by RD 1000 after construction is completed. Also, see Master Response 3. 

19-8 The DEIR discusses cutoff wall construction techniques in subsection “Underseepage Remediation with 
Cutoff Walls,” within subsection 2.3.2.1, “General Methods.” Seepage berms and clusters of woodlands 
already exist along the Sacramento River east levee in proximity to agricultural operations, as shown in 
Exhibits 2-10a through 2-10d. In addition, the Natomas Basin Conservancy manages several habitat 
preserves adjacent to or near farms along the east levee, including Bolen South, Huffman West, Atkinson, 
Souza, Natomas Farms, Cummings, and Alleghany. Rabbits, squirrels, and birds currently already inhabit 
these areas. These conditions would continue with or without the proposed project. 

19-9  Borrow areas on the north and south Airport buffer lands utilized for borrow would be primarily 
converted to managed-grassland. The strike hazard of grassland would not be greater than that of dry-
farmed field and row crops currently located south of the Airport. Conversion of rice fields located north 
of the Airport to grassland would reduce the potential strike hazard, because rice attracts large flocks of 
species that typically present the greatest risk of aircraft strike. Only 130 acres of the 630 acres north of 
the Airport would be converted to marsh habitat similar to that created on the TNBC lands. This parcel is 
in the northwest part of the north buffer lands and farthest away from the Airport runways. 
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Letter 20
Jeff Chenu Response

20-1 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and 
public agencies. 

20-2 Haul truck traffic would use roads established along the land side toe of the adjacent levee and berms, 
rather than the Garden Highway itself, as shown in Exhibit 1-3 of the FEIR. The temporary roads would 
allow construction vehicles, including haul trucks, to move parallel to the levee. See Master Response 3. 
The DEIR addresses the potential for traffic delays as a result of increased construction activities under 
Impact 3.10-a, and traffic related hazards are addressed under Impact 3.10-b. Potential exposure of 
residents to excessive noise levels from trucks hauling materials is addressed under Impact 3.12-c. The 
DEIR addresses dust and air pollution in Section 3.11, “Air Quality.” 

20-3 SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless there is no feasible 
alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area.. See Master Response 4. 

20-4 Cutoff walls are included in the overall program as a potential seepage remediation measure and would be 
implemented in 2009 or 2010. No cutoff walls are included in the 2008 Sacramento River east levee 
improvements. Project-level analysis of the effects of cutoff walls will be conducted when more technical 
details of 2009–2010 construction become available. 

20-5 SAFCA has determined that the proposed project would not significantly change the existing water levels 
with respect to the Sacramento River. See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway 
Residents”
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Letter 21
Roland L. Candee Response

21-1 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and 
public agencies. 

21-2 See response to Comment 13-2 regarding the 0.1-foot increase under SAFCA’s threshold. See Master 
Response 1 under “Consideration of Use of Yolo and Sacramento Bypass Systems to Convey Flood 
Waters.”

21-3 The modeling studies performed in connection with the SAFCA projects were based on current 
conditions, which in general indicate that channel capacities are equal to or greater than conditions 
prevailing in 1957. See Master Response 1 under Section 2.2.5, “Effect of the NLIP on SRFCP Function 
and Operation.” 

21-4 Regarding levee raising on the west side of the Sacramento River, see Master Response 1 “The Approach 
Used in the NLIP Has Been Adopted by the State Legislature.” 

21-5 The references cited by the commenter do not appear in the DEIR but refer to the Final Impact Report on 
Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area 
(SAFCA 2007). The project includes what is referred to as an “adjacent setback levee,” which is a new 
levee that would adjoin the existing east levee of the Sacramento River. This concept is shown in Exhibits 
2-7 and 2-12 in the DEIR. The proposed project (Alternative 1) does not include a traditional setback 
levee; that is, a levee that is set back a significant distance from a river or channel to increase channel 
capacity and/or flood water storage, or to reduce erosion. However, traditional setback levees in the upper 
1.4 miles of the Sacramento River east levee were analyzed as part of Alternatives 2 and 3 in the DEIR 
alternatives analysis (see Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR). 

21-6 The commenter appears to cite Table B-1, “Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Incorporated 
by Reference,” in Appendix B, “Mitigation Incorporated into Proposed Improvements Covered in 
Previous Environmental Documents,” in the DEIR on Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive 
Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area (November 2006). The referenced mitigation 
measures (or lack thereof) are excerpted from the Final EA/IS American River Common Features Pocket 
Area Geotechnical Reaches 2 and 9 (USACE and The Reclamation Board 2006).  

Mitigation measures related to traffic and noise that would help reduce the impacts of the proposed 
project are described in Section 3.10, “Transportation and Circulation,” and Section 3.12, “Noise,” of the 
DEIR.
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Letter 22
John and Carol Corcoran Response 

22-1 The DEIR addressed hydraulic effects under Impact 3.4-a. SAFCA has determined that the proposed 
project would not significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the Sacramento River. See 
Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residents.” 

22-2 See response to Comment 22-1. 

22-3 See response to Comment 22-1. 

22-4 SAFCA disagrees with the conclusion reached by the commenter. See response to Comment 22-1. 

22-5 The relevant question with regard to the proposed project, and thus the focus of the DEIR and Master 
Response 1, is whether the proposed project would affect peak water surface elevations in the Sacramento 
River. See response to Comment 22-1. 

22-6 See response to Comment 22-1. See Master Response 1 under Section 2.2.5, “The Approach Used in the 
NLIP Has Been Adopted by the State Legislature,” for the assumptions behind the hydraulic model 
analysis. 

22-7 SAFCA has determined that the proposed project would not elevate the flood risk for residents living on 
the water side of the levee. See Master Response 1. 

22-8 See response to Comment 22-7. 

22-9 See response to comment 20-2. 

22-10 The DEIR addresses potential exposure of residents to excessive noise levels from trucks hauling 
materials under Impact 3.12-c. See response to Comment 22-9. 

22-11 See response to Comment 22-9. 

22-12 Control of temporary respirable particulate matter (PM10) (i.e., dust) emissions from construction is 
described in Mitigation Measure 3.11-a. See Master Response 3. 

22-13 The DEIR addresses potential traffic related hazards under Impact 3.10-b. See Master Response 3. 

22-14 The Garden Highway would not be elevated in areas with waterside residences.  

The adjacent setback levee is designed to increase the height of the levee to achieve freeboard without 
raising the existing Garden Highway levee. At intersecting roads, the east side of the highway may be 
slightly raised to accommodate the transition from where these intersecting roads are elevated to pass 
over the adjacent setback levee, which would be up to 3 feet higher than the Garden Highway. Driveway 
access would not be blocked either during reconstruction of intersections or upon project completion. 
Impact 3.10-b discusses temporary rerouting of traffic during construction. 

22-15 Mitigation Measure 3.12-a requires that prior to construction activity within 500 feet of residences, 
affected residents shall be notified of the nature of the construction and provided materials identifying a 
mechanism for residents to register complaints if noise levels are overly intrusive. 
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22-16 As explained more fully in the DEIR and in Master Response 3, habitat creation and enhancement to 
fulfill mitigation requirements would occur as part of project implementation. Overall, mitigation would 
be implemented in advance of or within the same year in which impacts occur. A large proportion of 
mitigation implemented in 2008 would apply to 2009 impacts; a relatively small amount of mitigation for 
2008 impacts to Swainson's hawk foraging habitat would not occur until 2009. Fisherman's Lake would 
not be affected by the proposed project. Effects on habitat on potential borrow sites adjacent to 
Fisherman's Lake would be beneficial, as these areas would be converted to managed marsh habitat 
following borrow extraction. The limited portion of the small reservoir north of Teal Bend Golf Course to 
be filled would be replaced with a new reservoir of similar habitat quality; effects on the larger Pond 
Drain to the east would be temporary. These effects are unlikely to result in permanent extirpation of any 
rare plant or animal species. 

22-17 SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless there is no feasible 
alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area. See Master Response 4. 
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Letter 23
Roy Dahlberg Response

23-1 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which determined 
and concluded that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing water levels with 
respect to the Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden 
Highway Residents.” 

23-2 For purposes of analyzing Impact 3.12-a, construction noise was modeled in terms of worst-case noise 
levels based on types of equipment and types of construction activities that would be required for the 
project. See response to Comment 20-2 regarding truck haul routes. The mitigation measures described on 
pages 3.12-11 through 3.12-15 are adequate to reduce the potential significant impacts to less-than-
significant levels. 

23-3 Given the agricultural status of the west side of the Sacramento River in Yolo County, its limited access 
to urban infrastructure, and the cost associated with major levee improvements, it is not reasonably 
foreseeable that the west levee would be raised to meet an urban level of protection. See Master Response 
1 under “The Approach Used in the NLIP Has Been Adopted by the State Legislature.” SAFCA 
conducted hydraulic modeling under two scenarios: (1) levee failure occurs when the water surface 
elevation reaches the top of a levee and (2) levees overtop without failing. For further modeling 
assumptions, see Master Response 1 under Section 2.2.5, “Effect of the NLIP on SRFCP Function and 
Operations.” Under both scenarios, the model showed that the levee improvements would not 
significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the Sacramento River Flood Control Project. 

23-4 SAFCA would mitigate potential noise and traffic impacts to the extent feasible. See Master Response 3. 

23-5 See response to Comment 23-2. 

23-6 See Master Response 3 regarding traffic safety and truck hauling activities and routes. 

23-7 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with all CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and public 
agencies.

23-8 See response to Comment 23-7. 
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Letter 24
Patricia and Aaron Elmone  Response 

24-1 Project alternatives are discussed and their impacts are evaluated in Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” of the 
DEIR.

24-2 Project features to be constructed in 2008 are described at a project level of detail in Section 2.3.2.3. 
Project features to be constructed in 2009–2010 are described at a program level of detail in Section 
2.3.2.4. Exhibits 2-23a through 2-23d and 2-26a through 2-26f show the proposed project features in 
relation to the Garden Highway. Construction of the adjacent setback levee, seepage berms, access roads, 
and woodland plantings would take place to the land side of the Garden Highway. Reconfiguration of the 
intersections where roads connect to the Garden Highway would be adjacent to and on short sections of 
the Garden Highway. SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless 
there is no feasible alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area. See 
Master Response 4. 

24-3 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and 
public agencies 

24-4 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which determined 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway 
Residents.”

24-5 Relocation of the Garden Highway is not part of the proposed project and is not needed to meet the 
project objectives or to mitigate impacts of the project. The DEIR addresses traffic related hazards under 
Impact 3.10-b. See Master Response 3. 

24-6 See response to Comment 24-4. 

24-7 SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless there is no feasible 
alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area. See Master Response 4. 

24-8 The DEIR addresses noise impacts from short-term construction and hauling activity under Impact 3.12-a 
and 3.12-d. See Master Response 3 under Section 2.4.2, “Temporary Construction Noise Impact.” 

24-9 See response to Comment 20-2. 

24-10 Control of temporary dust (PM10) emissions from construction is described in Mitigation Measure 3.11-a 
and further discussed in Master Response 3 under Section 2.4.3, “Temporary Construction Dust Emission 
Impact.” 

24-11 See Master Response 3 under Section 2.4.1, “Temporary Construction Impacts on Traffic Safety.” 

24-12 See response to Comment 22-14. 

24-13 Trees that require removal to accommodate levee improvements can generally be determined based on 
examination of Exhibits 2-19, 2-23, and 2-26 in the DEIR. Trees within the project footprint or 
maintenance access areas depicted in these exhibits are anticipated to be removed. In order to adequately 
disclose potential impacts on trees, SAFCA calculated the acreage of woodland habitat that would be 
affected. The required size of the mitigation tree planting area was estimated based on this impact 
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acreage. Measurement of specific trees to be removed would be made prior to project implementation and 
used as the basis for determining the number of trees to be planted in the mitigation areas. 

24-14 See Master Response 2. 

24-15 This is not a comment on the DEIR. SAFCA is committed to maintaining the best possible 
communication with affected residents. 

24-16 The commenter has not identified specific areas where the DEIR lacks information. See response to 
Comment 24-15. 
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Letter 25
Patricia and Aaron Elmone  Response 

25-1 See response to Comment 20-2. 

25-2 See response to Comment 20-2. 

25-3 SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless there is no feasible 
alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area. See Master Response 4. 

25-4 Mitigation is required under CEQA to lessen or avoid the significant effects on the environment of a 
proposed project. The proposed project will not have a significant adverse effect on television, fiber 
optics, natural gas, or internet services to owners of property along the Garden Highway. CEQA does not 
require mitigation for existing conditions.  

25-5 See response to Comment 25-4. A bike path is beyond the scope of the project evaluated in the DEIR, but 
could be addressed at a later date by the agencies responsible for recreational infrastructure planning and 
development in the Natomas Basin. 
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Letter 26
Brian Fahey and Lauren Kondo Response 

26-1 See response to Comment 20-2. 

26-2 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which concludes 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway 
Residents.”
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Letter 27
Mary Lynn and Darrell Ferreira Response 

27-1 Project alternatives are discussed and their impacts evaluated in Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR. 
This comment fails to identify any reasons that the DEIR alternatives analysis does not meet the 
requirements of CEQA. 

27-2 Project features to be constructed in 2008 are described at a project level of detail in Section 2.3.2.3. 
Project features to be constructed in 2009–2010 are described at a program level of detail in Section 
2.3.2.4. Exhibits 2-23a through 2-23d and 2-26a through 2-26f show the proposed project features in 
relation to the Garden Highway. Construction of the adjacent setback levee, seepage berms, access roads, 
and woodland plantings would take place to the landside of the Garden Highway. Reconfiguration of the 
intersections where roads connect to the Garden Highway would be adjacent to and on short sections of 
the Garden Highway. The DEIR analyzes a variety of potential impacts that could affect Garden Highway 
residents, including transportation and circulation (Section 3.10), air quality (Section 3.11), noise (Section 
3.12), visual resources (Section 3.14), utilities (Section 3.15), and hazards/hazardous materials (Section 
3.16). See Master Responses 3 and 4. 

27-3 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which concludes 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See Master Response 1. 

27-4 Relocation of the Garden Highway is not part of the proposed project and is not needed to meet the 
project objectives or to mitigate impacts of the project. The DEIR addresses traffic-related hazards under 
Impact 3.10-b. See Master Response 3. 

27-5 See Master Response 4. 

27-6 The DEIR addresses changes in light and glare under Impact 3.14-a. Noise impacts from short-term 
construction and hauling activity are addressed under Impact 3.12-a and 3.12-d. 

27-7 See response to Comment 20-2. 

27-8 Control of temporary dust (PM10) emissions from construction is described in Mitigation Measure 3.11-a. 
See Master Response 3 under Section 2.4.3, “Temporary Construction Dust Emission Impact.” 

27-9 See Master Response 3 under Section 2.4.1, “Temporary Construction Impacts on Traffic Safety.” 

27-10 See response to Comment 24-13. 

27-11 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
 Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public 
 and public agencies. The commenter has not identified specific areas where the DEIR lacks information. 
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Letter 28
William Griffith Response

28-1 This is a comment on the Bank Protection EIR. 

28-2 See response to Comment 19-8. 
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Letter 29
David Gross Response

29-1 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and 
public agencies. 

29-2 SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless there is no feasible 
alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area. See Master Response 4. 

29-3 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which concludes 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway 
Residents.”

29-4 See Master Response 1 under “Consideration of Use of Yolo and Sacramento Bypass Systems to Convey 
Flood Waters.” 
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Letter 30
Wendy Holmquist Response

30-1 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and 
public agencies. 

30-2 The DEIR discusses dust impacts in Section 3.11, “Air Quality,” and noise impacts in Section 3.12, 
“Noise.” Cutoff walls are included in the overall program as a potential seepage remediation measure and 
would be implemented in 2009 or 2010. No cutoff walls are included in the 2008 Sacramento River east 
levee improvement construction phase. Project-level analysis of the effects of cutoff walls will be 
conducted when technical details of the proposed construction in 2009–2010 become available. 

30-3 See response to Comment 22-14. 

30-4 SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless there is no feasible 
alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area. See Master Response 4. 

30-5 This is not a comment on the DEIR. SAFCA is committed to maintaining the best possible 
communication with affected residents. 
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Letter 31
Evelyn J. and Craig P. Horangic Response 

31-1 Existing rural road access to and from the Garden Highway would be maintained as part of the design of 
the project. 

31-2 See response to Comment 31-1. 

31-3 See response to Comment 19-5. 

31-4 See response to Comment 31-1. 

31-5 The DEIR identifies mitigation for noise impacts in Section 3.12. 

31-6 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and 
public agencies 

31-7 The DEIR discusses potential relocation of residents and compensation for land acquisition and 
replacement housing in Section 1.4, “Scope of the Analysis.” Also, see response to Comment 19-5. 

31-8 Comment noted. 

31-9 See Master Response 1 under Section 2.2.5, “The DEIR’s Two-Threshold Approach is Consistent with the 
Framework Historically Used to Manage the SRFCP.” 

31-10 SAFCA and USACE have intensively examined flood control measures for the Sacramento area. Chapter 
2 of SAFCA’s Local Funding EIR discusses the federal, state, and local response to flood risk since the 
creation of SAFCA in 1989. Chapter 3 of the Local Funding EIR describes the overall approach to 
achieving flood control objectives for Sacramento’s major floodplains. Section 2.1.3 of the DEIR 
describes SAFCA’s process for formulating the plan to achieve the specific objectives of the NLIP 
Landside Improvements project. See Master Response 1 under “Consideration of Use Of Yolo and 
Sacramento Bypass Systems to Convey Flood Waters.” 

31-11 The commenter has not identified specific ecological impacts that the DEIR has not addressed. The DEIR 
covers fisheries and aquatic resources in Section 3.6 and terrestrial biological resources in Section 3.7. 

31-12 The Natomas Levee Improvement Program is intended to restore the 100-year certification as quickly as 
possible while laying the groundwork for achieving at least urban standard (“200-year”) flood protection 
over time. The DEIR addresses air quality impacts in Section 3.12. The project’s contribution to 
greenhouse gas emissions is discussed in Section 4.2.5.6. 

31-13 The DEIR addresses recreation in Section 3.13 and visual resources in Section 3.14. 

31-14 The DEIR addresses noise in Section 3.12. 

31-15 The DEIR has addressed social and community impacts to the extent they involve significant physical 
impacts on the environment, such as noise, air quality, and traffic impacts. 
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Letter 32
Diane J. Hovey Response

32-1 See response to Comment 24-1. 

32-2 See response to Comment 24-2. 

32-3 See response to Comment 24-3. 

32-4 See response to Comment 24-4. 

32-5 See response to Comment 24-5. 

32-6 See response to Comment 24-6. 

32-7 See response to Comment 24-7. 

32-8 See response to Comment 24-8. 

32-9 See response to Comment 24-9. 

32-10 See response to Comment 24-10. 

32-11 See response to Comment 24-11. 

32-12 See response to Comment 24-12. 

32-13 See response to Comment 24-13. 

32-14 See response to Comment 24-14. 

32-15 See response to Comment 24-15. 

32-16 See response to Comment 24-16. 
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Letter 33
Arthur Gibson Howell, III Response 

33-1 See response to Comment 25-1. 

33-2 See response to Comment 25-2. 

33-3 See response to Comment 25-3. 

33-4 See response to Comment 25-4. 

33-5 See response to Comment 25-5. 



EDAW NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-194 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

34-1

34

34-3

34-2



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR EDAW
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-195 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

34-3
(Cont.)



EDAW  NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR 
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-196 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

Letter 34
David M. Ingram Response

34-1 See Master Response 3.  

In response to the commenter’s question regarding the anticipated schedule for construction truck traffic, 
construction of the cutoff wall along NCC south levee Reaches 3–7 could occur 24 hours per day, as 
discussed on page 2-20 of the DEIR. In general, the remainder of the construction activities would occur 
during 12-hour shifts, 6 days a week, Monday through Saturday. See Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of 
the DEIR for more details. 

34-2 See Master Responses 2 and 4. 

34-3 For ingress/egress conflicts, see response to Comment 22-14. For flood risk, see Master Response 1 under 
“Impacts on Garden Highway Residents.”  
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Letter 35
David M. Ingram Response

35-1 The State CEQA Guidelines require lead agencies to evaluate comments received from persons who 
reviewed the DEIR and prepare a written response to the comments received during the comment period 
on environmental issues. It is the intent of this document to provide a response to all such comments on 
the DEIR regardless of the commenter’s address. Additionally, the 2009 and 2010 components of the 
NLIP Landside Improvements Project will be analyzed at a project level of detail in one or more 
additional CEQA documents. The public may also submit comments during the future comment period(s) 
for the 2009 and 2010 components. SAFCA will consider and respond to all comments received.  
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Letter 36
Joan Lauppe Johnson  Response 

36-1 SAFCA has considered all feasible alternatives, including relief wells and a levee raise-in-place, as the 
commenter suggests, to avoid having to remove the Lauppe residences and other outbuildings and 
structures on that property. However, the footprint needed for the proposed adjacent setback levee and 
maintenance road would likely result in the residences needing to be relocated; therefore, relocation was 
assumed in this EIR. All relocations of residents would be conducted in compliance with federal and state 
relocation law. Appropriate compensation would be provided to displaced landowners and tenants, and 
residents would be compensated for obtaining comparable replacement housing. 
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Letter 37
Lawrence K. and Sue Karlton Response 

37-1 See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residences.”  
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Letter 38a
John and Michele Katic Response 

38a-1 The DEIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to reviewing agencies. A notice of 
availability (NOA) was filed with the county clerks of Sacramento and Sutter Counties; published in the 
Sacramento Bee; and distributed via e-mail and U.S. Postal Service to a broad mailing list. The DEIR 
discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR Process.” 
SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and public 
agencies

The proposed project is discussed in detail in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the DEIR. Chapter 2 
also describes the project background and need. Potential impacts of the proposed project are discussed in 
Chapter 3, “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation,” of the DEIR.  

38a-2 See section 2.1, “Project Need, Objectives, and Plan Formulation,” of the DEIR 



From: Lennihanm@aol.com [mailto:Lennihanm@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2007 9:57 AM 
To: Bassett. John (MSA) 
Cc: Susan Peters; hfargo@cityofsacramento.org; rtretheway@cityofsacramento.org; Dickinson. 
Roger; scohn@cityofsacramento.org; brian@hrmco.org; MacGlashan. Roberta; 
Vgmoose@aol.com; Nottoli. Don; dchristo@ch2m.com; supervisors@co.sutter.ca.us; Yee. Jimmie; 
Thayerpa@aol.com; christineolsen_2000@yahoo.com 
Subject: Natomas Levee Improvement Program -- Additional DEIR Coments

To: John Bassett 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
1007 7th Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Natomas Levee Improvement Program: Landside 
Improvements Project and Bank Protection Project 

From: Martha Lennihan 
          6645 Garden Highway, Sacramento, Ca 95837 

An EIR must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives that would feasibly attain 
most of the basic project objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
impacts of the project as proposed. Guidelines 15126 (d). The draft EIRs fail to meet this 
minimum standard. 

There is not adequate information in the draft EIRs for Garden Highway residents to even 
understand where their property is in relation to proposed work. The lack of information means 
residents living adjacent to proposed work, and decision-makers, cannot reasonably 
understand the impacts of the proposed work, opportunities to avoid impacts, or possible 
mitigation measures. In addition, information is not presented on mitigation measures that would 
avoid or lessen impacts on Garden Highway residents. These impacts are very significant, both 
during the construction period and in the long term.  They include increased flooding, increased 
safety hazards from truck traffic, huge noise impacts, a major alteration in the area immediately 
adjacent to - and in some instances literally on - their properties, their front yards. This is probably 
true for my house. However, the DEIR doe snot provide adequate information to tell. Nor does it 
identify or propose mitigation.   

The DEIR needs to provide adequate information to enable Garden Highway residents to 
understand where their address or parcel is in relation to planned work (bank protection work, 
levee work, tree removal, etc.), to provide specific information to Garden Highway residents about 
the work proposed on the levee and on the waterside of their homes, to address mitigation, and to 
gather input from and respond to residents about their concerns. Any commitments made by staff 
at the meetings would be followed-up in writing and made available to residents before the end of 
the comment period.  

At a minimum, the EIRs should include the following mitigation measures to lessen the impacts on 
Garden Highway residents: 

- Mitigate new flood impacts on Garden Highway homes to eliminate or avoid those impacts. This 
is a very serious impact -- this project portends increased flooding to our residences. One such 
mitigation measure is to raise the Garden Highway homes so that no increase in impact will 
occur.  This needs to be disclosed and evaluated in the DEIR circulated for public review, in 
accordance with CEQA requirements. 
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-Move the Garden Highway roadway as far as possible toward the landside of the new levee to 
avoid safety problems caused by a levee higher than the roadway, to improve traffic safety for 
residents pulling out of their driveway, and to allow for safer recreational uses on the existing 
Garden Highway.  To the extent that these represent improvements, they will begin to mitigate for 
the impacts that will occur during the construction process. 

- Include in levee protection plans moving water out of the Sacramento River channel into 
bypasses at lower elevations than is done currently, such as lowering permanent floodgates and 
opening weirs sooner. 

- Underground all utilities, rather than moving power poles. 

- Mitigate noise and nighttime lighting impacts by restricting days and hours when work is 
permitted within 1000 feet of any residence. Restrict all project work to Monday to Friday from 
7:00 AM or 30 minutes after sunrise whichever occurs later, to 6:00 PM or 30 minutes before 
sunset whichever occurs first, with no operations occurring on County holidays.  

- Establish hauling routes that minimize traffic on Garden Highway so that access roadways such 
as Riego, Elverta, Powerline, etc. and maintenance roads are used to the greatest extent 
possible.

- Require dust control including requiring that all trucks be covered and watering be done to keep 
dust down at all work sites.  

- Develop a traffic safety plan so that trucks that must be on Garden Highway travel at slower 
speeds, drivers are trained to watch for residents pulling out of driveways, and trucks are far 
enough apart to allow residents to safely pull out of driveways onto the roadway and to allow 
emergency equipment to pass. 

- Specify how the project will provide permanent access between resident driveways and the 
elevated roadway. 

- Identify which trees with trunks more than 12 inches in diameter are proposed for removal and 
why. 

- Provide greater protection to habitat areas such as the area around Fisherman’s Lake and the 
reservoirs south of Elverta Road and north of the Teal Bend Golf Course, and provide adequate 
protections for protected species and species of special concern, including river otters. 

- Establish a communications plan that provides at least 72 hours of advance notice of events 
impacting Garden Highway residents such as road closures and power interruptions. 

- Establish an advocate office for resolution of complaints during the project which is staffed the 
same hours as work is underway.  

I recognize and appreciate the importance of flood protection, which is the fundamental purpose 
of this project. The project should not be done in a manner which improves flood protection for 
some and exacerbates it for others. This project will among other things increase flooding to 
Garden Highway residents, including my home. We are long standing residents. The impacts to 
us need to be adequately identified and described, and mitigation developed and committed to as 
part of this project. This is required to be done during the CEQA process.  Unfortunately the DEIR 
fails to meet minimum legal standards in these respects.  The DEIR does not address the issues 
identified above in a manner consistent with CEQA requirements. It needs to be revised and 
recirculated.

Thank you for your attention to these comments, in addition to my earlier comments. 

-Martha Lennihan

EDAW NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-208 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

38b-5

38b-6

38b-7

38b-8

38b-9

38b-10

38b-11

38b-12

38b-13

38b-14

38b-15

38b-16



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR  EDAW 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-209 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Letter 38b
Martha Lennihan Response

38b-1 See response to Comment 24-1. 

38b-2 See response to Comment 24-2. 

38b-3 See response to Comments 27-2 and 24-3. 

38b-4 See response to Comment 24-4. 

38b-5 See response to Comment 24-5. 

38b-6 See response to Comment 24-6. 

38b-7 See response to Comment 24-7. 

38b-8 See response to Comment 24-8. 

38b-9 See response to Comment 24-9. 

38b-10 See response to Comment 24-10. 

38b-11 See response to Comment 24-11. 

38b-12 See response to Comment 24-12. 

38b-13 See response to Comment 24-13. 

38b-14 See response to Comment 24-14. 

38b-15 See response to Comment 24-15. 

38b-16 See Master Response 1 for a discussion of the project’s potential hydraulic impacts. Chapter 3, 
“Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation,” of the DEIR describes the project’s potential impacts 
to an array of environmental resources and includes mitigation, where appropriate, to help offset those 
impacts. 
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Letter 39
Kevin McRae, Director, Garden Highway Home Owners Association Response 

39-1 A barrier or mechanical deterrence of some kind installed along the Garden Highway could conflict with 
levee maintenance activity.  

39-2 The comment is noted. SAFCA’s goal is to leave the Garden Highway undisturbed, minimizing the 
disturbance to existing residents to the greatest extent feasible. See response to Comment 22-14. 
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Letter 40a
Bill Micsan Response

40a-1 See Master Response 1.  



To:
 John Bassett/NLIP LANDSIDE DEIR Comments 
 1007 7th Street, 7th Floor 
 Sacramento, Ca 95814 

From:
 Phillip & Diannia Morrison 
 2145 Howsley Road 
 P.O.Box 632 
 Pleasant Grove, Ca 95668-0632 

Dear Sir; 

We have reviewed the DEIR and see that it covers 
the environment in much detail.  What happens to 
the residences possibly destroyed and their 
occupants in the process is minimized.  If you 
build the outside levee to maximum dimensions, it 
covers Howsley Road which if relocated, will render 
our residence property unusable.  There will be no 
place on the remaining property for required leach 
system and the required alternative leach field for 
the residence sewage system.  The elevation of our 
home is between 19 and 21 feet approximately.  This 
makes it certainly not the highest location in the 
Natomas Basin, but basically at the upper end of 
the district.  We believe the levees in Reach 6 and 
7 (east of Hwy 99) to have not shown leakage, boils 
or obvious seepage in the past high water 
situations.

So far, all of your meetings and attention seems 
focused on the residents and businesses of 
Sacramento County, dismissing the citizens and 
businesses (yes, agriculture is a business) of 
Sutter County. Your project affects citizens and 
businesses outside the boundaries of Reclamation 
District 1000.  If the boundary levees are raised 
three feet as planned, and the opposing levees are 
not so raised, some of these citizens are going to 
be negatively impacted.  This factor is pretty much 
dismissed in your DEIR and responses.
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40b-3

40b-4

40b-2



The economic impact of your fees to agricultural 
properties is pretty severe.  Making it nearly 50% 
of the property tax fees is in our eyes outrageous.
This for a project to benefit the businesses and 
residences mainly in Sacramento County; and at the 
same time possibly destroys ours in Sutter County.

There are alternatives to this project that the 
environmentalists are preventing.  The over 
protection of bugs, snakes and trees is costing us 
millions.  Let’s explore some of the alternatives 
to this project. 

Sincerely,
Phillip & Diannia Morrison 
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Letter 40b
Phillip and Diannia Morrison Response 

40b-1 The DEIR discusses potential relocation of residents and compensation for land acquisition and 
replacement housing in Section 1.4, “Scope of the Analysis.” Also see response to Comment 19-5.  

40b-2 The DEIR discusses relocation of infrastructure and residences in the proposed footprint of the Natomas 
Cross Canal in Section 2.3.2.2 under “Raising of the Natomas Cross Canal South Levee.” The record 
floods of 1986 and 1997 caused USACE, the state, and their local partners to perform a series of 
geotechnical evaluations on the SRFCP levees and to adopt new, more rigorous levee design standards for 
urban areas, including standards for seepage through and under project levees. Although many reaches of 
levee in the Natomas Basin have not shown signs of seepage, these new standards apply universally. 

40b-3 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9. SAFCA has complied with all 
CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and public agencies. 

40b-4 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which determined 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See Master Response 1. 

40b-5 This is not a comment on the DEIR. 

40b-6  The comment is not specific about what alternatives are being prevented. See Master Response 1 under 
“Consideration of Use Of Yolo And Sacramento Bypass Systems To Convey Flood Waters.” 
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Letter 41
Chris and Caroll Mortensen Response 

41-1 See Master Response 1. 

41-2 There indeed is some relationship between cutoff wall depth and width of berm. In an area where the 
depth to an impervious soil layer is great, thus requiring a deep wall, a wide berm would likely be needed 
to provide the same level of underseepage control. However, it is also possible to have an area where the 
depth to an impervious layer is less, thus needing a shallow wall, but if the soil is not impervious, a wide 
berm would be needed. 

In areas where the depth to an impervious layer is extreme, something greater than 120 feet, the feasibility 
and cost of constructing a cutoff wall tends to lead the project design to berm construction. Also, these 
deep pervious areas provide significant recharge to the interior basin ground water supply. Closing these 
deep recharge areas by construction of a cutoff wall may have a ground water impact. 

All of these considerations are evaluated in selecting between cutoff walls and seepage berms. 

41-3 The water that flows from the proposed seepage wells would be collected in a drainage ditch, conveyed to 
the nearest drainage pumping station, and pumped to the Sacramento River. At the end of the useful life 
of any seepage well, the well would either be replaced with a new seepage well or removed and replaced 
with another seepage remediation measure such as an extended berm. Residences would not necessarily 
need to be removed.  

41-4 The Elkhorn Canal must be located as close to the levee toe as possible to continue serving the properties 
that receive irrigation water from the canal. 

41-5 The Sacramento International Airport Master Plan (SMF Master Plan) and the planned Airport 
improvements through 2020 are discussed on pages 4-9 through 4-11 in Chapter 4, “Cumulative 
Impacts,” of the DEIR. As described in the DEIR, construction of some of the planned Airport 
improvements is likely to coincide with construction of SAFCA’s proposed project in 2008–2010; as a 
result, some temporary construction-related effects (particularly construction traffic and air quality 
effects) could combine with those of the proposed project.  

 Mitigation efforts for the Airport improvements and SAFCA’s proposed project will not be combined.  

The Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS) is not a CEQA responsible agency for SAFCA’s 
proposed project; however, SCAS has actively participated in project design meetings with SAFCA. 
Moreover, the second project objective (see page 2-4 in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the DEIR) 
was created in consultation with SCAS to support the SCAS goal of reducing wildlife hazards. 

41-6 Based on SAFCA’s experience with the Giant Garter Snake Canal at Robla Creek, the management of 
water levels and the introduction of mosquito fish have served as an effective deterrent to mosquito 
breeding. These actions would be employed in conjunction with the proposed project. 

41-7 With respect to river flows and capacity, SAFCA’s hydraulic engineering team (MBK Engineers) 
evaluated the effects of a 3-foot rise in sea levels in the Delta on water surface elevations in the 
Sacramento River channel at flood stage in connection with SAFCA’s Natomas Levee Evaluation 
Program, which was carried out in 2005 and 2006. The analysis showed that the effects of an increase in 
sea level attenuated at approximately the town of Freeport, which is approximately 12 miles downstream 
of the project location. 
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 Runoff is directly affected by changes in precipitation and snowpack (see discussions above). Changes in 
both the amount of runoff and in seasonality of the hydrologic cycle have the potential to greatly affect 
the heavily managed water systems of the western United States.  

 Hydrology of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River system is highly dependent on the interaction 
between Sierra Nevada snowpack, runoff, and management of reservoirs. Potential changes made to the 
amount of reservoir space retained for flood storage, retained annual carryover volumes, and other 
reservoir management factors in response to altered Sierra runoff patterns could substantially alter how 
those runoff patterns are experienced in the lower Sacramento and American River watersheds. Although 
changed runoff patterns related to decreasing snowpack are reasonably foreseeable, significant 
uncertainties remain regarding how those changes may affect flow patterns in the Lower American and 
Sacramento River watersheds. Runoff patterns in these watersheds depend not just on how climatic 
conditions might change, but also on a wide range of human actions and management decisions. Given 
the uncertainty associated with projecting changes in runoff patterns in water bodies at and upstream of 
the project area, this potential climate change effect is too speculative to reasonably draw a conclusion on 
regarding the significance of foreseeable direct effects on physical conditions at the project site. 

41-8 The landscape changes that would result from implementation of the proposed project would be on a scale 
that does not readily lend itself to visual interpretations. 

41-9 See response to Comment 19-2. 

41-10 See response to Comment 41-9. 

41-11 See response to Comment 19-5. 

41-12 SAFCA is not a land use decision-making agency with the power to zone or approve land use permits. In 
the Natomas Basin, that authority rests with the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, and Sutter 
County.  

41-13 See response to Comment 19-5. 

41-14 Compensation for relocation of structures would be negotiated as part of the property acquisition process 
described in response to Comment 19-5. 

41-15 Post-construction access to properties along the Garden Highway would be determined on a case-by-case 
basis as project design proceeds.  

41-16 Potential impacts on specific properties located within the 2009–2010 project footprint will be analyzed at 
a project-specific level in a subsequent environmental document, and mitigation for significant effects on 
the environment will be identified. SAFCA anticipates that this subsequent environmental document will 
be issued in 2008. 
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Letter 42
R. Muller Response

42-1 See Master Response 1.  

42-2 See Master Response 3. 

42-3 See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residences.”  

42-4 See Master Response 3. SAFCA is committed to creating an effective communications process for 
residents and property owners affected by construction. SAFCA’s Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement 
establishes the procedure for resolving complaints against SAFCA. 

42-5 As described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the DEIR, SAFCA is considering the use of cutoff 
walls where appropriate.

42-6 See Master Response 4. 

42-7 The public hearing for the proposed project was held during the regular October 18 meeting of the 
SAFCA Board of Directors to provide an opportunity for the Board to receive verbal comments from the 
public.

 The DEIR can be accessed via SAFCA’s Web site at http://www.safca.org/. The link to the DEIR is 
http://www.safca.org/NLIPDRAFTEIRS.htm.  
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Letter 43
Wendy and John Nelson Response 

43-1 See response to Comment 24-1. 

43-2 See response to Comment 24-2. 

43-3 See response to Comment 24-3. 

43-4 See response to Comment 24-4. 

43-5 See response to Comment 24-5. 

43-6 See response to Comment 24-6. 

43-7 See response to Comment 24-7. 

43-8 See response to Comment 24-8. 

43-9 See response to Comment 24-9. 

43-10 See response to Comment 24-10. 

43-11 See response to Comment 24-11. 

43-12 See response to Comment 24-12. 

43-13 See response to Comment 24-13. 

43-14 See response to Comment 24-14. 

43-15 See response to Comment 24-15. 

43-16 See response to Comment 24-16. 
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Letter 44
Christine Olsen Response

44-1 Multiple exhibits in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the DEIR depict the proposed project footprint. 
Potential impacts on specific properties located within the 2009–2010 project footprint will be analyzed at 
a project-specific level in a subsequent environmental document, and mitigation for significant effects on 
the environment will be identified. SAFCA anticipates that this subsequent environmental document will 
be issued in 2008. 

44-2 Alternatives to the proposed project are described and their environmental effects evaluated in Chapter 6, 
“Alternatives,” of the DEIR. 

44-3 Chapter 3, “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation,” of the DEIR describes the potential impacts 
of the proposed project as well as mitigation measures to help reduce those impacts. 

44-4 Subsection 3.7.2.3, “Sensitive Biological Resources,” in Section 3.7, “Terrestrial Biological Resources,” 
of the DEIR describes the criteria for defining special-status species, which include those species that are 
officially listed under the federal and/or California Endangered Species Act or on the list of California 
Species of Special Concern (there is no longer a federal list for species of concern). The California 
Species of Special Concern list includes a subspecies of river otter, Southwestern river otter (Lutra
canadensis sonorae), but this subspecies is restricted to the far southwest of the state and does not occur 
in the region that encompasses the proposed project. Therefore, the river otters that occur in the project 
area are not of special concern; no further analysis is required. 

44-5 Subsection 4.2.4.2, “Related Projects in the Natomas Basin,” in Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the 
DEIR describes SAFCA’s NLIP and other flood control system improvements. The potential for the 
proposed project to make cumulatively considerable contributions to cumulative impacts is discussed in 
Subsection 4.2.5, “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts,” in Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the DEIR. 

44-6 See response to Comment 24-3. 

44-7 See response to Comment 44-2. 

44-8 See response to Comment 24-4. 

44-9 See response to Comment 24-5. 

44-10 See response to Comment 24-6. 

44-11 See response to Comment 24-7. 

44-12 See response to Comment 20-4.  

44-13 See response to Comment 24-8. 

44-14 See response to Comment 24-9. 

44-15 See response to Comment 24-10. 

44-16 See response to Comment 24-11. 

44-17 See response to Comment 24-12. 
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44-18 See response to Comment 24-13. 

44-19 See response to Comment 24-14.  

44-20 See response to Comment 24-15. 

44-21 Potential impacts on specific properties located within the 2009–2010 project footprint will be analyzed at 
a project-specific level in a subsequent environmental document, and mitigation for significant effects on 
the environment will be identified. SAFCA anticipates that this subsequent environmental document will 
be issued in 2008. 

44-22 See response to Comment 24-16. 
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Letter 45
J.F. Schneider Response

45-1 The DEIR discusses the public participation process under Section 1.9, “Public Participation and the EIR 
Process.” SAFCA has complied with applicable CEQA requirements regarding notice to the public and 
public agencies. In Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the DEIR discusses the CEQA environmental review 
process and the opportunities for public involvement.  

45-2 See response to Comment 45-1. 

45-3 See Master Responses 2 and 4. 

45-4 See Master Response 1.  

 Regarding the purported discrepancy between the Landside Improvements Project DEIR and the Bank 
Protection Project DEIR, it is unclear to which impacts in which document the commenter is referring. 
When examined at a project-specific level, the project would not result in an adverse impact on SRFCP 
water surface elevations. When the program of flood control improvements described in the Local 
Funding Mechanisms EIR is taken as a whole (including the increase in storage capacity at Folsom Dam), 
the project would result in a beneficial hydrologic effect. 

Impacts on visual resources are evaluated in Section 3.14, “Visual Resources,” of the DEIR. Tables 2-6 
and 2-10 in the DEIR summarize, by reach, the proposed improvements to the Sacramento River east 
levee in Reaches 1–4B (2008 construction) and Reaches 4B–19B (2009–2010 construction). These tables 
show that the height of the proposed levee raise with the proposed adjacent setback levee would be about 
3 feet. A raise of this amount would not be expected to restrict existing views.  

45-5 See Master Response 1. 

45-6 The potential effects of the proposed project on agricultural operations is described in Section 3.2, 
“Agriculture and Land Use,” of the DEIR. Also, see response to Comment 19-5. 

45-7 Mitigation measures have been identified to minimize potential impacts to cultural resources in the 
project area. However, even with implementation of these measures, SAFCA concludes that significant 
and unavoidable impacts to cultural resources would occur, as discussed in pages 3.8-26 through 3.8-33 
of the DEIR. 

45-8 See Master Responses 3 and 1.  

45-9 See response to Comment 45-6. 

45-10 See response to Comment 45-7. 



EDAW NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-240 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

46

46-1

46-2



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR EDAW
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-241 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

46-3

46-2
(Cont.)



EDAW  NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR 
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-242 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

Letter 46
Bruce and Gayle Sevier Response 

46-1 See Master Response 4. 

46-2 See Master Response 3. 

46-3  See Master Response 1. 

Residents along the Garden Highway are part of SAFCA’s O&M district and therefore pay a small annual 
assessment that is used to cover the cost of SAFCA’s planning and administration because these 
properties receive an indirect benefit from avoiding of flooding of the City of Sacramento’s urban core. 
Most of the properties along the Garden Highway are not part of SAFCA’s new capital assessment 
district, which will contribute a portion of the costs of implementing SAFCA’s program of flood control 
improvements.  

 Tables 2-6 and 2-10 in the DEIR summarize, by reach, the proposed improvements to the Sacramento 
River east levee in Reaches 1–4B (2008 construction) and Reaches 4B–19B (2009–2010 construction). 
These tables show that the height of the proposed levee with the proposed adjacent setback levee would 
be about 3 feet. A raise of this amount would not be expected to restrict existing views.  
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Letter 47
Tyson Shower Response

47-1 The environmental impacts of the proposed project have been thoroughly analyzed in Chapter 3, 
“Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation,” of the DEIR. In addition to adopting the mitigation 
measures identified in the DEIR and FEIR, SAFCA is interested in working with the affected property 
owners to determine the best options for minimizing these impacts.  

47-2 Section 1.9, “Public participation and the EIR Process,” in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the DEIR 
discusses the CEQA environmental review process and the opportunities for public involvement. As 
required by CEQA, the DEIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to reviewing 
agencies and a notice of availability (NOA) was filed with the county clerks of Sacramento and Sutter 
Counties; published in the Sacramento Bee; and distributed via e-mail and U.S. Postal Service to a broad 
mailing list. A public hearing was held on October 18, 2007 to solicit public comments. 

47-3 See response to Comment 34-1. 

47-4 See response to Comment 34-2. 

47-5 See response to Comment 34-3. 
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Letter 48
Tyson Shower Response

48-1 See response to Comment 48-4. 

48-2 Section 1.9, “Public participation and the EIR Process,” in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the DEIR 
discusses the CEQA environmental review process and the opportunities for public involvement. 

48-3 The environmental impacts of the proposed project have been thoroughly analyzed in Chapter 3, 
“Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation,” of the DEIR. In addition to adopting the mitigation 
measures identified in the DEIR and FEIR, SAFCA is interested in working with the affected property 
owners to determine the best options for minimizing these impacts. 

48-4 As the DEIR noted in Section 2.3.2.3, “Installation of Surface Drainage Outlets across Garden Highway,” 
and as shown on DEIR Exhibit 2-24 new storm drainage swales would be constructed between the 
adjacent setback levee and the Garden Highway pavement. These swales would drain to new drop inlets 
which would be connected together by lateral pipes between the inlets. A new storm drainage culvert 
would be constructed beneath Garden Highway to periodically discharge stormwater toward the 
Sacramento River. The stormwater from the eastern half of the Garden Highway and the swale area 
would be collected in the grassy swale, which would contain, convey, and bio-filter the stormwater. The 
location of the cross culverts would be selected to minimize impacts on existing residential properties. 
These discharge pipes would require minor landscape improvements to prevent erosion and ensure 
applicable water quality standards are met. 
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Letter 49
Don Springer Response

49-1 See response to Comment 24-1. 

49-2 See response to Comment 24-2. 

49-3 See response to Comment 24-3. 

49-4 See response to Comment 24-4. 

49-5 See response to Comment 24-5. 

49-6 See response to Comment 24-6. 

49-7 See response to Comment 24-7. 

49-8 See response to Comment 24-8. 

49-9 See response to Comment 24-9. 

49-10 See response to Comment 24-10. 

49-11 See response to Comment 24-11. 

49-12 See response to Comment 24-12. 

49-13 See response to Comment 24-13. 

49-14 See response to Comment 24-14. 

49-15 See response to Comment 24-15. 

49-16 See response to Comment 24-16. 
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Letter 50
Brad and Michele Stevenson Response 

50-1 See response to Comment 46-3. 

50-2 See Master Response 4. 

50-3 Exhibits 2-8a, 2-8b, and 2-8c, “Overview of Proposed Project Features (2008–2010 Construction),” 
depicts the locations proposed for cutoff walls. 

50-4 See response to Comment 20-4  

50-5 See response to Comment 20-4.  

50-6 Fill added to the water side of the Sacramento River east levee does not address stability and seepage 
remediation on the land side of the levee. Fill placed on the waterside of the levee may improve levee 
stability to some unknown degree, depending on the structural capacity of the fill material; however, this 
fill would not provide the needed “200-year” level of protection objective of SAFCA because it does not 
have sufficient height to create the freeboard capable of protecting the levee against wind and wave 
action.

50-7 See Master Response 1 and response to Comment 46-3 concerning loss of views and resultant decrease in 
property value. 

50-8 No “pony walls” are included in the design of the project. The DEIR discusses reconfiguration of 
intersections with Garden Highway in Section 2.3.2.3 under “Reconstruction of Garden Highway at 
Intersections.” At intersections, the shoulder of the highway and the raised adjacent setback levee would 
bow outward to provide a safe transition from the raised portion of the intersecting road down to the 
existing Garden Highway. Intersection designs are subject to approval of the public safety in the counties 
of Sutter and Sacramento and in the City of Sacramento. 

50-9 See response to Comment 41-6. 

50-10 See Master Response 1 under “Consideration of Use Of Yolo And Sacramento Bypass Systems To 
Convey Flood Waters.” 
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Letter 51
Paul Thayer and Martha Lennihan Response 

51-1 See responses to Comments 51-2 through 51-5, below. 

51-2 See Master Response 1. 

51-3 See Master Response 3. 

51-4 See Master Response 4. 

51-5 See responses to Comments 51-2 through 51-5 as well as Chapter 3, “Environmental Setting, Impacts, 
and Mitigation” of the DEIR. 
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Letter 52
Patrick Tully Response

52-1 Tables 2-6 and 2-10 in the DEIR summarize, by reach, the proposed improvements to the Sacramento 
River east levee in Reaches 1–4B (2008 construction) and Reaches 4B–19B (2009–2010 construction). 
These tables show that the height of the proposed levee raise with the proposed adjacent setback levee 
would be about 3 feet. A raise of this amount would not be expected to create “a 3-foot wall” nor would it 
degrade existing driving conditions along Garden Highway as the commenter states. 

 See Master Response 1. 
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Letter 53
Darryl and Anna Williams Response 

53-1 See response to Comment 27-1. 

53-2 See response to Comment 27-2. 

53-3 See response to Comment 27-3. 

53-4 See response to Comment 27-4. 

53-5 See Master Response 1. 

53-6 See response to Comment 27-5. 

53-7 See response to Comment 27-6. 

53-8 See response to Comment 27-7. 

53-9 See response to Comment 27-8. 

53-10 See response to Comment 27-9. 

53-11 See response to Comment 22-14. 

53-12 See response to Comment 27-10. 

53-13 This is not a comment on the DEIR. SAFCA is committed to maintaining good communications with 
affected residents. 

53-14 See response to Comment 27-11. 
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Public Hearing Letter 54
Roy Dahlberg Response

54-1 This is not a comment on the DEIR. 

54-2 See Master Response 3. 

54-3 The DEIR addresses traffic safety and control under Impact 3.10-b. Also, see Master Response 4. 

54-4 See Master Response 1. 
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Public Hearing Letter 55
Burton Lauppe  Response

55-1 See Master Response 1 under Section 2.2.5, “The Approach Used in the NLIP Has Been Adopted by the 
State Legislature.” 

55-2 See Master Response 1 under “Consideration of Use of Yolo and Sacramento Bypass Systems to Convey 
Flood Waters.” 

55-3 It is assumed that “piles of dirt” on the side of the levee refers to the adjacent setback levee and seepage 
berms, and that “dry wells” refers to seepage relief wells. The commenter’s house(s) would be in the 
footprint of the raise-in-place or the adjacent setback levee. Use of relief wells as an underseepage control 
measure would not eliminate the need to purchase and remove the commenter’s house(s). The hydraulic 
modeling conducted for the DEIR determined that the levee improvements would not significantly change 
the existing water levels with respect to the Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See Master 
Response 1 under “Effect of the NLIP on SRFCP Function and Operations.” Also, see response to 
Comment 36-1. 
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Public Hearing Letter 56
J.F. Schneider Response

56-1 Project features to be constructed in 2008 are described at a project level of detail in Section 2.3.2.3. 
Project features to be constructed in 2009–2010 are described at a program level of detail in Section 
2.3.2.4. For current proposed project features by reach, see Table 1-1 in the FEIR. Exhibits 2-23a through 
2-23d and 2-26a through 2-26f show the proposed project features in relation to the Garden Highway. 
Construction of the adjacent setback levee, seepage berms, access roads, and woodland plantings would 
take place to the landside of the Garden Highway. Reconfiguration of the intersections where roads 
connect to the Garden Highway would be adjacent to and on short sections of the Garden Highway. 

56-2 SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless there is no feasible 
alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area. See Master Response 4. 

56-3 The DEIR addressed the hydraulic effects of the proposed project under Impact 3.4-a, which determined 
that the levee improvements would not significantly change the existing water levels with respect to the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project. See master response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway 
Residences.”
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Public Hearing Letter 57
Donald Fraulob Response

57-1 See response to Comment 20-2. 
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Public Hearing Letter 58
Ed Bianchi Response

58-1 The DEIR addresses impacts on agriculture in Section 3.2, “Agriculture and Land Use.” 

58-2  See response to Comment 19-7. 
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Public Hearing Letter 59
Gibson Howell Response

59-1 This is not a comment on the DEIR. SAFCA is committed to maintaining the best possible 
communication with affected residents. 

59-2 Cutoff walls are being considered for inclusion in the overall program as a potential seepage remediation 
measure and would be implemented in 2009 or 2010 if SAFCA determines that they would not 
significantly affect groundwater recharge. No cutoff walls are included in the 2008 Sacramento River east 
levee construction phase. Project-level analysis of the effects of cutoff walls will be disclosed as more 
technical details of 2009–2010 construction become available. 

59-3 SAFCA would not move utility poles to the water side of Garden Highway unless there is no feasible 
alternative for providing service to residences and other land uses in that area. See Master Response 4. 

59-4 See Master Response 1 under “Consideration of Use Of Yolo and Sacramento Bypass Systems To 
Convey Flood Waters.” 

59-5 With respect to the suggested bike path, see response to Comment 25-5. 

59-6 With respect to mitigation for existing conditions, see response to Comment 25-4. 
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Public Hearing Letter 60
Matt Breese Response

60-1 With respect to the commenter’s concerns about potential relocation of residents and compensation for 
land acquisition and replacement housing in Section 1.4, “Scope of the Analysis.” See response to 
Comment 19-5. 

60-2 The timing of relocations would depend upon the location of the property to be acquired and the proposed 
project’s construction phase. Construction on the Natomas Cross Canal and Reaches 1–4B of the 
Sacramento River east levee would take place in 2008. Construction on Reaches 4B–20B of the 
Sacramento River east levee and the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal would take place in 2009–2010. 

60-3 See response to Comment 60-1.  
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Public Hearing Letter 61
Michael Barosso Response

61-1 SAFCA Board of Directors Resolution No. 96-189 (Revised) addresses the matters raised in this 
comment. This resolution states that prior to any SAFCA project which raises either the Pleasant Grove 
Creek Canal west levee or the Natomas Cross Canal (NCC) south levee, staff shall bring a 
recommendation to the SAFCA Board which includes: (1) a description of the specific construction 
contemplated; (2) an analysis of the hydraulic impacts of doing the construction on parties outside the 
Natomas Basin; (3) a proposal for funding construction of the proposed improvements. In addition, 
Resolution No. 96-189 (Revised) states that (4) the north levee of the NCC shall be part of any SAFCA 
project that involves raising the south levee of the NCC, thereby creating a superior levee by elevation, 
subject to negotiations for funding the improvements (SAFCA 1996).  

With respect to the NCC south levee, staff has addressed the first three of these items in this DEIR, the 
Environmental Impact Report on Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control 
Improvements for the Sacramento Area (February 2007); and the Final Engineer’s Report for the 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency Consolidated Capital Assessment District (April 2007). The 
analysis of hydraulic impacts is further explained in Master Response 1. The fourth item, funding for 
raising the NCC north levee, has been addressed by securing federal and state authorization for this work, 
with local funding to be provided through an agreement between SAFCA and RD 1001 under which 
SAFCA will undertake environmental review and complete permitting for a borrow site in RD 1001 that 
will provide borrow material for the NCC south levee raise and could provide borrow material for the 
NCC north levee raise. SAFCA will compensate RD 1001 for the borrow material used for the NCC 
south levee raise. This revenue and the value of the material remaining in the borrow site would constitute 
RD 1001’s expected local cost share for raising the NCC north levee. 

With respect to the PGCC west levee, SAFCA has determined that this levee does not need to be raised to 
achieve the NLIP project objectives. Therefore, this element has been eliminated from the project.  
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Public Hearing Letter 62
Dennis James Response

62-1 The DEIR discusses FEMA requirements for addressing flood protection for the SR 99/70 bridge crossing 
over the Natomas Cross Canal. 



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR EDAW
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-295 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

63

63-1

63-2

63-3

63-4



EDAW  NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR 
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-296 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

Meeting with SAFCA and Residents Letter 63
Pat and Ron Elmone Response 

63-1 See Master Response 4. 

63-2 See response to Comment 50-5. 

63-3 The comment is not specific about potential water problems. See Master Response 4. 

63-4 Exhibits 2-8a through 2-8c in the DEIR contain labels of both reaches and major roads that intersect 
Garden Highway. 



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR EDAW
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 3-297 Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

64

64-1

64-2

64-3

64-4

64-5



EDAW  NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR 
Individual Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-298 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

Meeting with SAFCA and Residents Letter 64
Britt Johnson Response

64-1 See response to Comment 50-5. 

64-2 See Master Response 4. 

64-3 See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residences.” 

64-4 See response to Comment 24-5. 

64-5 See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residences.” 
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Meeting with SAFCA and Residents Letter 65
Kathy Rott Response

65-1 See Master Response 4. 

65-2 This is not a comment on the DEIR. 

65-3 Residents can address their concerns directly to USACE and The Reclamation Board 

65-4 See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residences.” 

65-5 See response to Comment 20-4. 
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Meeting with SAFCA and Residents Letter 66
Patrick Tully Response

66-1 The land under the seepage berm would not be dewatered during construction. 

66-2 See response to Comment 46-3. 

66-3 The comment is not specific as to how the project is “against Garden Highway” residents. 

66-4 See response to Comment 23-7. 

66-5 See Master Response 1 under “Impacts on Garden Highway Residences.” 

66-6 See Master Response 4. 

66-7 The commenter has not identified a specific impact to water supplies. CEQA does not require mitigation 
for existing conditions. 
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Meeting with SAFCA and Residents Letter 67
Doug Cummings Response

67-1 The DEIR addresses impacts to endangered species in Section 3.7, “Terrestrial Biological Resources.” 
See Master Response 2. 
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Public Hearing Letter 68
Wallace Response

68-1 See response to Comment 61-1 and Master Response 1. 
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C. Morrison Ranch Letter 69
Charlotte Borgman Response 

69-1 The cement and bentonite materials used in the construction of cutoff walls are designed to be stable and 
resistant to erosion and extrusion into the adjacent sand and gravel layers. Therefore, no groundwater 
quality issues would be associated with construction of the cutoff walls. See response to Comment 9-1 
regarding whether cutoff walls would be an impediment to groundwater flow. The construction of the 
cutoff wall in the NCC south levee would not have significant impacts on groundwater flow because the 
inflow of groundwater in this area is generally in an east-west direction.    

69-2 This issue is discussed in DEIR Section Impact 3.15-a, “Potential Disruption of Irrigation Supply,” and is 
addressed by Mitigation Measure 3.15-a, “Coordinate with Irrigation Supply Users Before and During All 
Irrigation Infrastructure Modifications and Minimize Interruptions of Supply.” 

69-3 DEIR Section 2.3.2.2, “Natomas Cross Canal South Levee (2008 Construction),” under “Raising of the 
Natomas Cross Canal South Levee” (page 2-20) discusses the realignment of Howsley Road in the 
vicinity of SR 99/70. Although irrigation facilities would be realigned, they would not be eliminated. If 
Howsley Road is realigned to the south, the Morrison Canal, which is currently fully concrete lined, 
would be placed underground in a culvert and Howsley Road would be constructed over the top of the 
existing canal alignment, thus minimizing the impact on the commenter's structures. See also response to 
Comment 69-2, above. 

69-4 See response to Comment 69-3 

69-5 DEIR Section 2.3.2.2, “Natomas Cross Canal South Levee (2008 Construction),” under “Utility 
Modifications and Miscellaneous Work for Improvements to the Natomas Cross Canal South Levee” 
(page 2-22) discusses realignment of the NMWC canal and pumping facilities between Station 216+00 
and 218+00. See response to Comment 69-2, above, for issues associated with maintenance of irrigation 
supply. 

69-6 The change in landside levee slope, from the existing 2H:1V to new 3H:1V, is a minor change in slope 
relative to the angle of the sun on the slope. No additional glare is expected to occur. In addition, the new 
flatter angle of the levee would allow better growth of grasses on the levee slope, that would tend to 
reduce any existing glare. Grass cover would provide a natural, non-reflective surface that would not pose 
a hazard or nuisance to motorists.  

69-7 The comment does not identify which additional aspects or negative effects the DEIR should discuss. 

69-8 See Master Response 1 which indicates that the NLIP will not have adverse hydraulic impacts.  
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Letter 70
Melvin Borgman Response

70-1 With regard to the raising of the NCC south levee, see Master Response 1 which explains that the NLIP 
improvements would not have significant adverse hydraulic impacts. With regard to the raising of the 
PGCC west levee, SAFCA has concluded that it is not necessary to raise the PGCC west levee to achieve 
the project objectives (See Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of this document). 

70-2 See Master Response 1. 

70-3 As reported to the Reclamation Board at the time it approved the NCC South Levee Phase 1 
Improvements, the amount of water leaving the channels via infiltration, which would remain in the 
channels as a result of construction of the cutoff wall, is on the order of 10 cubic feet per second (cfs) at 
peak flow in the channel. This change in the amount of flow, when compared to the approximately 23,000 
cfs peak flow in the NCC channel under the same condition, would not result in a significant hydraulic 
impact. No cutoff walls are anticipated to be constructed in the PGCC west levee. 

70-4 Preliminary hydraulic analysis of the waterside raise, with its inherent encroachment into the NCC canal, 
indicates that no adverse hydraulic impacts will result. See Master Response 1. 

70-5 See Master Response 1. The proposed project would not increase flood surface water elevations noted in 
this comment. 

70-6 Comment noted. See Master Response 1. The proposed project would not increase flood surface water 
elevations noted in this comment. 

70-7 Hydraulic analyses of the river system conclude that dredging of the river channel, similar to the 
commenter's suggestion of excavating the channel to provide borrow material, does not provide long term 
peak flow capacity. SAFCA has previously considered this concept and concluded that it would not 
improve flood water conveyance or control during peak flood conditions. 

70-8 It is possible that borrow areas utilized in RD 1000's interior area could be used long term as an addition 
to RD 1000's drainage system. This would not, however, affect exterior water surface elevations. 

70-9 See response to Comment 70-7. 

70-10 As discussed in DEIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives,: a setback levee was considered and dismissed. 

70-11 See Master Response 1, under “Consideration of Use of Yolo and Sacramento Bypass Systems to Convey 
Flood Waters.” 
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4 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Changes to the text of the DEIR are shown in this chapter, in page order, with a line through the text that has been 
deleted (strikeout) or underlining where new text has been added. 

4.1 REVISIONS TO EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PAGE ES-1

In response to Comment 5-1, the second specific project objective on page ES-1 of the DEIR is revised as 
follows:

(2) use flood control projects in the vicinity of Sacramento International Airport to facilitate 
changes in the better management of Airport lands that reduce hazards to aviation safety, 
and

4.2 REVISIONS TO CHAPTER 1, INTRODUCTION 

PAGE 1-5

In response to Comment 11-2, the sixth bulleted item in Section 1.5, “Intended Uses of the EIR and Agency Roles 
and Responsibilities,” on page 1-5 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

Feather River Air Quality Management District (AQMD) and Sacramento Metropolitan 
AQMD: review of effects of the project on air quality and authority to construct/permit to 
operate adoption of rules and regulations to control air pollution.

4.3 REVISIONS TO CHAPTER 2, PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Changes or revisions to the description of proposed project features and elements are presented in Chapter 1, 
“Introduction,” of this document. 

PAGE 2-3

In response to Comment 5-4, the first paragraph in Section 2.1.1.3, “Meeting Multiple Mandates in the Natomas 
Basin,” on page 2-3 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

In addition to the USACE’s flood control mandate, the federal government has significant 
aviation safety and habitat protection mandates in the Natomas Basin, as represented by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
respectively. The Airport experiences a high rate of aircraft bird strikes, which pose a substantial 
hazard to flight safety, and has been directed by 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. Open water and agricultural crops are recognized by FAA as being 
the greatest wildlife attractants, in the Airport vicinity, and with rice cultivation is considered the 
most incompatible agricultural crop because of its flooding regime being the most attractive 
agricultural crop because standing water creates an attraction for a variety of waterfowl, 
songbirds, and raptors.
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PAGE 2-4

In response to Comment 5-1, the second specific project objective on page 2-4 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

(2) use flood control projects in the vicinity of Sacramento International Airport to facilitate 
changes in the better management of Airport lands that reduce hazards to aviation safety, and 

PAGE 2-24

Table 2-6, on page 2-24 of the DEIR, is revised as follows: 

Table 2-6 
Proposed Improvements to the Sacramento River East Levee  

in Reaches 1–4B (with Adjacent Setback Levee) (2008 Construction) 

Reach Beginning Station Ending Station Length (feet) Average Raise Height (feet) Underseepage Remediation 
1 00+00 48+00 4,800 2.36 None 

2 48+00 57+00 900 2.32 100-foot seepage berm 

2 57+00 87+00 3,000 2.3 300-foot seepage berm

2 86+00 100+00 1,400 2.32 100-foot seepage berm

3 100+00 110+00 1,000 2.43 100-foot seepage berm 

4A 110+00 208+00 9,800 2.30 100-foot seepage berm 

4B 208+00 228+00 2,000 2.35 300-foot seepage berm 

Source: Data provided by HDR in 2007 

PAGE 2-30

Table 2-10, on page 2-30 of the DEIR, is revised as follows: 

Table 2-10 
Proposed Improvements to the Sacramento River East Levee  

in Reaches 5A-20 (with Adjacent Setback Levee) (2008 2009-2010 Construction)

Reach Beginning Station Ending Station Length (feet) Average Raise 
Height (feet) Underseepage Remediation 

4B 214+00 228+00 1,400 2.4 300-foot seepage berm with relief 
wells at tree groves

5A 228+00 263+00 3,500 1.5 100-foot seepage berm with relief 
wells at tree groves 

5B 263+00 280+00 1,700 1.6 None3

6A 280+00 303+00 2,300 2.0 300-foot seepage berm

6B 303+00 330+00 2,700 2.0 100-foot seepage berm 

7 330+00 362+00 3,200 2.2 100-foot seepage berm 

8 362+00 402+00 4,000 2.0 300-foot seepage berm with relief 
wells at tree groves 

9A 402+00 407+00 500 1.4 None 



NLIP Landside Improvements Project FEIR  EDAW 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 4-3 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Table 2-10 
Proposed Improvements to the Sacramento River East Levee  

in Reaches 5A-20 (with Adjacent Setback Levee) (2008 2009-2010 Construction)

Reach Beginning Station Ending Station Length (feet) Average Raise 
Height (feet) Underseepage Remediation 

9B 407+00 468+00 6,110 1.4 None 

10 468+00 495+00 2,690 1.5 300-foot seepage berm with relief 
wells at tree groves 
Cutoff wall at pump station 

11A 495+00 535+00 4,000 1.1 None3

11B 535+00 635+00 10,000 1.1 None3

12 635+00 667+00 3,200 0 None 

13 667+00 700+00 3,300 0 300-foot seepage berm with relief 
wells at tree groves 
Cutoff wall at pump station 

14 700+00 732+00 3,200 0 None 

15 732+00 780+00 4,800 0 100-foot seepage berm 

16 780+00 832+00 5,200 0 None 

17 832+00 842+00 1,000 0 100-foot seepage berm 

18A 842+00 848+00 600 0 None 

18B 848+00 857+00 900 0 None 

19A 857+00 875+00 1,800 0 100-foot seepage berm 

19B 875+00 925+00 5,000 0 None3

20A 925+00 925+50 50 0 Pump station cutoff wall and jet 
grouting 

20B 925+50 960+00 3,450 0 Existing wall meets criteria 

Notes:
1 Additional analysis is underway regarding the use of cutoff walls in place of some 300-foot berms. 
2 Underseepage remediation is shown as a project component only for areas that do not meet criteria for the 100-year profile. Seepage

remediation will be required in the future in additional reaches to meet the “200-year” profile. 
3 Seepage remediation required for “200-year” profile. 
Source: Data provided by HDR IN 2007 
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PAGE 2-55

Table 2-27, on page 2-55 of the DEIR, is revised as follows: 

Table 2-27 
Summary of Pre-Project and Post-Project Land Cover Types by Location 

Existing Landscape (Acres) Created
Landscape

(Acres) Field Crop Rice Open Water/ 
Canal Woodland Developed 

Land Cover Type 
and Location 

2008 2009–2010 2008 2009–2010 2008 2009–2010 2008 2009–2010 2008 2009–2010 2008 2009–2010

Project Footprint and Additional Right-of-Way 

Levee/berm 
grassland 

140 200 115 130 15 23  25 10 22   

Project ROW 
grassland 

21 138 21 138         

Canal grassland 19 76 19 76         

Canal aquatic 24 36 24 36         

Woodland 30 120 30 120         

Project ROW 
developed 

15 45         15 45 

Subtotal 249 615 209 500 15 23  25 10 22 15 45 

Borrow Sites 

Managed marsh 
(Airport) 

 130    130       

Managed marsh 
(Natomas) 

40 80   40 80       

Managed marsh 
(RD 1001) 

30 20   30 20       

Airport grassland 225 275   225 275       

Preserved rice crop 160    160        

Subtotal 455 505   455 505       

Total 704 1,120 209 500 470 528  25 10 22 15 45 

Summary of Acreages by Landscape Type 

Field crop   209 500         

Grassland 405 689           

Woodland 30 120       10 22   

Rice  160    470 528       

Managed marsh 70 230           

Canal aquatic 24 36      25     

Developed 15 45         15 45 

Total 704 1,120 209 500 470 528  25 10 22 15 45 

Notes:
RD = Reclamation District; ROW = right-of-way 
Source: EDAW 2007 
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PAGE 2-58

In response to Comment 5-8, the first sentence of the second paragraph on page 2-58 of the DEIR is revised as 
follows:

Marsh design and management would optimize the values of giant garter snake habitat but 
minimize the attraction to wildlife species (e.g., flocks of waterfowl, starlings, pheasants) 
considered to be potentially hazardous to aircraft at low elevations approaching or departing from 
runways. 

PAGE 2-91

To correct a typographic error, Exhibit 2-18a on page 2-91 of the DEIR is corrected as follows: APN 35-104-001 
to APN 35-140-001. 

PAGES 2-147 THROUGH 2-151

In response to Comment 5-9, the legends in Exhibits 2-33a, 2-33b, and 2-33c on pages 2-147 through 2-151 of the 
DEIR are revised as follows. The label for “Designated Swainson’s Hawk Habitat (Airport)” has been changed to 
“Potential Swainson’s Hawk Habitat (Airport).” These exhibits are included at the end of the Chapter 4 text. 

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.5, WATER QUALITY

PAGE 3.5-3

In response to Comment 8-1, the third paragraph on page 3.5-3 of the DEIR is corrected as follows: 

The RWQCBs issue NPDES permits for waste discharges to surface water from both point and 
nonpoint sources. The NPDES permit system includes an individual system for municipal 
wastewater treatment plants and several categories of stormwater discharges. NPDES stormwater 
permits apply to specific activities industrial facilities and any general ground-disturbing
construction activity that would disturb more than 1 acre. The general construction NPDES 
permit applies to construction activities greater than 1 acre. These general permits are 
administrated by the SWRCB.

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.10, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

PAGES 3.10-7 AND 3.10-8

In response to multiple comments and to clarify text, Mitigation Measure 3.10-b on pages 3.10-7 and 3.10-8 of the 
DEIR is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-b: Prepare and Implement a Traffic Safety and Control Plan and Implement 
Measures to Avoid and Minimize Traffic Hazards on Local Roadways during Construction. 

Before the start of construction in each construction season, SAFCA and its primary contractors 
for engineering design and construction shall ensure that the following measures are implemented 
for each construction season to avoid and minimize potential traffic hazards on local roadways 
during construction. Items (a) through (c) of this mitigation measure shall be integrated as terms 
of the construction contracts.
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(a) The construction contractors shall develop traffic safety and control plans for the local 
roadways that would be affected by construction traffic. Before the initiation of construction-
related activity involving high volumes of traffic, the plan shall be submitted for review by 
Caltrans and the agencies of the local jurisdictions (Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or 
City of Sacramento) having responsibility for roadway safety at and between project sites. The 
plan shall call for the following elements: 

posting warnings about the potential presence of slow-moving vehicles, 

using traffic control personnel when appropriate, and 

placing and maintaining barriers and installing traffic control devices necessary for safety, 
as specified in Caltrans’s Manual of Traffic Controls for Construction and Maintenance 
Works Zones and in accordance with county requirements. 

The contractor shall train construction personnel in appropriate safety measures as described in 
the plan, and shall implement the plan. The plan shall include the prescribed locations for 
staging equipment and parking trucks and vehicles. Provisions shall be made for overnight 
parking of haul trucks to avoid causing traffic or circulation congestion.

(b) All operations shall limit and expeditiously remove, as necessary, the accumulation of project-
generated mud or dirt from adjacent public streets at least once every 24 hours if substantial 
volumes of soil have been carried onto adjacent paved public roadways during project 
construction. 

(c) Construction of project features along the Sacramento River east levee shall be 
accommodated through the creation of temporary haul roads along the land side of the 
adjacent levee and berm footprint. Garden Highway shall not be used for project construction 
or materials hauling activities.

(d) Before the start of the 2008 construction season, SAFCA shall coordinate with Sacramento 
and Sutter Counties to address maintenance and repair of affected roadways resulting from 
increased truck traffic.

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.11, AIR QUALITY

PAGE 3.11-18

In response to Comment 11-1, the subsection entitled “Construction in Sacramento County (SMAQMD)” under 
Mitigation Measure 3.11-a, “Implement District-Recommended Control Measures to Minimize Temporary 
Emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 during Construction,” on page 3.11-18 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

SAFCA shall pay SMAQMD an off-site mitigation fee for implementation of any proposed 
alternatives for the purpose of reducing impacts to a less-than-significant level. Based on the 
construction information presented in Section 2.3, “Description of the Proposed Project,” and the 
emissions calculations shown in Appendix C, if the proposed project is selected for 
implementation, the specific fee amount to offset NOX emissions for 2008 work that would occur 
in Sacramento County would be $45,550 $45,551 (see Appendix C for fee calculations) plus a 
5% administrative fee of $2,277.55. Thus, the total mitigation fee for project-related work 
conducted in Sacramento County during the 2008 construction season is currently estimated to be 
$47,828.55. Mitigation fees for work to occur in 2009 and 2010 are expected to be similar and 
would be calculated when the construction emissions can be more accurately determined. This 
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calculation would occur when an alternative has been selected, improvement plans have been 
prepared, and accurate project-specific information is available. Calculation of fees associated 
with subsequent improvement plans/project phases shall be conducted at the time the project is 
approved for bid. The applicable fee rate shall be determined and the total fee shall be calculated 
based on the fee rate in effect at the time that subsequent environmental documents are prepared. 
The fee for subsequent construction projects shall be remitted to SMAQMD before 
groundbreaking. 

PAGES 3.11-20 AND 3.11-21

In response to Comment 11-3, the subsection entitled “All Project Construction” under Mitigation Measure 3.11-
a, “Implement District-Recommended Control Measures to Minimize Temporary Emissions of ROG, NOX, and 
PM10 during Construction,” on pages 3.11-20 and 3.11-21 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

SAFCA shall implement the following additional dust control measures to reduce construction 
emissions of PM10 comprising fugitive dust and mobile-exhaust and ozone precursors throughout
the project area: 

SAFCA shall submit a construction emission/dust control plan to SMAQMD and FRAQMD 
and shall receive approval of the plan before groundbreaking. All grading operations shall be 
suspended when fugitive dust levels exceed levels specified by SMAQMD or FRAQMD 
rules. SAFCA and its primary construction contractors shall ensure that dust is not causing a 
nuisance beyond the property line of the construction site. 

Open burning of removed vegetation shall be prohibited. Vegetative material shall be chipped 
on-site or delivered to waste-to-energy facilities. 

An operational water truck shall be on-site at all times. Water shall be applied to control dust 
as needed to prevent dust impacts off-site. 

Unpaved areas subject to vehicle traffic, including employee parking areas and equipment 
staging areas, shall be stabilized by being kept wet, treated with a chemical dust suppressant 
or soil binders, or covered. 

The track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as a result of operations, or 
erosion, shall be minimized by the use of track-out and erosion control, minimization, and 
preventive measures, and removed within 1 hour from adjacent streets such material anytime 
track-out extends for a cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet onto any paved public road 
during active operations. 

All visible roadway dust tracked out upon public paved roadways as a result of active 
operations shall be removed at the conclusion of each work day when active operations cease, 
or every 24 hours for continuous operations. Wet sweeping or a HEPA filter equipped 
vacuum device shall be used for roadway dust removal. 

Low-sulfur fuel shall be used for stationary construction equipment. 

Existing power sources or clean fuel generators shall be used rather than temporary power 
generators to the extent feasible. 

Low-emission on-site stationary equipment shall be used. 

Vehicle speeds on unpaved roadways shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. 
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Idling time for all heavy-duty equipment shall be limited to 10 minutes. 

Diesel-fueled construction equipment that will operate on the project site for more than 40 
hours shall be equipped with diesel particulate filters (DPFs) that meet ARB “Level 3” 
verification standards. A list of currently verified DPF technologies can be found at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm.

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.15, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

PAGE 3.15-1

In response to Comment 8-2, the text in Section 3.15.2.2, “Wastewater,” on page 3.15-1 of the DEIR is corrected 
as follows: 

The Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District provides regional sewage services in the 
unincorporated areas for all of Sacramento County. County Sanitation District 1 (CSD-1) 
maintains sewer services for incorporated Sacramento County and parts of the city of 
Sacramento. The City of Sacramento maintains sewer services for the other part of the city. The 
City of Sacramento is responsible for providing and maintaining sewer services in incorporated 
Sacramento County. There are no sewer lines in the project area; residences and businesses rely 
on septic systems for wastewater disposal. 

PAGE 3.15-5

In response to multiple comments and to clarify text, Mitigation Measure 3.15-b on page 3.15-5 of the DEIR is 
revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.15-b: Verify Utility Locations, Coordinate with Utility Providers, Prepare a 
Response Plan, and Conduct Worker Training with Respect to Accidental Utility Damage. 

SAFCA and its primary contractors for engineering design and construction shall ensure that the 
following measures are implemented to avoid and minimize potential damage to utility 
infrastructure and service disruptions during construction activities: 

Before the start of construction, SAFCA and its primary contractors shall coordinate with 
USACE, the state, and applicable utility providers and other relevant agencies to locate 
existing utilities. The relocation of utilities shall be avoided whenever possible. SAFCA shall 
coordinate with utility providers to implement orderly relocation of utilities that need to be 
removed or relocated to accommodate project improvements. No new utility poles shall be 
located on the water side of Garden Highway in the vicinity of existing waterside residences 
unless there is no feasible alternative for providing service to these residences. Notification of 
any potential interruptions in service shall be provided to the appropriate agencies. 

Before the start of construction, utility locations shall be verified through field surveys and 
the use of the Underground Service Alert services. Any buried utility lines shall be clearly 
marked in the area of construction in advance of any earthmoving activities. 

Before the start of construction, a response plan shall be prepared to address potential 
accidental damage to a utility line. The plan shall identify chain of command rules for 
notification of authorities and appropriate actions and responsibilities to ensure the safety of 
the public and workers. Worker education training in response to such situations shall be 
conducted by the contractor. 
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Utility relocations shall be staged to minimize interruptions in service. 

REVISIONS TO SECTION 3.16, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

PAGE 3.16-7

In response to Comment 5-4, the second paragraph on page 3.16-7 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

The frequency of wildlife strikes at the Airport is directly related to the airport’s location. The 
Airport is situated in the western portion of the Natomas Basin, which is relatively flat, low-lying 
area that was historically part of the Sacramento/American River floodplain. Historically, 
wetlands in the Natomas Basin attracted tremendous numbers of migratory waterfowl. Land 
reclamation and the extensive construction of canals, levees, and pumping stations have allowed 
more than 80% of the Natomas Basin to be converted to agricultural production (City of 
Sacramento, Sutter County, and the Natomas Basin Conservancy 2003). Agricultural crops and 
open water are the primary wildlife attractants within the Airport’s Critical Zone. Rice, wheat, 
safflower, corn, and alfalfa are all grown in the Critical Zone. However, the FAA Sacramento 
County Airport System (SCAS) considers rice cultivation, along with flooding of the rice fields in 
winter and summer, as the most incompatible current land use in the Critical Zone (SCAS 2007). 

PAGE 3.16-11

In response to Comment 5-10, the sixth paragraph on page 3.16-11 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

Additionally, SAFCA’s excavation and grading activities could serve to improve existing 
irrigation and drainage infrastructure on Airport land beyond the dewatering of the West Ditch. 
These improvements could address floodplain storage issues that could arise in connection with 
the Airport’s planned parking lot construction activities south of Interstate 5. SAFCA would 
include the physical alteration of the land as part of its flood control program, obtaining all 
necessary permits and environmental clearances, thus giving the Airport more flexibility than it 
currently has to reduce the wildlife hazards associated with this land. 

REVISIONS TO CHAPTER 4, CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

PAGE 4-9

In response to Comment 5-12, the second paragraph under the subsection entitled, “Sacramento International 
Airport Master Plan,” on page 4.9 of the DEIR is revised as follows: 

Development of the majority many of the planned facilities will be within the existing airfield and 
landside portions of the Airport, with some of the planned facilities to be developed on land 
historically in agricultural production. Most lands outside the current Airport Operations Area 
provide foraging habitat of varying quality for a variety of wildlife species and that the facility 
expansion would reduce the overall availability of such habitat in the western portion of the 
Natomas Basin. The SMF Master Plan EIR estimates that 190 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging 
habitat would be converted to developed uses in Phases 1 and 2 of master plan buildout. 
Construction of some of the planned facilities is likely to coincide with construction of SAFCA’s 
proposed project in 2008–2010; as a result, some temporary construction-related effects 
(particularly construction traffic and air quality effects) could combine with those of the proposed 
project.
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Source: JSA 2006, HDR 2007, Wood Rogers 2007, Mead & Hunt 2007 

Post-Construction Land Cover Types Proposed in the Project Footprint Exhibit 4-1a 
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Source: JSA 2006, HDR 2007, Wood Rogers 2007, Mead & Hunt 2007 

Post-Construction Land Cover Types Proposed in the Project Footprint Exhibit 4-1b 
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Source: JSA 2006, HDR 2007, Wood Rogers 2007, Mead & Hunt 2007 

Post-Construction Land Cover Types Proposed in the Project Footprint Exhibit 4-1c 
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Mayor Fargo:
We will call on our first item, if you would read that item please. 

Deputy Clerk: 
Public Hearing Natomas Levee Improvement Program Draft Environmental Impact Reports 
Landside Improvements Project and B: Bank Protection Project. 

Mayor Fargo:
Ok, Mr. Washburn. 

Mr. Washburn: 
Mayor Fargo, members of the board Tim Washburn Agency Counsel.  Before we open the public 
hearing I just would like to present a little bit of information to the Board on the Project.  You’ve 
seen it substantively before but we have a big audience today and it would probably be worth our 
going through it.  The two documents that are at issue here are the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Natomas Levee Improvement Program Landside Improvements Project and Bank 
Protection Project so one is on the waterside and one is on the landside of the Natomas levees 
and I have a PowerPoint that I’d like to just quickly go through so we have an information base 
and then we can open the hearing. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, that would be helpful.  Thank you, Tim. 

Mr. Washburn: 
Alright.
Let’s see, can I control it from down here. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Yes you can, well I don’t know, we think you can, most people can, but for you I don’t know. 

Mr. Washburn: 
Ok, so those are the two projects I’ve just indicated; it’s not the up arrow? 

Clerk:
Use the remote Tim, use the remote.   

Mr. Washburn: 
This one?  Ok, alright, sorry.   

Mayor Fargo: 
That’s ok most of us couldn’t do it either so it’s alright. 

Mr. Washburn: 
Very high tech over here at the City we appreciate it.
So, these are the program objectives that we laid out actually in the program EIR in connection 
with our Assessment district formation and creating the funding mechanisms that are going to 

3



fund our share of the Natomas improvements and that is to provide 100-year flood protection as 
quickly as we can, lay the ground work for providing 200-year flood protection over time and 
then to ensure that as development occurs in the protected floodplain we don’t have an increase 
in expected damage. 

Here are the flood risks that we’ve identified and spoken with the Board on many occasions 
about.  We have inadequate freeboard meaning for the 200-year flood we have modeled the 
hydrology for the Sacramento-Feather River Watershed and the American River watershed 
created water surface elevations for the 200-year flood, assuming that levees upstream of the 
project area in the Sacramento Feather river do not fail but the water goes over the top of those 
levees, it weirs out and the water surface as it comes down to Natomas constituting the 200-year 
water surface then we have to have levees three-feet above that water surface elevation and there 
are places where we don’t have that.  Underseepage is also a problem, figured again at that water 
surface elevation and measuring the underseepage gradients in the foundation of the levee.

Levee encroachment is the question to what extent do we have trees or homes or fences, gates 
etcetera encroaching into the levee prism that may have to be addressed as part of certifying the 
levee and finally channel erosion on the water side. 

Here’s where we’ve identified our freeboard deficiencies.  The red is deficient at 100-year, the 
blue is deficient at 200-year and there’s a reasonable stretch of levee where it’s actually high 
enough for the 200-year flood downstream of Powerline road.   

The underseepage vulnerability is in similar areas, it extends all the way from, this is Sankey 
Road here on the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal west levee, so up the west levee across the 
Natomas Cross Canal all the way down the east levee of the Sacramento River where we have a 
combination of 100-year and 200-year deficiencies.  Our project addresses the 100-year 
deficiencies but addresses them at the 200-year level and anticipates that the remaining 200-year 
deficiencies will be addressed following our project.   

This is a sampler of the kind of waterside encroachments that we have primarily out on east 
levee of the Sacramento River along the Garden Highway that we have to take into account as 
we design this project and figure out how we will maintain that levee over time.   

So let me just go through then the land side improvements that we’re talking about on the Cross 
Canal it’s raise the levee two or three feet in some cases flatten out the landside slope and put a 
cutoff wall down through the levee to cut off underseepage coming under so that addresses the 
freeboard and the underseepage problems. 

On the Sacramento River East levee as we’ve discussed with you we’re talking about doing an 
adjacent levee.  In some places the adjacent levee has to be higher than the existing Garden 
Highway so it will be raised, set back from the Garden Highway, a full levee section put in, and 
in some cases, and this is primarily as I said, downstream of Powerline where we have adequate 
freeboard, the adjacent levee just gets built at the same height as the existing levee.  There will 
also be either cutoff walls or berms attached onto this adjacent levee to address underseepage 
and the combination of them will address actually all three of the landside concerns:  Freeboard, 
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underseepage and we think this will go a long way to dealing with the encroachment issue 
because the new adjacent levee will become the project levee. The Garden Highway, in effect, 
will be come a waterside berm on the adjacent levee and we will have a little more flexibility on 
how we deal with the encroachment issue. 

We do have some significant infrastructure constraints to plan around; we’re showing here a 
principal one which is an irrigation canal that runs right along the landside toe of the levee just 
west of the airport.  There’s another one down south, this one is the Elkhorn Canal, the one down 
south is the Riverside Canal and we have to plan around the airport. 

In terms of the canal redesign and relocation we’ve discussed this with you as well we have to 
take the Elkhorn Canal and move it out away from the levee several hundred feet, the same with 
the Riverside Canal and they have to be rebuilt.  They’re gravity fed drainage canals and they 
need structure to flow within.  We’re also talking about constructing a new drainage canal 
extending, this is the existing west drain canal, which we would improve, and we would build a 
new canal extending from the west drain at I-5 all the way up west to the airport connecting up to 
the north drain at Pritchard Lake.

This is what the new irrigation canals will look like, they are essentially confined by small berms 
and they flow above ground by gravity all along the western side of the Natomas Basin there.   

This is what the new, what we’re calling Giant Garter Snake slash Drainage canal because this 
drainage canal will function as a Giant Garter Snake dispersion corridor that’ll allow garter 
snakes to move between the Natomas Basin Conservancy lands around Fisherman Lake up to the 
Natomas Basin Conservancy lands north of the North Drainage Canal. It’s a little narrower 
above the airport because of wildlife hazard issues down below the golf course below, you know, 
west of the airport it’s much wider and we would use the material that we excavate from within 
this channel to build those mounds that will confine the irrigation canal. 

We also, as we have discussed with you, when addressing the freeboard and levee raise issues, 
we will need to broaden the footprint to the levee and that will conflict with existing woodlands 
along the landside toe of the levee and we’ve estimated that there’s in the range of 25 acres of 
existing woodland will have to be removed to accommodate the new levee. 

Our plan for replacing those woodlands is to create a corridor this would represent the levee 
footprint, and I haven’t indicated, this could be either the adjacent levee with the berm, the 
adjacent levee with a wall, in any case, it’s likely to be about 100 to 150 foot area here that 
would be the levee footprint Then we would have a corridor within which we could put the 
woodlands and we’re thinking, particularly where there is a wall in the levee structure, we would 
be able to excavate, use the borrow material for levee construction and put the woodland corridor 
along the landside of the levee. 

These are the borrow sites that we would use for building the adjacent levee and raising the levee 
on the cross canal, there’s, as we’ve discussed, quite a bit of borrow material being moved here, 
somewhere in the range of four to five million yards in this three-year period.  So the borrow 
sites that we’ve identified are this one way up in the north east corner, it’s a privately owned 
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parcel, the Brookfield property. There are two privately owned parcels here that we are talking 
with the owners on, one is the Spangler property, one is the Vestal property and then there’s the 
Natomas Basin Conservancy here, the Nester property where we are arranging with the 
Conservancy to excavate new marsh habitat on about 80 acres of the Nester property.  This is 
also a Natomas Basin Conservancy property here, the Bolen property, so another 50 acres of 
excavation, so this would actually help the Conservancy achieve their management goals, which 
are in part to create marsh habitat on their lands and our excavation would help to advance that 
goal as well as provide dirt for our work.  The main borrow area is here, north of the airport   
There is a 130-acre parcel at the very northern end of that just reaching outside their critical zone 
where we would create marsh habitat.  The rest of this area is rice field that the airport desires to 
convert out of rice and into grassland because it’s directly north of the airport, it is a potential 
wildlife hazard, they have an ongoing negotiation with FAA to reduce the hazardous nature of 
this landscape up there and so we would help them with our borrow operation in doing that.  
Similarly, down south of the airport there’s a potential for borrow material here and then we’re 
also talking with the Conservancy about borrow material in the Fisherman Lake area.  The idea 
here is to get the borrow material as close to where we need it as possible certainly off the way 
so we’re not having to send a lot of trucks on Highway 99 and we can save money on being as 
close to the site of the levee as possible.

This is a Schema, this is a, actually what the airport is doing on its land that would be similar to 
what marsh habitat creation we would do with our borrow operation.  It’s just a pretty picture, it 
doesn’t tell you a lot, except the airport is more acceptant of this kind of use because the 
channels are narrower and they are less of an attractant to birds. 

We’ve identified about nine sites where channel erosion is a problem and may need to be 
addressed as part of our 100-year project and they’re all along the east levee of the Sacramento 
River here. 

Our plan for addressing these erosion sites is similar to things we’ve done in the past.  It’s build 
up and place a massive amount of rock at the toe to stabilize this bank, fill in with soil material 
so that the middle portion of the bank can be planted and then place the woody material onto the 
site to provide fish habitat. 

It’s all pretty much rebuilding our exterior to the existing bank so you’re really building back out 
into the river and re-establishing that bank. 

Here are the significant and unavoidable impacts that we’ve identified in both EIR’s, of course 
we are converting a fair amount of important agricultural cropland to non-agricultural use where 
we are building our berms and they will be grassland but they will not be farmed, and as I 
indicated, there will be a conversion of cropland at the airport from rice to grass or alfalfa, it will 
still be ag-land, but, nevertheless, our footprint will cause a loss of a fairly significant amount of 
agricultural cropland.  There will certainly be short-term air quality, noise and local traffic 
impacts.  We’ve talked with you before we’re talking about somewhere on the range of 1,000 
truck trips per day during the construction season pretty much confined to that western portion of 
the basin, but still, a lot of truck trip, a lot of air quality, noise and local traffic impacts 
depending upon where you are in the basin and we’ve indicated all along the levee there is the 
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potential to encounter cultural or historical resources that are not yet known, recorded, but we 
know they are present out there and we’re going to have to be able to deal with that if we 
encounter them. 

Here’s our timeline for the program.  We’re hoping that this can be done over the next three 
years, the 100-year piece in 2008, raise the south levee of the Cross Canal and complete the 
cutoff wall that we started there this summer.  Raise and strengthen the upper five miles of the 
Sacramento River east levee, relocate the upper reach of the Elkhorn canal and construct the 
upper reach of the drainage canal, the Garter Snake drainage canal and initiate the bank 
protection component of the project.  Then in 2009, we go down and relocate the Riverside 
Canal and the lower reach of the Elkhorn canal and complete the Giant Garter Snake drainage 
canal, raise and strengthen another six miles of the east levee of the Sacramento River and then 
in 2010,  you complete the adjacent levee on the Sacramento River east levee and the seepage 
remediation there, raise and strengthen the west levee of the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal and we 
think that gets us to a point where we could certify the restoration of 100-year flood protection in 
Natomas.  Then in 2011 and 2012 we hope is the Corps finally on the scene, after having gotten 
approval from Congress, complete the 200-year project in those years. 

That’s it, that’s the program.  Today is the public hearing.  We are going to of course make a 
record of all the comments that we receive and they will be placed into our final EIR and I’d 
certainly answer any questions the Board may have before opening the hearing. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Let me ask you a question for the people in the audience I have three people who have signed up 
to speak but there may be others that may want to submit comments in writing, how do they do 
that?

Mr. Washburn: 
They submit comments in writing, you can get the address off our website, get the address off 
the EIR, it’s essentially to John Bassett, our Chief of Engineering, 1007 7th Street, 7th Floor, 
Sacramento 95814.  We have our website, safca.org; anybody can contact us through that means 
as well. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, thank you.  Mr. Tretheway has a question. 

Member Tretheway: 
Thank you Mayor.  Tim, well one clarification, I think we all know it up here but when you went 
through the timetable. . . 

Mr. Washburn: 
Yeah.

Member Tretheway 
. . . and you’re bringing from this year to two-oh-nine (2009) or two-ten (2010), we’re bringing 
everything up to 100-year protection . . . 
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Mr. Washburn: 
Yes.

Member Tretheway: 
. . . each of those levees that are not 100-year protection now are being addressed but we’re 
actually going to 200-year protection. 

Mr. Washburn: 
That’s correct. 

Member Tretheway: 
Want to make sure that’s cleared up. 

Mr. Washburn:  
Yes.  I mean, if we touch it, we take it to 200-year. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok.

Member Tretheway: 
And then, on the underseepage map you had . . . 

Mr. Washburn: 
MmHmm.

Member Tretheway: 
The purple was to be determined later? 

Mr. Washburn: 
Yes.

Member Tretheway:   
A lot of it was obviously on the east main drain canal or Ueda Parkway, some was on the 
Gardenland Northgate side of the American River, will that be, when will we know about 
underseepage in those areas? 

Mr. Washburn: 
I mean, those investigations are going on; I believe the State is arriving finally on the scene to do 
the boring and collect the boring data on that portion of the system.  I mean, we have a little 
more confidence on the east side.  A: it’s not really receiving the same kind of flow as on the 
north and on the west side of Natomas; B: we did, as we know, a quite a bit of work on that 
system in the North Area Local Project so we’re not anticipating 100-year deficiencies over there 
but there may be work that’s needed to bring it to 200-year.  So that should be  known in the next 
year or so and, of course, if 100-year deficiencies should show up, then we’d have to wrap them 
into our 2010 program. 
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Member Tretheway: 
So, in the next year or so . . . 

Mr. Washburn: 
Yes.

Member Tretheway: 
So it’s not actually being postponed, it’s actively being worked on. 

Mr. Washburn: 
Yeah, I mean we gotta leave ourselves time here that if our estimate of what our problems may 
be is wrong, we’ve got time to incorporate those into our program. 

Member Tretheway: 
Thank you. 

Mayor Fargo:
K, thank you Ray.  Other questions for staff at this point?  I know we’ve heard this several times, 
so with that, Tim. 

Mr. Washburn: 
I know, it’s getting kind of . . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
That’s ok; I know we’re going to hear it more as we live through this next couple of years. 

Mr. Washburn: 
Right.

Mayor Fargo:
Tim, why don’t you go ahead and have a seat. 

Mr. Washburn: 
Ok.
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Mayor Fargo: 
We may need you to respond from there but both of those microphones can be turned on by 
pushing the green button.  We’ll go ahead and hear from the public who would like to speak to 
us on this item.  Roy Dahlberg will be our first, not Roy, Ray, I think it’s Roy Dahlberg, then 
Burton Lauppl, Robert Wallace, and J.F. Schneider and we’re going to start by giving you, oh 
you don’t have the timer, or do you have the timer?  I was going to start by giving people three 
minutes, which is the usual, but certainly let us know if you need more time. 

Mr. Dahlberg: 
I will try to stay within that. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok

Mr. Dahlberg: 
My name is Roy Dahlberg, this, first of all, I’d like to place on the record I am one of the 20 
householders along the waterside of the Garden Highway between Riego Road and Sankey. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok

Mr. Dahlberg: 
So we will be the people most affected by this.  There are I believe three other households, one is 
Mr. Lauppe, who is here, that are on the landside.  I would like to place on the record that when I 
received a copy of the Draft EIR, and meeting with Mr. Buer, perhaps three weeks ago, I’m not 
sure, I found in it the statement that the landowners and stakeholders in the area had been 
consulted and had no objections.  In fact, of the 20 people who live on the water side, I know of 
not one who was ever consulted, ever asked if they had any objections, so that was of some 
significance to us.  We are concerned about a number of things, the most immediate of which is 
the disruption to our lives.  There will be, it said in the DEIR, at some point as much as two 
trucks a minute.  These will be, I assume, trucks weighing approximately 80,000 pounds.  If past 
practice has been any indicator, they’ll be traveling between 35 and 45 miles an hour on a very 
narrow stretch of highway.  There are, I believe, 11 school age children amongst those 20 homes 
and it is a very great concern for us.  We have essentially, two suggestions as to what would 
impact mitigation.  One is we think SAFCA should make us some offer of relocation so that 
during the most intense portion of this construction, we have a way to get out.  To get away form 
the noise, from the vibration.  Although they’re talking now about six, the statement, the item, 
the agenda item today talks about six 12-hour days.  That limitation was not so explicitly spelled 
out in the Draft EIR, so I’m not positive how much traffic there would be but given our 
experience with the reconstruction on Cross Canal, it could be very, very serious. It could keep 
us from getting to our homes, it could certainly keep us awake at night, and indeed the draft EIR 
speaks, states that it will so we would like that to be considered.

The second consideration as to the construction is we would like SAFCA to do whatever it need 
do to perform that construction from the landside so that trucks not travel on Garden Highway 
but on a road constructed below Garden Highway and on the land side so that we not have to 
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face again that disruption and given our past experience that could be very great.  We also would 
like to have some mechanism to deal with immediate problems.  Let me give you an example, 
although I guess Mr. Silva’s not here today, I spoke to him when the Cross Canal construction 
began and they were able, and I want to thank him, to re-route some of that traffic, it helped us a 
great deal, but in fact, many of the workers getting to and from those work-sites were driving 
very fast.  The residential section of the Garden Highway where I live is a 35 mile an hour speed 
limit established by Sutter County.  There were people often driving 55, 60 miles an hour getting 
to and from work.  Now it’s also true that as these big trucks come by at 20 miles an hour, they 
feel like there going about 75, so that’s a factor but we would like to be able to have a way to 
resolve that, a mechanism for that.  Another example, a couple of weeks ago, at the process of 
working at the, at a borrow pit or a dump pit, at the corner of Riego and Garden Highway, a 
construction vehicle knocked down a power line and drove away without telling anybody so we 
found ourselves without power.  Again, it seems to me that there should be some mechanism to 
address those kinds of things, we can say, hey can you slow your people down, can we have 
simple consideration for what’s going on here.  Now, I also, just to very briefly to make a point, 
again, the agenda item today speaks to shifting traffic to the little used rural highways, west of 
Highway 99.  That happens to be where we live, so it doesn’t feel to us like a little used rural 
highway.  My house is approximately 25 feet setback from the Garden Highway and that’s true 
of most of the 20 houses that are there, they’re fairly close.  The second consideration, and I 
know I’m probably getting close to my time. . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
Actually, you’re well over you’re time, but . . . 

Mr. Dahlberg: 
Ok, can I briefly mention our second consideration and then I’ll sit down and shut up. 

Mayor Fargo:
Yes, we’d like to get all the concerns out so I’m trying to be generous. 

Mr. Dahlberg: 
Thank you.  We do not find in the Draft EIR in its modeling any real, any meaningful discussion 
of how the operations of both Shasta Dam and Oroville Dam will be affected by the fact that they 
will have an additionally and much, an additional much more robust levee system into which to 
release water.  We are very fearful that that could lead to greater releases, especially under severe 
flood control situations and that could lead to water levels being higher than they have in the 
past.  Some of us, approximately a half dozen, I include myself, have houses that have flooded in 
the past or the bottom parts of them have flooded, if the water comes up another couple more 
feet, we have major problems.  Again, that is not, at least that I could find adequately addressed 
in the EIR.  If anyone here has any questions, I’d be glad to try to respond. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Thank you.  Are there any questions for this speaker?  No but thank you for being here today and 
raising your concerns. 
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Mr. Dahlberg: 
Thank you. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Burton, it looks to me like it’s Lauppl but is it Lauppe? 

Member of audience: 
Lauppe.

Mayor Fargo: 
Lauppe.  That’s a pretty big “E” at the end.  Hello Mr. Lauppe. 

Mr. Lauppe: 
It’s pronounced Lauppe.  Like Frank Loopey (sp) downtown Sacramento, used to be a . . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
Yeah, I’ve heard the name, just didn’t recognize the spelling. 

Mr. Lauppe: 
Seems to me Tim’s going to build a pretty good snake pit out there.  I don’t know.  From 
whenever that is. I’ve lived there for 82 years; the Reclamation District has been marvelous in 
what they’ve done.  They done a pretty good job keeping the water out of there until your 
environmentalists came along, now they’re afraid to dump any rock on the river or anything else.  
Or on the levee rather, they seem to be dumping it out into the river now which is kind of 
ridiculous but, to me, raising the levee three feet, I think that’s against reclamation law, isn’t it?  
I don’t know, if you raise it three feet there, Yolo County’s going to have to raise theirs three feet 
there, 1001’s going to have to raise theirs four feet, or whatever, to keep up with you and that’s 
what they did years ago further up the line until they, until they had a kind of evened them out 
but raising that levee isn’t going to, the water never runs over the levee, I never, it always runs 
underneath with seepage and stuff like that first.  All your levee breaks, which were the cause of 
the EPA the ones with the beetles up in Arboga was strictly underneath the levee but I wished 
you’re, I wish you fellas would stand back there and look.  I’ve been here before and told you, 
SAFCA, this before, years ago, a couple times and nobody seems to pay any attention because, 
they’re just in this, little arrogant but dangit, if you’re engineers would step back and look.  The 
Fremont Weir is five feet too high to my way of thinking and that holds the Sacramento River 
high.  Rather than raising the levee, let’s lower the river, which you can do because the State has 
flowage rights from November to May in the Sacramento Bypass.  I wish you’d use them 
because holding it five feet high is what causes the seepage in all of these levees if they sit there.  
Didn’t much bother before Shasta and Oroville Dam because in two weeks the water was gone.  
Either it broke someplace or got out.  But now at Shasta and Oroville they hold it at the top of 
Fremont Weir and that’s five feet over our ground level and that soaks up the levees in Sutter 
Basin, the Sacramento and District 1001 and holds the water back from your cross canal and that 
ought to be, in my view that’s where you ought to be spending your money is cleaning that, 
getting that out.  In fact the Sacramento River is concrete lined from the Delta all the way to 
L.A., so a little rock won’t hurt anything up here.  And I noticed plans to pile dirt on the side of 
the levee, which I guess that’s the engineer’s way of, it’s still going to seep underneath because 
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that seepage doesn’t come straight out, it comes from here, up north or south of the levee where 
ever it is and I see they’re going to pile dirt on there but two miles downstream from my house 
why there you got a, they’re going to put dry wells around some oak trees and save them but they 
want to take our house and I’ve been there damned near as long as those oak trees so I‘d like to 
see them do something for the, to keep the house there, and I hate to make anybody mad, but this 
is a flood control agency.  To me, I think it’s more controlled flooding is what’s going to happen 
if you raise three feet of levee around there and the adjoining areas you’ll be looking at a lot of 
lawsuits or you better pay somebody for dumping the water over on their side of the levee and 
rather than piling dirt, I think your slurry walls, that’s what you used on the Pocket district in 
Sacramento and you didn’t use a 300-foot berm down there, you put slurry walls around and put 
some rock on the levee and that seemed like it would be a heck of a lot simpler than digging 
these snake pits out in the river, out in the, you know, you dig down 18 inches in Natomas in the 
summer time and you’re going to hit water anyhow.  You don’t need to pump any water out.  So, 
I think the safest way would be to put your slurry walls all the way down and forget the rest and 
you did it in the Pocket district so let’s do it in District 1000.  Thanks. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok thank you, Mr. Lauppe.  Robert Wallace is our next speaker followed by J.F. Schneider and 
then Ronnie Perry.  Hi. 

Mr. Wallace: 
Thank you Madam, before you punch the clock on me. . . 

Mayor Fargo:
Ok, yeah. 

Mr. Wallace: 
I wondered if we could have the first speaker, he mentioned picking up dirt from various 
locations. . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
Yes.

Mr. Wallace: 
And I’m wondering how they’re going about doing that?  Do they dig holes or do they scrape it 
off and what’s left when they finish moving all this dirt from one location to another?  Do you 
scrape it off and leave flat fields or do you dig holes with backhoes and whatever? 

Mayor Fargo: 
Tim is that a question you can respond to or do we need to call on John? 

Mr. Washburn: 
Well, it’s a combination.  If, if we’re creating marsh habitat, then it would be reclaimed to that, I 
showed you that little graphic up there but those are essentially a series of channels cut through 
with, you know high ground and then a channel winnows its way through the landscape to create 
the equivalent of some kind of marsh habitat on that land.  On the airport lands it may be that we 
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just reduce the land surface down, take the top soil off, cut it down, put the top soil back and 
reclaim it to grassland. 

Mr. Wallace: 
Well some of us are going to be living in that area that you’re going to be taking the dirt from 
and putting it somewhere else.  We’re wondering what’s going to be left when you leave our area 
where you’ve removed the dirt. 

Mr. Washburn:   
Yeah.  It will look very similar to many sites where the Conservancy in Natomas already has 
created this type of habitat. 

Mr. Wallace:   
Ok, thank you.
Ok madam, Chairman, my name is Robert Wallace. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Hi.

Mr. Wallace: 
And I live in Pleasant Grove and my property is located just adjacent to the Natomas Road Cross 
Canal area.  I’m very concerned about a couple of things, all of which, most of which has 
happened or not happened in the past.  We’ve been through this program for quite some time 
now and a number of years ago, the people of Sutter County, through our elected representatives, 
agreed to not oppose construction of the east west main drain canal, which was necessary to 
protect Natomas and Sacramento from flooding.  We agreed not to oppose that because we were 
told at the time that that would be step one.  Step two would then be to protect Pleasant Grove 
and they couldn’t get to step two before they completed step one.  So we did not oppose that 
project and it was completed.  Well step two has never occurred.  Nothing, nothing has been 
done to protect Pleasant Grove from any potential flooding.  On the contrary, what has happened 
through the years is in direct violation of existing court orders.  In 1914, there was a court 
decision that some of you may already know about but some not, I’ve got a copy right here, 
which said that when they were to construct the levees parallel with the Natomas Road, the west 
side of the levee could never ever be higher than the east side of the levee.  What you’ve got out 
there is a canal with a levee on either side, just like down here in Sacramento where you’ve got a 
canal, where you’ve got a levee on the Sacramento side and you’ve got a levee on the Yolo 
County side.  In Pleasant Grove, we have the Natomas, the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, which is 
bordered on the west by a levee that through the years has been allowed to rise approximately 
five to six feet higher than the levee on the east side.  So you have a levee system with one levee 
up and the other levee down.  Guess where the water goes when we have a flooding situation.  
Now we had that flooding situation in 1986.  I had four feet of water in my living room.  We had 
it again in 1997.  Each time it took us a year to recover from that loss; a year out of my wife and 
our lives, so we sued.   As did many other people in that area.  Everybody and his brother started 
pointing fingers at each other as who was responsible for maintaining those levees through the 
preceding 75 years.  The courts eventually held that it didn’t matter, that they were all equally 
responsible.  And what happened was that the court ordered that we be compensated for those 
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losses.  Everybody said then that they didn’t know about this court order in 1914, which said 
they cannot allow that to happen.  When this bombshell was dropped in the court, we won.  I 
don’t want to go through that again and I don’t think SAFCA and the tax payers do either 
because it cost the tax payers of California millions to settle that claim.  I didn’t get it but it cost 
the tax payers millions.  Now everybody knows about it.  Everybody’s on record about this court 
decision that said you cannot raise the levee road on the west side without raising it on the east 
side. Everybody knows about it now so ignorance will be no excuse the next time and somebody 
ought to check with the legal side and have them explain what punitive damages mean.  Thank 
you.

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, thank you for your comments.  Next speaker is J.F. Schneider and then we’ll hear from 
Ronnie Perry, Donald Fraucob, I believe and then Ed Bianchi. 

Mr. Schneider: 
Thank you. I’m J.F. Schneider. I live on Garden Highway near Elkhorn Boulevard and have been 
in the Natomas area for close to 30 years, unlike some our other esteemed speakers who have 
been there much longer than I.  As quickly as I can because I know we’re not going to settle 
anything here today.  The one thing that I noticed on one of the slides that may end up coming 
back to haunt in the coming time, and is probably why many are speaking here, is on the 
unavoidable impacts I noticed an obvious lack of a line that would indicate the impact to the 250 
or 300 families that live along Garden Highway that are going to have everything from minor 
impacts to having their homes flooded more frequently to having their homes demolished and 
maybe some sensitivity by staff of dealing with that as was noted by one of the earlier speakers 
of talking to the people about that impact might solve some problems.  A couple of quick things, 
on your Environmental Impact Report I note that there’s a plan to move the telephone or, excuse 
me, power lines from one side of the levee to the other and essentially run them through our front 
yard.  Aside from the fact that I don’t think that there are currently easements to do that, from an 
environmental point of view, it was very interesting that the, there was a line that I believe said 
something like we’ll do minor trimming of the trees to accomplish that.  If you notice from the 
pictures that were up earlier, to run a power line on the waterside of the levee, essentially I 
believe is where they’re going to put that, from my understanding from my reading.  You’re 
going to be cutting down and topping and doing some significant trimming to 100-year old Oaks, 
Sycamores and others, aside from all the other issues relative to the easements and all, so that, I 
think, that environmental impact was just sort of sloughed off as some minor trimming but I 
think you’re going to have some very significant impacts if you’re going to run power lines.  
Right now they’re out in the, principally out in the fields away from the trees and all, if you’re 
going to move them on this side, you’re going to tear all the trees down.  The big issue that I did 
want to talk about is the raising the levees and what you’re going to do is obviously improve the 
properties on the inside, in the Natomas Basin, the 70,000 homes that are there currently plus 
whatever ends up there in the future at the expense of the 250 or 300 people who are going to 
end up on the wrong side of those raises and over the last two decades we’ve seen Natomas go 
from farmland to 70,000 homes that include sidewalks and streets and graded yards all that go 
down to storm sewers.  Rec District 1000 as well as the City has massively increased their 
pumping capacity for those storm sewers.  Water that used to come down and would eventually 
filter into the aquifer or slowly make it by gravity as you noted to some of the drains and be 
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pumped slowly into the river with a much lower pumping capacity, now doesn’t go into the 
aquifer. It runs into a storm sewer and is rapidly pumped into the river and all of these small 
incremental changes to the hydrology; if you go back, the State has data that you can even get 
online that shows the river levels for decades and if you pick, for example, Verona or any places 
along the Sacramento River and plot them out, you can see some of the storms from before we 
had 70,000 homes in Natomas and essentially the chart from your direction would go like this, 
the river level would go like this and now if you look at 97 and on, what happens is it goes like 
this, and what happens is, all these homes that used to never get flooded now continually get 
flooded so this incremental taking essentially of the property rights of the people on the water 
side have never been addressed and this is only going to make it worse.  I mean we’re not even 
talking about building some homes in a street and how do you measure the increment of that 
water that’s not going into the aquifer but going to be pumped rapidly in.  Now we’re talking 
about putting my property three feet deeper under water every time the water comes up and 
nowhere did I see anywhere in any of the plans was that addressed and earlier this year I went to 
a meeting and your staff advised me that that was, oh there’s insignificant impact to the people 
on the river, you know on Garden Highway and the river side.  Well, if you’ve ever had to pump 
out your house with three additional feet of water, you probably wouldn’t consider it to be 
insignificant.  So I think that that’s something that you’re going to have to address in the future 
and one last thing that maybe staff could do at another time, I’ve never had a really good answer 
as to why we don’t raise the levees, why we don’t dredge the river.  You know, if the issue is 
freeboard, if you drop the bottom of the river, you can gain freeboard just the same as raising the 
levees and Butch tried to explain it to me and he was an engineer and probably we didn’t, I 
didn’t get it because I’m not an engineer. But I do know that the prior several County 
Executives ago started his career with the Corps of Engineers, continually dredging the 
Sacramento River.  It’s a man made ditch, it needs to be maintained, and at some point we 
stopped doing it probably for environmental reasons, but the irony that Butch wasn’t able to 
answer, and maybe your staff can at some point in the future when we have more time, is that if 
as the river continues to silt in, if we have to gain freeboard by raising the levees at what point do 
we stop and at what point in the future is the river in an aqueduct above us because we continue 
to raise it’s bottom and it’s sides rather than dredging it out to make it stay where it should be 
when it, how it was designed.  Thank you. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok thank you.  Good to see you again John.  Ronnie Perry is our next speaker. 

Mr. Perry: 
Hi.

Mayor Fargo:
Hi there. 

Mr. Perry: 
My idea about the Natomas Levee Situation is to . . . this is a rough draft on a pipeline design for 
Sacramento and surrounding areas for flood situation.  I have a pipeline design that I would like 
to, you know, present to you to help the levee situation, take pressure off the levee.  This is to 
help the levee, take pressure off of the levee.  The pipeline design takes pressure off of the levee 
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and slows down the flood levels in storm weather situations.  The pipeline, stations , or uh, 
different, different sections of the river, banks like designed to um, an 80 inch pipeline to transfer 
the water from the river to another location and to store it or put it into the Delta area.  This 
pipeline, I mean, it’s a station, it’s a pump station that’s operated by hydroelectric pumps and it 
sits at a flood level, it sits at flood level, it sits in the river and it plays a part, sort of like a oil rig 
or something like that,  It sits in the water like a oil rig and what it does is when the water raises 
to flood stage, it comes on and it takes the water out of that area and pumps it into a different 
area and stores it or dumps it into the Delta area into the ocean and the pipelines go from 80 inch 
to whatever size, you know whatever takes care of the situation.  I thought this design, I got it all 
written down right here, I thought that might be a good idea to take pressure off of the levee and 
control the water situation the flood situation.  It can be on different sizes being that it’s designed 
like a oil rig, it sits in the water at flood levels at flood level, and when the water comes to a 
flood level the hydro pumps will pump it out into a location where it could be stored or put into 
the ocean area.  The pipeline can be ran under the ground or on top of the ground and pipes can 
be, you know, ran in different places under the ground or on top of the surface where if there is a 
house or tress or something like that, it could be, it could be you know. . . It’s hard to explain this 
on here.  I’m not a engineer but 

Mayor Fargo: 
Well in a way, part of what you’re describing is like how the causeway system works now with 
the Weir. 

Mr. Perry: 
Yes.

Mayor Fargo: 
If the river gets to a certain height then water’s released through that weir and goes into the 
causeway and on down to the Delta. 

Mr. Perry: 
Right.  Yeah and I figure if it was, if they’re spaced and like a half a mile apart or a mile apart 
then it would play a part on each, on both sides of the levee you know, cause it runs, it would be 
designed on the side of the, right by the levee instead of right in the middle of the river, you 
know you got boats running in, you know up and down the river and you have recreation so the 
flood stations would run on the perimeter on the water side of the levee. Maybe a mile or you 
know apart.  Gapped a mile apart so that it can work as planned on both sides of the river.  It’s a 
eyesore, it looks really um, it’s a eyesore but it, you know I think it’ll take a lot of pressure off of 
the levee, being that when the release from the dam, when the dam is at capacity, all that has to 
go down to the river, the river swells, the levee is going to erode eventually no matter what kind 
of material you put on it, it’s always constantly, water is always eroding.  The pipeline design 
never erodes it just plays the part, every time comes to that flood level it acts as a, it takes 
pressure off of the levee.  His design, it’s actually helping his design because there’s still a lot of 
pressure on the levee no matter what you do to it unless you put like a floodwall there on, you 
know the whole entire part of the levee. 
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Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, well I think we understand the concept thank you Mr. Perry. 

Mr. Perry: 
Ok thank you. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, Donald is our next speaker, I’m having, I think its Fraucob. 

Member of the Audience: 
Fraulob.

Mayor Fargo: 
Oh, that’s an L, Fraulob. 

Mr. Fraulob: 
That’s an L, not a C. 

Mayor Fargo:
Thank you, I get it now.  Welcome, thank you. 

Mr. Fraulob: 
My name is Donald Fraulob, I’m a resident on Garden Highway and, I don’t have a lot to say, I 
have kind of come to this a little bit late and I just wanted to pass along kind of my experiences 
with the incidental and impact that is being viewed as inconsequential just from the minor 
project that we had in terms of putting in the slurry.  The, the, I came home one day to find the 
vineyard across the street from me had been converted to a batch plant and from that moment on 
my life was made pretty much miserable for the duration of that in that, you know, the truck 
action, the you know, the extent to which there was rapid trucks up and down and that was no 
where near a truck every 30 seconds but it certainly created havoc for the neighbors to the point 
to where I had to find other ways home through fields and often had to walk home from 
neighbors as much as a quarter of a mile away because of the impact of what was going on and 
the promise then too was that this would be minimal in its impact and yet when that particular 
construction company left, they left major damages behind.  In the field across the street from 
me, they buried, with heavy equipment, significant amounts of asphalt, just covered it up, let it 
there to seep into the aquifer and off they went back to Texas leaving behind damages to 
property, my property where they ran into, you know, wiped out the mailboxes, took down the 
ornamental lamps and various other things with no thank you, nevermind, I’ll see you later, it 
was just gone.  And so when we discuss, you know, incidental impact, it is really going to be so 
much more than that.  At that time, I thought well I will certainly be a good neighbor to 
Sacramento and I still want to be and I think everybody, every speaker here, we recognize the 
threat and we certainly want to be good neighbors but we’ve assumed the risk of where we live 
and continually we’re the ones that, that suffer the consequence of the impact for the other 
homes.  I support the other speakers that, you know have indicated their, what they have said 
here today and ask that you seriously consider our interests and the extent to which it will be 
interrupted.  Thank you for your time. 
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Mayor Fargo:
Thank you very much and we certainly hope to be good neighbors back so I think we’re taking 
all these comments very seriously. Is Ed Bianchi here?  And that’s the last speaker slip I have, 
so if anyone else wants to speak at this public hearing, now would be the time to fill out your slip 
and turn it in. 

Member of the audience: 
Where do I get the slip? 

Mayor Fargo: 
There are some right down here in the front and there should be some in the back as well. 

Mr. Bianchi: 
Hello, I’m Ed Bianchi. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Hi.

Mr. Bianchi: 
One of the endangered species out there in the North Natomas, a farmer and landowner . .  

Mayor Fargo: 
Yeah.

Mr. Bianchi: 
And, I’m totally against what they’re planning to do on piling all that dirt against the levee, the 
way they’re going to do it.  After 86, that fix was significant and I think something along that 
same line would probably be more appropriate than rather than going out three to 600 feet.  
When this was done with the buffer zone being a one mile buffer, agriculture was supposed to be 
a significant part of that.  With this type of construction, and I farmed up and down that river for 
a long time, and it’s going to make some of those parcels un-farmable, with added seepage, 
cause you’re not going to stop the seepage with that berm.  I’m not a engineer but I am a hands 
on irrigator. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Yeah.

Mr. Bianchi: 
So I think something else can be done, it’s not going to be such a land grab.  The other point, 
thought, item is that if that goes to habitat, habitat and what agriculture is left is not always 
compatible.  I’ve got some other parcels adjacent to the Nature Conservancy and we have a real 
problem with the birds coming into the fields and that type of thing. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, thank you. 
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Mr. Bianchi: 
So I’m against it. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok.  Thank you, I think there was one other speaker slip.  Ok, next we’ll hear from Fred Novak. 

Mr. Novak: 
I’m concerned how this is going to be paid for.  I’m also concerned about who’s going to do the 
work and I’m concerned about how these contracts are going to go out.  I’m also concerned 
about, if we have a wet winter how that’s going to affect the timeline and also when 1993 when 
they had the last thing that they, I guess they were talking about all this was doing all the levee 
work out there then, which they put a slurry wall down from approximately Powerline Road all 
the way down to Garden Highway, all the way to the roughly, I-5 or so or somewhere right 
through there and they said that was going to stop the seepage then, it didn’t make one bit of 
difference.  I even talked to one of the engineers up there as they were doing it and he said yes it 
should, didn’t make any difference at all, got as much seepage today.  They even have well 
sights out there, I know right near my place and I’m on Powerline Road and Garden Highway 
and I got as much seepage now as I ever did and I wonder, this was Halliburton was the one that 
did that, did that work . . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
Oh gosh. 

Mr. Novak: 
And they had a big machine out there that was a big chain trencher and that was going to speed 
up the process, it never did and they ended up doing it all by excavators, which took a lot more 
time and I’m also concerned about who’s going to run the, to oversee this budget and if there’re 
going to be cost constraints, if there’s going to be penalties and if stuff goes over line, who’s 
going to pay for that and then suddenly get half way through the project and people are going to 
say we’re supposed to have money coming in, the money doesn’t show up, who pays for all 
these things and that’s a major concern I have, who pays and who gets taxed and all that.  And 
I’m also concerned, one of the fellows here said about the water being run down the river that’s 
another concern because I see the river really as a conduit to send the water down to Southern 
California because the north has the water; the South has more of the population, we have 
subsidized water for much of Southern California, especially a lot of the big farms down there 
and they want water, water is a big issue now and the dams are not really being used for flood 
control, they’re being more used for water storage and that is an issue that I think that water now 
is being run higher.  Will this be the effect of trying to run more water higher down through the 
rivers in the wintertime?  And the worst part about it is they run the water down late in the 
springtime, which affects our operation as far as being able to farm on the land. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Yeah, ok thank you.  Gibson Howell is our next speaker and after Mr. Howell we’ll hear from 
Alan Galbreath. 
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Mr. Howell: 
Hello Gibson Howell, I’m a Garden Highway resident on the river side.  Just wondering, are we 
only allowed to make comments or can we ask questions? 

Mayor Fargo: 
Sure, you could ask questions. 

Mr. Howell: 
Oh ok.  As far as a comment, it would be really nice  . . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
Just to interrupt, usually what we do is if you have questions, we’ll ask our staff to respond at the 
end so you can get your statement out, ok? 

Mr. Howell: 
Ok.
Ok, one thing I think would be very nice, I’m not sure if it was mentioned in the earlier part of 
the meeting, I had trouble with parking due to the construction around here.  If there’s going to 
be a hotline reporting number so that. . .

Mayor Fargo: 
I think we will do that again but the questions we’ll get them to respond to later. 

Mr. Howell: 
Ok.  Because that way if the trucks are going too fast or if the drivers are going to fast that 
there’s a way we can report problems. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Right.

Mr. Howell: 
The next would be a question as to whether the slurry walls were actually looked into as opposed 
to widening the levees by as wide as they’re going to be doing that.  The other thing is the power 
poles, it’s the first I’ve heard is that the power poles are now going to be on the river side where 
there are a ton of trees and just wondering if the power poles can just be moved back from where 
they currently are further onto the lower side.  The next question would be if is dredging just out 
of the option?  I mean, have the environmentalists just made it so you can’t dredge anymore even 
though that is what used to be done and it made for a much better river and it, like everyone said, 
it does basically the same thing if you dredge three feet, it’s almost like raising the levee three 
feet.  I’m sure in engineering it’s not quite the same but the process is there. And then, last but 
not least, if all this is inevitable and it’s going to be done, can we get something, a benefit out of 
it on top of just the flood protection.  Like have they thought about either making that extra 11 
feet of new levee a bike path or a walking path or you know something so that the bicyclists can 
use it, the walkers can use it.  Something so that it could be seen as more of a bonus than just 
flood protection.  If it could be paved for parking or bike path or anything like that.  If it’s going 
to be there anyway, might as well be able to use it.  Thank you. 
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Mayor Fargo: 
Thank you for your questions.  Mr. Buer, do you want to respond now or you want me, we have 
two more speakers to hear from but if you want to go ahead and respond now while the questions 
are. . .

Mr. Buer: 
I’d like to respond now. . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
That’d be great. 

Mr. Buer: 
. . .while the question is on everyone’s minds.  First of all, with regard to hotline number, we will 
certainly make sure that we have a number well displayed and someone that you can call and if 
you have questions about truck traffic or speed or safety violations or dust or anything else, we 
want to be on that, we certainly want to be in full compliance with all the construction best 
management practices.  Secondly, the question was why can’t you just do slurry walls.  Of 
course we’re looking at various combinations of slurry walls and berms and seepage wells 
depending on geologic conditions and other constraints, you have to remember that if we do a 
slurry wall in the existing levee, we have to cut the levee down by about a third and so it’s very 
disruptive as well, and in a lot of cases we have to go very deep, we have to go down to 80, 
sometimes 110 feet and current technology doesn’t allow us to go down that deep unless it’s very 
expensive.  The technology we used this summer, deep soil mixing, is very expensive technology 
so it’s kind of a balancing act.  Trying to do what accomplishes the best good for the region and 
minimize impacts as best we can.  So we will take, and we are taking all those things into 
consideration as we design.  The question of the power poles, I think our designers will take 
another hard look at that.  I think the comments about impacts on homeowners and trees are very 
good points and we’ll see what we can do to minimize those impacts.  Maybe there’s another 
option that we should look at further.  We have to keep in mind that the environmental 
documentation is intended to disclose worse case impacts, in other words, it creates an envelope 
in which we can operate.  We certainly want to minimize our impacts and if we can do that, we’ll 
try to do that.  The other question was, is dredging completely out of the option, I think a 
combination; two comments here, one is as the river continues to gain in elevation with siltation, 
eventually the river will be sort of towering over the community.  The information that we have 
does not indicate that the river is gaining in elevation, quite the contrary.  We did have a great 
deal of sediment deposited into the river a hundred years ago from hydraulic mining and since 
that time, there has been very gradual down cutting and movement  There’s still a lot of sediment 
coming down through the Feather River system, but in general, our problem in this reach of the 
river is erosion, not sedimentation.  We do get pulses of sediment coming through but they do 
move through and the bed of the river is not rising over time.  And you’re right, dredging in the 
river is not feasible in the current regulatory environment.  The way to dredge would either be to 
use clam shell or hydraulic dredging and it’s very expensive, very difficult to find a place to put 
the sediment there are often issues with toxic issues, return water concerns and so on.  The last 
major dredging program that was executed in this region was along the deep water ship channel 
and that was stopped in about 93 or 94 so I don’t see it as a feasible option.  Even dredging in the 
Delta is virtually out of the question.  It’s just very difficult, very expensive, under current 
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constraints.  And let’s see, was there, the last point I believe I heard was can we build some 
benefits for the local community and the region into this by including bike path or walking path 
on top of the new levee.  I would say that is certainly a possibility, certainly for walking.  
Because what we’ll have on top there will be a levee patrol road, probably a gravel surface and 
that certainly would be appropriate for walking and maybe mountain biking.  If there is a, the 
thought of having a asphalt bike path, that certainly would not be precluded in the future, so I 
think those comments will be taken to heart and we’ll have responses to those in the final 
document. 

Mayor Fargo:
Ok.

Mr. Howell from audience: 
Can I add one more quick thing? 

Mayor Fargo: 
If you come back to the microphone so we can record it.  Please. 

Mr. Howell: 
Just as far as adding benefit to the Garden Highway.  We’re five minutes from downtown but 
we’re in the boondocks when it’s considered technology.  All you get is a modem; you can’t get 
cable and because, the levee, they won’t let them build anything there, but if they’re going to add 
all this additional dirt and infrastructure, can they run fiber optics, new phone lines, cable, things 
like that so that we can maybe get some added benefit out of all this. 

Mr. Buer: 
Duly noted. 

Mayor Fargo: 
We’ll look into that, thank you. 
Ok, Alan Galbreath and then we’ll hear from Matt Breese and Michael Barosso. 

Mr. Galbreath: 
Thank you. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Hi.

Mr. Galbreath: 
And I want you to know that you have my admiration and sympathy for handling all these 
serious problems. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Thank you. 
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Mr. Galbreath: 
My problem is that I bought a piece of land on the Garden Highway to build a house some 12 
years ago and I wrote to the Mayor about this.  At any rate, because of what you have done, I can 
no longer build a house there and so all of the money and time that I have invested over the years 
in this piece of property, it is now worth zero and all the other people on the Garden Highway 
who have undeveloped land, their value will be zero.  All I could say is the least you could do for 
us is to stop us having to pay taxes.

Mayor Fargo:
Ok, thank you.  Matt Breese? 

Mr. Breese: 
Hi, thank you for letting me speak up here today.  I like the tax idea.  To start off with, I’m a, I 
live on Garden Highway, 6598, one mile north of Elkhorn and I’m pretty ignorant to this whole 
process here.  I’ve been building a business in Sacramento for 12 years and it’s pretty much all I 
do.  Every once in a while, I get a chance to read the Bee.  I don’t pay too much attention to the 
politics and what’s going on here but this gentleman showed a slide that kind of concerns me, 
cause well, I guess my, I’m a little nervous so let me have a minute. . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
That’s alright 

Mr. Breese: 
. . . I guess my house is gone.  You know, my kids, I’ve raised, I have a four year old, a six year 
old, and a ten year old and, you know, this is where we live, you know, cause I was reflecting the 
other day on how I have the perfect life.  I’ve got a successful business, I’ve got great children 
and a house that is in the country, five minutes from or 11 minutes from work, I sit on my back 
deck and I watch these planes come in and I don’t hear a sound.  It really is one of the few places 
that I could say is perfect.  Along with the lifestyle that I live, I’ve got great employees, I live in 
a wonderful town, my children are great and now I’m looking at this gentleman’s slide and 
thinking to myself, where am I going to go?  That’s pretty much it, so I guess the question I have 
is this, is this for sure?  I mean, is this, are we, we are absolutely going forward with this or is 
this, what are we doing here?  Are we talking about what we are going to do or are we actually 
implementing a plan right now?  That, that . . .  

Mayor Fargo: 
Well let me go ahead and take a stab at that, we’re taking comments on our Environmental 
Impact Reports and on the plans that we have.  We, we’re looking at several different options at 
how we can provide a higher level of flood protection to the people who live in the Natomas 
Basin and we have limited options, and so we’ve looked at the slurry wall, we’ve looked at the, 
at the larger levee adjacent to the levee that exists now and we’re taking comments on that, so we 
need to do something.  We’re trying to come up with a solution which works for the most people.  
Do you want to add anything to that, Stein? 

Mr. Buer: 
Are you on the land side or water side? 
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Mr. Breese: 
I’m on the land side. 

Mr. Buer: 
Ok, well we’d like to look at the specific situation you face.  If the house is within the profile of 
the new levee, we have a lot of options we can talk to you about, as we will with other land 
owners, the possibility of moving the house back or compensating you for the house so that you 
can relocate very close near by, certainly a possibility, so our goal is to work with each land 
owner to see what we can do to minimize impacts. 

Mr. Breese: 
Ok, how soon are we talking cause this looked like this was going to be happening really soon 
here, within the next year to two years. 

Mr. Buer: 
That’s correct.  We’re anticipating to begin construction on the northern five miles of the 
Sacramento River levee from the Natomas Cross Canal southward this coming year, so that 
would be about from the Cross Canal down to the Pritchard Lake Pumping Station.  We’ll also 
be working on the Natomas Cross Canal, completing that whole canal, which is about another 
four miles.  We did another mile this summer so we’re more than happy to sit down with you 
even this coming week. 

Mr. Breese: 
Ok, just a side note.  We talk about the levees, fixing levees. I get squirrels, I’ve got a major 
rodent squirrel problem and you can go right in front of my house right now and see two big fat 
holes you know, that squirrels just love to play in and I’ve called the City, they sent me to the 
trapper, some State trapper office, I’ve left messages.  I just gave up.  I, you know, I take care of 
it on my own out there but you guys, I mean as something as simple as a squirrel hole that isn’t 
being taken care of  but we’re talking about spending millions and millions of dollars and taking 
peoples homes from them, I think that’s something that needs to be looked at.  And then, as far 
as the valuation, how do you plan to compensate these people for their homes?  I mean, you’re 
going to take my home from me, is there a method to this?  Where can I find out how this is 
going to fit my, how this is going to affect my family? 

Mayor Fargo: 
Probably what would make sense would be to sit down with our staff and go over all of your 
concerns and questions.  There is a process for doing the valuation, there are options too that can 
be considered for your situation and it sounds like probably, I don’t, can’t tell if you’re actually 
in the City limits or not where you are, I have a feeling you’re probably not in the City limits but 
there, in any case it wouldn’t be the City who would be handling the maintenance on the levees 
so we need to make sure you know the right people to contact.  But Stein and his staff at SAFCA 
would be happy to meet with you, guide you in the right direction and take your individual 
situation into consideration and I’m assuming that, Stein, that is true for every one of the 
individuals here.  That if they haven’t had a chance yet to meet and understand how this could 
impact them on an individual basis that option is open to them and we’re willing to do that.  We 
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recognize this is a disruptive process.  It’s one that we would rather not go through as well but 
we’re trying to take care of people as best we can. 

Mr. Breese: 
Ok thank you guys. 

Mayor Fargo: 
You’re welcome. 

Mr. Buer: 
If I could. . .

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, yea. 

Mr. Buer: 
. . . just the short answer in response to the question Matthew raised is that we use commercial 
appraisal services.  We basically have an appraiser on contract selected through the normal 
contracting process to identify the current market value for the properties that we would acquire 
and then there’s also the options of negotiation that goes into that. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Stein, let me ask you a question before I call the next speaker.  I guess my assumption was that 
obviously people knew about the meeting to come to this today but has, haven’t there been 
meetings with both property owners and both organizations as well as individuals along the 
Garden Highway leading up to this meeting? 

Mr. Buer: 
Yes, we’ve had informal meetings with the Sacramento River Property Owners Association, with 
the Valley View Acres Property Owners Association, with the Natomas, North Natomas 
Community Association and others so we’re more than happy to meet with any group that 
wishes to sit down with us to learn more about what we’re doing. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Sounds like we need. . . 

Mr. Buer: 
Course there are a lot of people here . . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
Right.

Mr. Buer 
. . . so we certainly haven’t reached everyone. 
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Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, sounds probably what we need to do is send out another letter to the actual property owners 
along the Garden Highway to keep them informed and make sure they’re aware of, not only of 
our meetings but of what kind of services and assistance we can provide them.  Even if it’s just 
information, that would be helpful.   

Mr. Buer:
K.

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, is Michael Barosso here? 

Mr. Barosso: 
Well it’s been awhile.  You no doubt don’t remember me.   

Mayor Fargo: 
Welcome back. 

Mr. Barosso: 
I was flooded twice and I stood here trying to basic hydrology to this body years ago but 
apparently to no avail and some of the previous speakers have done a very fine job of pointing 
out some of the obvious problems here.  I have a letter here, that the letterhead’s kind of cute.  
Goodwin J Knight was the Governor and Edmond G. Pat Brown was the legal advisor, well 
actually yeah, to the Attorney General and it says, shortly that describing the levee project up 
around Natomas and in Sutter County, “ . . . these levees on the east side of the Natomas East 
borrow pit are as vital to this flood control system as the back levees themselves.  The opening of 
the Cross Canal into the Sacramento River permitted the backwater of the river to reach these 
lands, which under natural conditions, would not have been flooded from that source.”  What 
that says is you diverted water on the upstream land owners and I know your in-house counsel 
has a different interpretation of what that means.  I’ve heard him speak about it many times but 
thankfully for those of us in Sutter and Yuba Counties, the good justices of the Appellate Court 
and the State Supreme Court, differ from his interpretation.  The liability that was incurred by the 
taxpayers of the State, stem from this kind of information that apparently, you all have ignored.  
Your in-house counsel knew this ten years ago yet where are we?  We’re no closer to addressing 
the impacts on Sutter County than we were then.  The resolution that Mr. Wallace mentioned is 
Sutter County Resolution No. 96-47 and if you’ll allow me, I’ll read you  paragraph three that 
says “Sutter County is adopting this resolution with the understanding that SAFCA will not 
proceed with Phase 2 or any other future project in the Natomas Basin, which when completed 
could provide differing levels of flood protection within the different parent agency jurisdictions 
in the Basin until a mitigation agreement regarding flood impacts on the lands east of the 
Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, within Sutter County has been agreed to by Sutter County.”  Where 
is it?  I was there and the other strange part about this is I’m the past Chairman of the Sutter 
County Resource Conservation Board.  I’m still on the Board.  We haven’t been contacted about 
any of this project.  We make wetlands determinations.  We’re very involved with what happens 
in Sutter County.  Where you been? 
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Mr. Washburn: 
I. . . 

Mayor Fargo: 
Could staff respond, I don’t know the answer to the question. 

Mr. Washburn: 
Yes, I’d be happy to.  We, the issue, and the Board is familiar with this, is the compromise we 
reached back in 1994, 95, was that we would not alter the elevation of the Sankey Road crossing 
through the levee and we’re not going to do that.  It’s not in the project, it’s not part of our 
project and, you know, that is the essential relief point in those areas east of Natomas and we’re 
basically preserving the status quo.  It doesn’t mean that we can’t continue to pursue and perhaps 
at some point think about what could be done in those lands to the east but essentially our project 
is maintaining status quo with those lands. 

Mr. Barosso: 
Raising the north and west banks of the Cross Canal is not maintaining status quo. 

Mr. Washburn: 
Well, if, in our view the relief point is through the Sankey Gap, and that’s what’s being 
maintained. 

Mr. Barosso: 
Well, as Mr. Wallace already pointed out there’s already a five or six foot disparity between the 
west levee and the east and if you exacerbate that by raising it another foot, it’s already, we’ve 
got the proof of the past flooding. . . 

Mr. Washburn: 
I understand. 

Mr. Barosso: 
And you’re not doing anything as this resolution says you won’t proceed with anything else, of 
any kind, until you address Pleasant Grove.  I haven’t been contacted and I got a message from 
someone that said that we should be in touch.  Well, we’re not so I’m really puzzled as a official 
Sutter County agency why we’ve been left out of the loop.  But, more for the audience here, you 
might want to check out something on PBS, it appeared years ago and it gives you an idea of 
some of the financial boondoggle projects that have been proposed over the years.  It’s called 
“Secrets of a Master Builder” you can get it online and what it tells is about 150 years ago, what 
the Army Corps of Engineers was proposing on the Mississippi River and were it not for one, 
probably the most famous engineer of his times, James B. Eads, they would have prevailed but 
through his perseverance he showed genuine expertise in hydrology and developed systems on 
the Mississippi River that are with us today. But my only reason of mentioning this is, you know, 
boondoggles have been with us for a long time and the public needs to understand that this is just 
another example of that. Thank you for your hearing me. 
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Mayor Fargo: 
Could I ask you one question about that resolution?  Is that a resolution that we passed or a 
resolution that Sutter County. 

Mr. Barosso: 
This is the Sutter County Board that SAFCA was in attendance of that meeting and they were in 
agreement with the provisions of it.   

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, thank you. 

Mr. Washburn: 
If I just, I mean our view, our project is not solving that problem but neither is it worsening it 
from our point of view. 

Mayor Fargo: 
I remember the long discussions about Sankey Gap so . . .  

Mr. Barosso: 
Any more questions? 

Mayor Fargo: 
Not at this time, thank you sir.  

Mr. Barosso: 
Thank you. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Dennis James will be our last speaker. 

Mr. James: 
Thank you for your time. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Of course 

Mr. James: 
I live north of the Cross Canal.  I’m not in the Natomas area.  I happen to hear about this meeting 
kind of by accident.  I learned about it about noon today, thought that I should come and kind of 
find out what’s going on because as you folks raise the levee on the south side of the Cross Canal 
that makes my area that I live in a flood plain, which we’re not in right now, a bad flood plain, 
we’ll be in a very bad flood plain.  But one question I have, and I haven’t heard it addressed and 
maybe you’ve addressed and I just haven’t been in any of the meetings or anything is what about 
99/70.  As you raise this levee on the south side of the Cross Canal three feet, it’s going to flood 
to the north.  It’s going to flood Highway 99/70 and you’re going to shut down a main highway 
going through there?  Not talking about probably damage you’re going to do to people, all the 
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business effects you’re going to have on people like myself but what about the highway?  Is that 
just going to shut down?  Are we going to shut down a main corridor in California? 

Mayor Fargo: 
If you’d be so kind as to make your entire statement, I’ll have staff respond at the end to all your 
questions.

Mr. James: 
I suppose that’s my statement mostly.  Thank you. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Pardon me? 

Mr. James: 
That’s the end of my statement.   

Mayor Fargo: 
Oh. Ok. 

Mr. James: 
Thank you. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Does staff want to respond to these, what happens to 99/70? 

Mr. Buer: 
Certainly we have no intention of flooding Highway 99 and 70 between the Natomas Basin and 
RD 1001, which I believe Dennis James was referring to.  There is the Natomas Cross Canal so 
there is no direct effect of raising the levee in Natomas on RD 1001.  The threats from 1001 are 
typically the Bear River and the Yuba River and the Sacramento River and certainly there’s a 
potential for flooding in RD 1001. We don’t believe that we will be exacerbating that threat by 
raising the levee on the south side of the Natomas Cross Canal. 

Mayor Fargo: 
Ok, I know that’s certainly not our intent to do so, so I think that we’ve been looking at this very 
carefully and hoping that, that we’re able to maintain the status quo in other areas as we improve 
flood protection for the Natomas Basin.  That concludes the public portion of this.
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APPENDIX B
Presentation by Friends of the Swainson's Hawk

(Attachment to Comment Letter 14) 



T
he

 D
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n,
 A

bu
nd

an
ce

, a
nd

 
H

ab
ita

t A
ss

oc
ia

tio
ns

 o
f S

w
ai

ns
on

’s
 

H
aw

k 
(B

ut
eo

 s
w

ai
ns

on
i) 

in
 S

ou
th

 
S

ac
ra

m
en

to
 C

ou
nt

y 

pr
es

en
te

d 
to

 C
ity

 o
f E

lk
 G

ro
ve

 
by

 J
im

 E
st

ep



G
oa

ls
 a

nd
 O

bj
ec

tiv
es

P
ro

vi
de

 b
as

el
in

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
fo

r 
lo

ng
-t

er
m

 
m

on
ito

rin
g 

an
d 

to
 a

ss
is

t E
lk

 G
ro

ve
 w

ith
 th

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
f i

ts
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

st
ra

te
gy

•
D

et
er

m
in

e 
di

st
rib

ut
io

n 
an

d 
ab

un
da

nc
e

•
D

et
er

m
in

e 
ne

st
in

g 
an

d 
fo

ra
gi

ng
 h

ab
ita

t 
as

so
ci

at
io

ns
•

D
et

er
m

in
e 

re
pr

od
uc

tiv
e 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce















S
w

ai
ns

on
’s

 H
aw

k 
A

ct
iv

ity
 D

at
a

•
A

ct
iv

e 
T

er
rit

or
ie

s 
  =

 1
88

•
A

ct
iv

e 
N

es
ts

 
= 

12
6

•
S

uc
ce

ss
fu

l N
es

ts
   

= 
57





N
um

be
r 

of
 T

er
rit

or
ie

s 
w

ith
in

 
G

eo
gr

ap
hi

c 
Z

on
es

•
D

el
ta

 Z
on

e 
38

 (
20

.2
%

)
•

In
te

rio
r 

Z
on

e 
14

0 
(7

4.
5%

)
•

E
as

te
rn

 F
oo

th
ill

 Z
on

e 
10

 (
5.

3%
)











R
el

at
iv

e 
A

bu
nd

an
ce

 o
f L

an
d 

C
ov

er
 

T
yp

es
•

Ir
rig

at
ed

 C
ro

pl
an

d/
P

as
tu

re
 

34
.0

%
•

U
nc

ul
tiv

at
ed

 G
ra

ss
la

nd
 

24
.5

%
•

Ir
rig

at
ed

 C
ro

pl
an

d 
24

.1
%

•
R

ur
al

 R
es

id
en

tia
l 

12
.4

%
•

U
rb

an
1.

5%
•

O
pe

n 
W

at
er

/m
ar

sh
 

1.
5%

•
O

ak
 W

oo
dl

an
d 

0.
9%

•
V

in
ey

ar
d

0.
6%

•
O

rc
ha

rd
0.

3%



La
nd

 U
se

/H
ab

ita
t A

ss
oc

ia
tio

ns
 o

f 
S

w
ai

ns
on

’s
 H

aw
k 

T
er

rit
or

ie
s

•
Ir

r.
 C

ro
pl

an
d/

pa
st

ur
e 

55
.3

%
•

Ir
r.

 C
ro

pl
an

d 
20

.7
%

•
Ir

r.
 C

ro
pl

an
d/

G
ra

ss
la

nd
 

9.
0%

•
Ir

r.
 C

ro
pl

an
d/

pa
st

ur
e/

ru
ra

l r
es

. 
7.

4%
•

U
nc

ul
tiv

at
ed

 g
ra

ss
la

nd
 

2.
7%

•
Ir

r.
 C

ro
pl

an
d/

pa
st

ur
e/

gr
as

sl
an

d 
2.

7%





N
es

tin
g 

H
ab

ita
t A

ss
oc

ia
tio

ns

•
R

ip
ar

ia
n

62
.8

%
•

F
ar

m
ya

rd
11

.2
%

•
Is

ol
at

ed
 T

re
e 

9.
0%

•
C

ha
nn

el
iz

ed
 R

ip
ar

ia
n 

5.
9%

•
T

re
e 

R
ow

 
5.

3%
•

E
uc

al
yp

tu
s 

G
ro

ve
 

3.
2%

•
O

ak
 G

ro
ve

 
1.

1%
•

C
ot

to
nw

oo
d 

G
ro

ve
 

0.
5%









N
es

t T
re

e 
S

pe
ci

es

•
V

al
le

y 
O

ak
 

32
.5

%
•

C
ot

to
nw

oo
d

32
.5

%
•

E
uc

al
yp

tu
s

15
.1

%
•

W
ill

ow
11

.1
%

•
W

al
nu

t
2.

4%
•

Lo
cu

st
1.

6%
•

O
rn

am
en

ta
l P

in
e 

1.
6%

•
D

eo
do

r 
C

ed
ar

 
0.

8%
•

R
ed

w
oo

d
0.

8%
•

S
yc

am
or

e
0.

8%
•

A
ld

er
0.

8%





R
ep

ro
du

ct
io

n

•
T

ot
al

 n
um

be
r 

of
 y

ou
ng

 
83

•
# 

of
 y

ou
ng

/n
es

tin
g 

at
te

m
pt

 
0.

76
•

# 
of

 y
ou

ng
/s

uc
ce

ss
fu

l n
es

t 
1.

46



R
ap

to
r 

N
es

tin
g 

T
er

rit
or

ie
s 

R
ec

or
de

d 
D

ur
in

g 
th

e 
S

ur
ve

y

•
S

w
ai

ns
on

’s
 H

aw
k 

18
8

•
R

ed
-t

ai
le

d 
H

aw
k 

15
0

•
R

ed
-s

ho
ul

de
re

d 
H

aw
k 

40
•

G
re

at
-h

or
ne

d 
O

w
l 

12
•

W
hi

te
-t

ai
le

d 
K

ite
 

8




