




















» Supplement to the Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Landside
Improvements Project—Phase 2 Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016 (SAFCA 2009) (Phase 2
SEIR); and

» Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program, Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2008072060
(USACE and SAFCA 2009) (Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR).

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

The previous NLIP documents listed above included a programmatic and cumulative impact analysis of all NLIP
project phases (1-4), including the phase now referred to as the Phase 4a Project. Refer to Chapter 1.0,
“Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need,” for a summary of each project phase and Table 1-3, which
presents the proposed components and construction timing of the NLIP Phase 1, 2, 3, and 4 Projects.

These analyses of cumulative impacts from previous program- and project-level analysis are incorporated by
reference for purposes of tiering the discussion of cumulative impacts for the Phase 4a Project in the following
section.

5.1.3.1 Environmental Impact Report on Local Funding Mechanisms for
Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area
(SAFCA 2007a)

Project Impacts that Would Not Be Cumulatively Considerable

In the Local Funding EIR (SAFCA 2007a), SAFCA analyzed the environmental effects associated with the
creation of a new assessment district to fund necessary flood damage reduction measures in the Sacramento
region. This funding supports projects including the NLIP and the Phase 4a Project, and thus analyzes, at a
programmatic level, the environmental effects for a program of flood damage reduction projects in the region,
including the NLIP (Phases 1-4).

For the following resource areas, SAFCA found that implementation of local funding mechanisms to fund the
NLIP, among other projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the following
significant impacts. These effects of the proposed project would not be added to the effects of other related
projects because the effects were temporary, localized, or isolated:

» Geology and Soils: With the application of mitigation measures, temporary, localized soil erosion and topsoil
loss resulting from the project’s grading and other earthmoving activities would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Hydrology: Because of the project design, drainage disruption and alteration of runoff patterns from the
proposed project would be limited to the project site; therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Water Quality and Fisheries and Aquatic Resources: Through compliance with the existing regulatory
regimes and the implementation of mitigation measures for instream habitat improvements and shaded
riverine aquatic (SRA) habitats, the project’s impacts to water quality and fish resulting from past and present
actions, the creation of an assessment district and subsequent funded improvements, as well as reasonably
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foreseeable future actions, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

» Terrestrial Biological Resources: SAFCA found that implementation of local funding mechanisms had the
potential to contribute to the loss or degradation of sensitive habitats and to adversely affect special-status
species (special-status plants, Swainson’s hawks, burrowing owls, other nesting raptors, giant garter snakes,
valley elderberry longhorn beetle host plants, and others). Because SAFCA would implement avoidance and
compensation measures in accordance with the requirements of the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA),
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), and California Fish and Game Code Section 1602
(Streambed Alteration Agreement), and would include additional habitat protection and enhancement
components, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

» Paleontological Resources: Earthmoving activities resulting from projects funded by creation of local
funding mechanisms could damage unknown unique paleontological resources. SAFCA determined the
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact
because potential impacts would be located in discrete locations and would be mitigated.

» Transportation and Circulation: Construction activities related to levee and channel improvement projects
would temporarily increase traffic levels on local and regional roadways, sometimes substantially.
Considering that impacts on traffic would be localized, intermittent, and temporary, SAFCA found that
projects funded by new local funding mechanisms would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Noise: Construction noise effects associated with the proposed projects made possible by new local funding
were considered to be significant and unavoidable, but because they would be localized, intermittent, and
temporary, the incremental effects of the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
to a significant cumulative impact.

» Recreation: The analysis focused on project effects on water-dependent recreational activities on the Lower
American River and Sacramento River, and on impacts related to encroachment onto the American River
Parkway land. Impacts on recreation were primarily related to foreseeable improvements to Folsom Dam.
Effects of levee repair and strengthening and of erosion control activities would be limited to localized areas
within the Sacramento area, which has an abundance of water-dependent and water-enhanced recreation
opportunities. Temporary construction effects and minor permanent impacts would be minimized through
replacement of parkway land, design modifications, and coordination with the public and recreation agencies
ensuring that any residual effects would be minimized. Therefore, the project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Utilities and Service Systems: Implementation of flood damage reduction funded by new local funding
mechanisms could result in impacts to utilities and service systems. The effects resulting from temporary
disruptions to service would be geographically isolated and short in duration. Therefore, the project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Hazards and Hazardous Materials: If hazardous materials are encountered during construction of
improvements funded by the new local funding mechanisms, effects would be localized and would not be
expected to be additive with the effects of other actions. Therefore, the project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.
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Project Impacts that Would Be Cumulatively Considerable

As identified in the Local Funding EIR (SAFCA 2007a), implementation of local funding mechanisms (referred
to below as “the project”) would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative
impacts for the following resource areas:

» Agriculture and Land Use: In combination with the permanent conversions of Important Farmland
associated with past, current, and future projects, particularly in the Natomas area, the contribution caused by
improvements funded by the project would be significant and unavoidable because there are no feasible
means of replacing Important Farmland after it has been converted to nonagricultural uses. For these reasons,
the project and related projects would result in a cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact
associated with agricultural land conversion, and the project would result in a cumulatively considerable
incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

» Cultural Resources: SAFCA found that it is likely that known or unknown archaeological resources could
be disturbed, and cultural resources damaged or destroyed during project-related construction activities.
Significant and unavoidable losses of a unique archaeological resource as defined in Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 21083.2 could occur where excavations encounter archaeological deposits that cannot be
removed or recovered (e.g., under levees). Historic resources could also be damaged or require removal from
areas near flood damage reduction facilities under levee integrity program activities. If these resources would
meet the definition of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 21084.1 or are eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places according to Section 106, their modification or destruction would be
considered significant. Although mitigation would be implemented to reduce effects on potentially significant
cultural resources, significant impacts, particularly on archaeological resources, may still occur. Losses of
archaeological resources would add to an historical trend in the loss of these resources as artifacts of cultural
significance and as objects of research importance. For these reasons, the project and related projects would
result in a cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact associated with cultural resources, and the
project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant
impact.

» Air Quality: The project would fund construction of improvements which would result in significant and
unavoidable temporary and short-term construction-related air quality impacts associated with generation of
oxides of nitrogen (NOy) and respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers
or less (PMyp), even with implementation of mitigation measures. Other medium-sized and large reasonably
foreseeable projects, such as the anticipated developments in the Natomas area, would similarly contribute
substantially to air quality impacts. Given the large scale of development that is expected in the Natomas
Basin alone, as well as the nonattainment status of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin for ozone and PMyy,
cumulative construction-related air quality impacts are expected to be significant and unavoidable. For these
reasons, the project and related projects would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution
to this cumulatively significant impact.

» Visual Resources: Levee improvements in the Natomas area funded by the project would include the
removal of trees, other vegetation, and possibly agricultural structures where the levee toe needs to be
widened or a berm would be constructed. Bank protection and long-term levee integrity program actions in
this area could also require the removal of vegetation and other features that currently add to the rural and
riverine character of views in the area. SAFCA found that these changes would contribute to the substantial
degradation of scenic resources in Natomas and determined that changes to scenic resources resulting from
the proposed project when combined with the past and anticipated future actions would be significant and
unavoidable. For these reasons, the project and related projects would result in a cumulatively considerable
incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.
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5.1.3.2 Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program,
Landside Improvements Project (SAFCA 2007b)

The construction of flood damage reduction measures in the Natomas Basin were analyzed in the Phase 2 EIR at a
program- and a project-level. The improvements would provide 100-year flood damage reduction while laying the
groundwork for creation of 200-year flood damage reduction over time (SAFCA 2007b).

Project Impacts that Would Not Be Cumulatively Considerable

For the following resource areas, SAFCA found that implementation of the Landside Improvements Project
(referred to below as “the project”), including the Phase 4a Project, evaluated in the Phase 2 EIR (SAFCA 2007b),
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the following significant cumulative impacts
because the effects of the proposed project would not be added to the effects of other related projects as the effects
were either temporary, localized, or isolated:

» Geology and Soils: SAFCA found that through the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs)
during grading and other earthmoving activities would reduce the temporary and localized soil erosion and
topsoil loss to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Local Drainage: The widening of levees and construction of landside seepage berms along the Sacramento
River east levee, associated modification of irrigation and drainage infrastructure, and borrow activities on
large parcels could interfere with the functioning of drainage systems and alter surface drainage. Project
design would incorporate measures to prevent a significant drainage disruption or alteration in runoff patterns,
and any temporary effects would be limited to the vicinity of the individual disturbance sites. Therefore, the
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Water Quality and Fisheries and Aquatic Resources: Construction activities have the potential to
temporarily degrade water quality and fish habitat and populations through the direct release of soil and
construction materials into water bodies or the indirect release of contaminants into water bodies through
runoff. SAFCA determined that by complying with the regulatory regime and through design features for fish
habitat and SRA habitat that the projects impacts on water quality and fish when added with past, present, and
future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact.

» Terrestrial Biological Resources: Implementation of the proposed project has the potential to contribute to
the loss or degradation of sensitive habitats and to adversely affect special-status terrestrial species (special-
status plants, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, giant garter snake, Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, and
others). These effects could contribute to species declines and losses of habitat that have led to the need to
protect these species under the Federal ESA and CESA. Because SAFCA would implement minimization,
avoidance, and compensation measures in accordance with the requirements of ESA, CESA, and other
relevant regulatory requirements, and the project would include additional habitat protection and enhancement
components, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

» Paleontological Resources: Earthmoving activities could damage unknown unique paleontological
resources, but potential damage would occur in discrete locations and the significance would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with the incorporation of mitigation measure. Therefore, the project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.
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» Transportation and Circulation: The proposed construction activities would temporarily increase traffic
levels on local and regional roadways. Mitigation would be implemented to reduce effects to the extent
feasible, but the proposed project would still result in substantial temporary increases in traffic in relation to
the existing traffic load. Because of the limited potential for the traffic associated with the proposed project to
combine with increased traffic from other probable future projects, and because of the short-term, intermittent
nature of any cumulative traffic impacts, SAFCA determined that the project not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Recreation: Effects of the proposed project on recreational uses would be limited to potential disturbance of
access to facilities in the western part of the Natomas Basin during construction, potential temporary
degradation in the quality of recreational experiences as a result of construction activity and noise, and
potential removal of land at the City of Sacramento’s undeveloped Costa Park site from future recreational
use. Because of the temporary nature of the construction effects, these effects are not considered substantial
enough to make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative impact. The potential encroachment
on the Costa Park site would be a localized effect that would be offset through compensation in the form of
payment or land. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative impact.

» Utilities and Service Systems: SAFCA found that disruption to utilities and services resulting from
construction of the landside improvements would be localized and temporary. Therefore, the project would
not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Hazardous Materials: With the implementation of mitigation, SAFCA found that the potential exposure of
people or the environment to hazardous materials encountered during construction activity or to fire hazards
would not expected to be additive with the effects of other past, present, and probable future actions.
Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact.

» Hazards Related to Airport Operations: The potential for night lighting of project areas that would
adversely affect aircraft operations is a function of the location of construction areas in relation to the
Sacramento International Airport Critical Zone and the runway approaches. There are no other known
projects that would affect lands within the Airport Critical Zone. Therefore, the project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Project Impacts that Would Be Cumulatively Considerable

As identified in the Phase 2 EIR (SAFCA 2007b), the Landside Improvements Project (referred to below as “the
project”) would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts for the
following resource areas:

» Agricultural Resources: Implementation of the project would involve the permanent conversion of large
acreages of Important Farmland (Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance). SAFCA found that
the conversion of agricultural land that would result from the project in combination with the past conversions
and expected future conversions of Important Farmland in the Natomas Basin would be significant and
unavoidable because it is not feasible to replace farmland by creating new farmland after it has been
converted to nonagricultural uses. For these reasons, the project and related projects would result in
cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact associated with agricultural land conversion, and the
project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant
impact.

» Cultural Resources: SAFCA determined that it is likely that known or unknown archaeological resources
could be disturbed and cultural resources damaged or destroyed during construction activities for the
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proposed project. Historic resources could also be damaged or require removal from areas near flood damage
reduction facilities under the proposed project. Losses of archaeological resources would add to a historical
trend in the loss of these resources as artifacts of cultural significance and as objects of research importance.
Despite the implementation mitigation measures, the project has the potential to result in a significant and
unavoidable impact on cultural resources. For these reasons, the project and related projects would result in
cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact associated with cultural resources, and the project would
result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

» Air Quality: Probably future projects will contribute to air pollutant emissions in Sutter and Sacramento
Counties and to the nonattainment status of the Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD)
and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) for ozone and PMyo. When
taken in total with other projects in the region, the project’s construction-related emissions was considered
significant and unavoidable cumulatively considerable. For these reasons, the project and related projects
would result in cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impacts associated with temporary and short-term
air quality impacts (ozone and PMy), and the project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

In comparison to criteria air pollutants, such as ozone and PMy,, carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions persist in the
atmosphere for a much longer period of time. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions generated by the proposed
project would predominantly be in the form of CO,. Project construction would result in a net increase in
emissions to occur over a period of 3 years (2008-2010), despite the implementation of mitigation measures.
While any increase in GHG emissions would add to the quantity of emissions that would contribute to global
climate change, it is noteworthy that emissions associated with the proposed project occur over a finite period
of time (3 years), as opposed to operational emissions, which would occur over the lifetime of a project.
SAFCA determined that the project’s incremental contribution to climate change from construction emissions
would be significant and unavoidable. For these reasons, the project and related projects would result in
cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) GHG impact and the project would result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

» Noise: The project would have a temporary significant effect on noise levels experienced by the occupants of
residences that are near sites of construction activity or haul routes for construction traffic. In some locations
along the Sacramento River east levee, construction work could take place simultaneously as part of the
proposed project on the landside of the Sacramento River east levee and/or the west end of the NCC and on
the waterside of the levee as part of SAFCA’s bank protection project. These two projects, if constructed in
the same locations during the same time periods, have the potential to cumulatively affect noise levels at
residences on the waterside of the levee. SAFCA found that residents in these locations could be exposed
simultaneously to increased noise levels from levee improvements on the landside of the levee and bank
protection activities on the waterside, including during noise-sensitive hours. No feasible mitigation measures
are available. For these reasons, the project and related projects would result in cumulatively considerable
(i.e., significant) impact associated with noise, and the project would result in a cumulatively considerable
incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

» Visual Resources: The project would include the removal of trees, other vegetation, and structures from the
landside of the Sacramento River east levee within the footprint of the adjacent levee and berms, may include
the removal of some vegetation and structural encroachments from the waterside of the Sacramento River east
levee as part of encroachment removal actions, and would include the removal of trees from areas along the
waterside of the NCC south levee. These changes would contribute to the substantial degradation of scenic
resources in Natomas that are expected to result with various reasonably foreseeable development projects
and expansion of Airport facilities. Although the project includes the establishment of a substantial acreage of
woodland plantings around the basin to offset the significant effect of the project on scenic resources, the
contributions of the project to changes in the visual character and scenic resources of the Natomas Basin in
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the near term, before the new plantings become well established, would be cumulatively considerable. This
impact, in the near term, would be significant and unavoidable. For these reasons, the project and related
projects would result in cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact associated with the degradation of
visual resources, and the project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this
cumulatively significant impact.

5.1.3.3 Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and 404 Permit to
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement
Project (USACE 2008)

The environmental effects from SAFCA’s Phase 2 Project were analyzed in an EIS, for which USACE issued a
record of decision (ROD) in January 2009.

Project Impacts that Would Not Be Cumulatively Considerable

For the following resource areas, USACE found that implementation of the NLIP, including the Phase 4a Project,
would not result in making a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact because
the effects of the proposed project would not be added to the effects of other projects (i.e., no cumulative impact
is expected to occur), or because the contribution of the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact:

» Geology and Soils: Grading and other earthmoving activities could result in temporary, localized soil erosion
and topsoil loss. These effects would be site specific, particularly with implementation of construction BMPs
and any residual effects are not expected to be additive with the effects of any other activities. USACE
determined that the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

» Local Drainage: The widening of levees along the Sacramento River east levee, associated modification of
irrigation and drainage infrastructure, and borrow activities on large parcels could interfere with the
functioning of drainage systems and alter surface drainage. Project design would incorporate measures to
prevent a significant drainage disruption or alteration in runoff patterns, and any temporary effects would be
limited to the vicinity of the individual disturbance sites. Therefore, USACE determined that the project
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Water Quality and Fish and Aquatic Habitat: The project would have the potential to degrade water
quality and fish habitat by releasing soil and construction materials into directly into water bodies or through
runoff. Implementation of BMPs and a storm water pollution prevention plan would ensure that these impacts
are less than significant and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

» Groundwater: USACE found that Phase 2 improvements would not have a significant effect on
groundwater; however, the Phase 3, 4a, and 4b Projects have the potential to result in significant impacts on
groundwater recharge. USACE further found that it would be unlikely that other projects described above
would substantially adversely affect groundwater recharge, although as lands are converted from agricultural
use to developed uses, some reduction in groundwater recharge from deep percolation of irrigation water can
be expected. Mitigation measures require SAFCA to remediate direct and significant cumulative effects;
therefore, this impact would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact.

» Sensitive Aquatic Habitats: The project would include excavation and the placement of fill in sensitive
aquatic habitats, resulting in both temporary and permanent effects. With the exception of TNBC-managed
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lands and Airport mitigation sites that have been developed in the last decade, the overall trend in wetlands
and other aquatic habitats within the Natomas Basin is a reduction in acreage and habitat values. Because the
project would include the creation of acreages of waters of the United States that are expected to more than
offset the filling and dewatering of waters of the United States included in the project, and because new
jurisdictional habitats would be created and managed in a manner that minimizes maintenance disturbance
and provides the essential functions of the habitats that would be lost, USACE determined that overall effects
of the project would be beneficial. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Terrestrial Biological Resources: Implementation of the project has the potential to contribute to the loss or
degradation of sensitive habitats and to adversely affect special-status terrestrial species (special-status plants,
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, giant garter snake, Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, and others). SAFCA
determined that implementation of project components and mitigation measure would similarly ensure that
potential adverse effects on other special-status species and on sensitive habitats are reduced to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, USACE determined that the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Paleontological Resources: Earthmoving activities could damage unknown unique paleontological
resources, but potential damage would be limited by mitigation and would be limited to individual resources
in discrete locations. USACE determined that the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Transportation and Circulation: Effects of construction activities on emergency access would be site-
specific, intermittent, and temporary, and are not expected to be cumulatively considerable. The proposed
construction activities would temporarily increase traffic levels on some local and regional roadways, but the
majority of truck trips would take place off of public roads. In general, the temporary traffic increases
associated with the proposed action would be limited to specific roadways. There are no other anticipated
projects in the vicinity of the project that are likely to compound the significant temporary traffic effects of
the project. Because of the limited potential for the traffic associated with the project to combine with
increased traffic from other future projects, and because of the short-term, intermittent nature of any effects,
USACE determined that the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative impact.

» Noise: The project would have a significant effect on noise levels experienced by the occupants of residences
that are near sites of construction activity or haul routes for construction traffic. However, there are no other
known projects in the vicinity of proposed project activity (borrow sites, rural roadways, and levee and canal
construction areas) that would generate noise levels noticeably above ambient noise levels, which are
generated by sources that include aircraft operations, truck traffic on area roadways, and agricultural activity.
Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact.

» Recreation: Effects of the proposed project on recreational uses would be limited to potential disturbance of
access to facilities in the western part of the Natomas Basin during construction, potential temporary
degradation in the quality of recreational experiences as a result of construction activity and noise, and
potential removal of land at the City of Sacramento’s undeveloped Costa Park site from future recreational
use. USACE determined that the construction effects and access restrictions or degradation of the quality of
recreational experiences would be temporary and therefore not cumulatively considerable. Potential
encroachment on the Costa Park site would be a localized effect that would be offset through compensation in
the form of payment or land. USACE determined there would be USACE determined that the project would
not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.
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Utilities and Service Systems: Construction may damage irrigation systems and public utility infrastructure,
resulting in temporary disruptions to service. Coordination with irrigation system users and consultation with
service providers and implementation of appropriate protection measures would minimize the possibility that
any significant effect would occur. Any such incidents would be isolated and would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Hazardous Materials: Mitigation would be implemented to minimize the potential for exposure of people or
the environment to hazardous materials encountered during construction activity or to fire hazards. If
hazardous materials are encountered or a fire outbreak occurs, the effects would be localized and would not
be expected to be additive with the effects of other projects. USACE determined that the project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Hazards Related to Airport Operations: The potential for night lighting of project areas to affect aircraft
operations is a function of the location of construction areas in relation to the Airport Critical Zone and the
runway approaches. Potential effects would be reduced through lighting restrictions and coordination with the
Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS). The project has the possibility of causing increased bird strikes
resulting from broad changes to managed land cover types in or near the Airport Critical Zone. There are no
other known projects that would affect lands within the Airport Critical Zone. USACE found that the project
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Project Impacts that Would Be Cumulatively Considerable

As identified in the Phase 2 EIS (USACE 2008), the NLIP (referred to below as “the project”) would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts for the following resource areas:

>

Agricultural Resources: Implementation of the project would involve the conversion of large acreages of
Important Farmland (Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance) to managed marsh and
managed grassland at borrow sites, and would entail the conversion of portions of agricultural parcels to
nonagricultural uses at levee toe widening, berm, and new canal alignment locations. The proposed project
would result in the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses and, in combination with the
conversions of Important Farmland in the Natomas Basin associated with past, current, and probable future
projects. For these reasons, USACE determine that the project and related projects would result in
cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact associated with agricultural land conversion, and the
project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant
impact.

Cultural Resources: Prehistoric human habitation sites are common in riverbank and floodplain areas, and
burial sites are often encountered in the course of ground-disturbing activities. It is likely that known or
unknown archaeological resources could be disturbed and cultural resources damaged or destroyed during
construction activities for the project. Losses of a unique archaeological resource could occur where
excavations encounter archaeological deposits that cannot be removed or recovered (e.g., under levees), or
where recovery would not be sufficient to prevent the loss of significance of the cultural materials. Historic
resources could also be damaged or require removal from areas near flood damage reduction facilities under
the proposed project. If these resources would be eligible for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
listing, their modification or destruction would be considered significant. Although mitigation would be
implemented to reduce effects on potentially significant cultural resources, adverse effects, particularly on
archaeological resources, may still occur. Losses of archaeological resources would add to a historical trend in
the loss of these resources as artifacts of cultural significance and as objects of research importance. For these
reasons, despite the implementation of mitigation measures, USACE determined that the project and related
projects would result in cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact associated with cultural resources,
and the project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively
significant impact.
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Air Quality: Future projects will contribute to air pollutant emissions in Sutter and Sacramento Counties and
to the nonattainment status of the FRAQMD and the SMAQMD for ozone and respirable particulate matter
10 micrometers or less (PMyo). The project would cause an impact to air quality through construction
emissions. For these reasons, USACE determined that the project and related projects would result in
cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact associated with temporary with short-term construction-
related ozone and PMy, emissions, and the project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

In comparison to criteria air pollutants, such as ozone and PMyo, CO, emissions persist in the atmosphere for a
much longer period of time. GHG emissions generated by the proposed project would predominantly be in the
form of CO,. Project construction would result in a net increase in emissions to occur over a period of 3 years
(2008-2010), despite the implementation of mitigation measure. Because of the intensity and duration of
construction activities, and the lack of available mitigation measures to abate GHG emissions from heavy-
duty construction equipment exhaust and on-road hauling emissions, the project’s construction emissions
would be significant and unavoidable with respect to climate change. For these reasons, USACE determined
that the project and related projects would result in cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact
associated with GHGs, and the project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution
to this cumulatively significant impact.

Visual Resources: The project would include the removal of trees, other vegetation, and structures from the
landside of the Sacramento River east levee within the footprint of the adjacent setback levee and berms, may
include the removal of some vegetation and structural encroachments from the waterside of the Sacramento
River east levee as part of encroachment removal actions, and would include the removal of trees from areas
along the waterside of the NCC south levee. The additional levee and bank protection improvements needed
to achieve a 200-year level of flood damage reduction in the Natomas Basin along with SAFCA’s proposed
levee integrity program would also require the removal of vegetation and other features that currently add to
the rural and riverine character of views in the area. These changes would contribute to the substantial
degradation of scenic resources in Natomas that are expected to result with various development projects and
expansion of Airport facilities. Although the project includes the establishment of a substantial acreage of
woodland plantings around the basin to offset the significant effect of the project on scenic resources (oak and
other native trees), the plantings would require several years to become well established. For these reasons,
USACE determined that the project and related projects would result in cumulatively considerable (i.e.,
significant) impact associated with changes in visual character and scenic resources, and the project would
result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant impact in the
Natomas Basin in the near term.

5.1.3.4 SUPPLEMENT TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ON THE NATOMAS LEVEE

IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM, LANDSIDE IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT—PHASE 2 PROJECT
(SAFCA 2009)

After the November 2007 certification of the Phase 2 EIR, SAFCA made minor modifications to the design of the
Phase 2 Project. The Phase 2 SEIR (SAFCA 2009) was prepared by SAFCA to evaluate these modifications; the
SAFCA Board of Directors certified the SEIR in January 2009, at which time the Board also approved the
modifications to the Phase 2 Project.

No new cumulative impacts were identified in the Phase 2 SEIR.
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5.1.3.5 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE NATOMAS LEVEE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PHASE 3 LANDSIDE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
(USACE AND SAFCA 2009)

The environmental effects from SAFCA’s Phase 3 Project were analyzed in an EIS/EIR. Two action alternatives
were addressed: the Proposed Action (adjacent levee) and the Levee-Raise-in-Place Alternative.

Cumulative Impact Analysis: Project Impacts That Would Not Be Cumulatively Considerable

For the following resource areas, USACE and SAFCA found that implementation of the NLIP, including the
Phase 4a Project, would not result in making a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact because the effects of the project would not be added to the effects of other projects (i.e., no cumulative
impact is expected to occur), or because the contribution of the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact:

» Geology and Soils: Grading and other earthmoving activities could result in temporary, localized soil erosion
and topsoil loss. These site-specific impacts would be less than significant, with implementation of
construction BMPs, and any residual impacts are not expected to be additive with the effects of any other
activities. USACE and SAFCA determined that neither action alternative would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Hydrology and Hydraulics (Excluding Groundwater): The project would not significantly alter water
surface elevations in the project area or in the larger SRFCP, or contribute cumulatively to any such
alteration. The widening of levees along the Sacramento River east levee, associated modification of
irrigation and drainage infrastructure, and borrow activities on large parcels could interfere with the
functioning of drainage systems and alter surface drainage. Project design would incorporate measures to
prevent a significant drainage disruption or alteration in runoff patterns and any temporary impacts would be
limited to the vicinity of the individual disturbance sites. Each related project that would discharge
stormwater runoff would also be required to comply with NPDES discharge permits from the Central Valley
RWQCB, which are designed to prevent significant water quality-related impacts. Therefore, USACE and
SAFCA determined that neither action alternative would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
a significant cumulative impact.

» Groundwater: The impacts of the project include reduction in irrigated lands covered by the footprint of the
proposed levee improvements, increase in recharge from the proposed canal improvements, and changes in
land use and irrigation practices following excavation of soil and reclamation of the potential borrow sites.
Overall, the project would have a small positive impact on groundwater supplies in the Natomas Basin and a
small negative impact on groundwater east of the Natomas Basin based on existing conditions. There would
be a small positive change in groundwater storage in the Natomas Basin with the project. Overall, the
cumulative impact of the project on future groundwater conditions is predicted to be negligible. Therefore,
USACE and SAFCA determined that neither action alternative would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Sensitive Aquatic Habitats: The project would include excavation and the placement of fill in sensitive
aquatic habitats, resulting in both temporary and permanent effects. With the exception of TNBC-managed
lands and Airport mitigation sites that have been developed in the last decade, the overall trend in wetlands
and other aquatic habitats within the Natomas Basin is a reduction in acreage and habitat values. Because the
project would include the creation of acreages of waters of the United States that are expected to more than
offset the filling and dewatering of waters of the United States included in the project, and because new
jurisdictional habitats would be created and managed in a manner that minimizes maintenance disturbance
and provides the essential functions of the habitats that would be lost, USACE and SAFCA determined that
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overall effects of the project on sensitive aquatic habitats would be beneficial. Therefore, neither action
alternative would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Paleontological Resources: Earthmoving activities could damage unknown unique paleontological
resources, but potential damage would be limited by implementation of mitigation measures, and would be
limited to individual resources in discrete locations. Because of the low probability that any project would
encounter unique, scientifically-important fossils, and the benefits that would occur from recovery and further
study of those fossils if encountered, development of the related projects and other development in the region
are not considered to result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to paleontological resources.
Therefore, USACE and SAFCA determined that neither action alternative would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Transportation and Circulation: Impacts of construction activities on emergency access would be site-
specific, intermittent, and temporary, and are not expected to be cumulatively considerable. The proposed
construction activities would temporarily increase traffic levels on some local and regional roadways, but the
majority of truck trips would take place off of public roads. There are no other anticipated projects in the
vicinity that are likely to compound the significant temporary traffic impacts of the project. Because of the
limited potential for the traffic associated with the project to combine with increased traffic from other future
projects, and because of the temporary, short-term, intermittent nature of any impacts, no cumulatively
significant traffic impacts are expected to occur. Therefore, USACE and SAFAC determined that neither
action alternative would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Noise: Both action alternatives would have a significant and unavoidable project-level impact on noise levels
experienced by the occupants of residences that are near sites of construction activity or haul routes for
construction traffic. A substantial number of residences are located adjacent to the NEMDC where cutoff
walls would be installed. However, there are no other known projects in the vicinity of proposed project
activity (borrow sites, rural roadways, levee and canal construction areas) that would generate noise levels
noticeably above ambient noise levels, which are generated by sources that include aircraft operations, truck
traffic on area roadways, and agricultural activity. Therefore, USACE and SAFCA determined that neither
action alternative is expected to contribute to any significant cumulative noise impact. This localized impact
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Recreation: Impacts of the project on recreational uses would be limited to potential temporary disturbance
of access to facilities on the western, eastern, and southern perimeter of the Natomas Basin during
construction; potential temporary degradation in the quality of recreational experiences as a result of
construction activity and noise; and damage to recreational facilities on and adjacent to the NEMDC (Ueda
Parkway bicycle trail and Gardenland Park). Reconstruction and restoration of damaged park facilities would
be required. Because of the temporary nature of the construction impacts and the likelihood that any access
restrictions or degradation of the quality of recreational experiences would last for less than one construction
season in any location, USACE and SAFCA determined that neither action alternative would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Utilities and Service Systems: Construction may damage irrigation systems and public utility infrastructure,
resulting in temporary disruptions to service. Coordination with irrigation system users and consultation with
service providers and implementation of appropriate protection measures would minimize the possibility that
any significant effect would occur. Because utility and service system impacts would be fully mitigated on a
project-by-project basis, USACE and SAFCA determined that neither action alternative would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Mitigation would be implemented to minimize the potential for
exposure of people or the environment to hazardous materials encountered during construction activity. If
hazardous materials are encountered, the impacts would be localized and would not be expected to be additive
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with the impacts of other projects. Because hazards and hazardous materials impacts would occur on a project-
specific basis rather than a cumulative basis, USACE and SAFCA determined that neither action alternative
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Airport Safety: The potential for night lighting of project areas to affect aircraft operations is a function of
the location of construction areas in relation to the Airport Critical Zone and the runway approaches. Potential
impacts would be reduced through lighting restrictions and coordination with SCAS. The potential of the
project to increase the possibility of collisions between aircraft and wildlife is a result of the project including
broad changes to managed land cover types in or near the Airport Critical Zone. There are no other known
projects that would affect lands within the Airport Critical Zone; therefore, USACE and SAFCA determined
that neither action alternative would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

» Wildfire Hazards: Mitigation would be implemented to minimize the potential for wildland fires. If a
wildland fire outbreak occurs, the impacts would be localized and would not be expected to be additive with
the impacts of other projects. Wildfire hazard impacts would occur on a project-specific basis rather than a
cumulative basis, and any such incidents would be isolated; therefore, USACE and SAFCA determined that
neither action alternative would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact.

Cumulative Impact Analysis: Project Impacts that Could be Cumulatively Considerable

As identified in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR (USACE and SAFCA 2009), the NLIP (referred to below as “the
project™) would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts for the
following resource areas:

» Agricultural Resources: Implementation of the project would involve the conversion of large acreages of
Important Farmland to managed marsh and managed grassland at borrow sites, and would entail the
conversion of portions of agricultural parcels to nonagricultural uses for levee widening, seepage berms, and
new canal alignment locations. The project would result in the conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses in combination with the conversion of Important Farmland in the Natomas Basin associated
with past, current, and probable future projects. For these reasons, USACE and SAFCA determined that both
action alternatives and related projects would result in a cumulatively considerable impact associated with
agricultural land conversion, and the project would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

» Water Quality/Fisheries: Construction activities have the potential to temporarily degrade water quality and
fish habitat through the direct release of soil and construction materials into water bodies or the indirect
release of contaminants into water bodies through runoff. Other projects, including the extensive array of
development projects anticipated in the Natomas Basin and SAFCA’s bank protection projects, would have a
similar potential to release materials into watercourses that support fish and other aquatic resources. In
addition, vegetation that may provide SRA habitat would be removed under all alternatives. The
implementation of BMPs and adherence to the conditions of a storm water pollution prevention plan would
ensure that the requirements of the Clean Water Act and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act are met.
Given the temporary nature of any impacts and the protections afforded by regulatory programs under the
Clean Water Act and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, any degradation of surface waters by
construction activities of the Proposed Action and other projects would be minimized. Consequently, the
potential impacts of project construction are not expected to make a considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact on water quality, fish or fish habitat, or other aquatic species. Therefore, the Proposed
Action would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.
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Under the Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative, however, removal of woody vegetation from the waterside of the
Sacramento River east levee to conform with USACE guidance regarding levee encroachments could have a
substantial effect on SRA habitat along this levee. The loss of SRA habitat along the Sacramento River and
reduction in input of woody debris associated with this removal could be a significant contribution to
historical loss; it is unknown whether adequate mitigation could be provided to compensate for this impact.
Given these circumstances, USACE and SAFCA determined that the Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative could
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Terrestrial Biological Resources: Implementation of the project has the potential to contribute to the loss or
degradation of sensitive habitats and to adversely affect special-status terrestrial species (special-status plants,
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, giant garter snake, northwestern pond turtle, Swainson’s hawk and other
special-status birds, and burrowing owl). Implementation of the Proposed Action and mitigation measures
would ensure that the impacts of the project are reduced or avoided in accordance with the requirements of
the ESA and CESA and other regulatory programs that protect habitats. The project incorporates habitat
creation, modification, and preservation components designed to offset the project’s adverse impacts. In
addition, mitigation measures require further development of these habitat improvement components,
including preparation and approval of management plans. Successful implementation of these mitigation
measures would result in permanent protection and management of giant garter snake habitat, including
creation and enhancement of connectivity between giant garter snake populations in the Natomas Basin,
which is expected to result in an overall improvement of habitat conditions for giant garter snakes in the
Basin. An increase in permanently protected foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, eventual increase in
potential nesting habitat, and preservation of existing nest sites would also maintain or improve current
conditions for this species in the Natomas Basin. Implementation of the Proposed Action and mitigation
measures would similarly ensure that potential adverse impacts on other special-status species and on
sensitive habitats would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact on terrestrial biological resources.

Because of its inclusion of erosion control improvements at one site along the Sacramento River east levee,
the Levee Raise-in-Place Alternative would involve removal of as much as 22.5 acres of riparian woodland on
the waterside of the levee. In addition to its overall value as habitat for various species, this woodland
supports active Swainson’s hawk nests, elderberry shrubs, and other important biological resources. Adverse
impacts on these resources on the waterside of the levee would be more difficult to mitigate than the adverse
impacts from the adjacent setback levee footprint on the landside of the levee under the Proposed Action, and
it is uncertain whether adequate compensation could be developed for the extensive loss of mature waterside
vegetation under this alternative. USACE and SAFCA determined that it is possible that the Levee Raise-in-
Place Alternative could result in a potentially significant and unavoidable impact on terrestrial biological
resources and that this impact would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

» Cultural Resources: Prehistoric human habitation sites are common in riverbank and floodplain areas, and
burial sites are often encountered in the course of ground-disturbing activities. It is likely that known or
unknown archaeological resources could be disturbed and cultural resources damaged or destroyed during
construction activities for the project. Losses of a unique archaeological resource could occur where
excavations encounter archaeological deposits that cannot be removed or recovered (e.g., under levees), or
where recovery would not be sufficient to prevent the loss of significance of the cultural materials. Historic
resources could also be damaged or require removal from areas near flood damage reduction facilities under
the proposed project. If these resources would be eligible for NRHP listing, their modification or destruction
would be considered significant. Although mitigation would be implemented to reduce effects on potentially
significant cultural resources, adverse effects, particularly on archaeological resources, may still occur. Losses
of archaeological resources would add to a historical trend in the loss of these resources as artifacts of cultural
significance and as objects of research importance. For these reasons, despite the implementation of
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mitigation measures, USACE and SAFCA determined that both action alternatives would result in a
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

Air Quality: Future projects will contribute to air pollutant emissions in Sutter and Sacramento Counties and
to the nonattainment status of the FRAQMD and the SMAQMD for ozone and PMy,. The project would cause
an impact to air quality through construction emissions. For these reasons, USACE determined that the
project and related projects would result in cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact associated with
temporary with short-term construction-related ozone and PMy, emissions, and the project would result in a
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

In comparison to criteria air pollutants, such as ozone and PMo, CO, emissions persist in the atmosphere for a
much longer period of time. GHG emissions generated by the proposed project would predominantly be in the
form of CO,. Project construction would result in a net increase in emissions to occur over a period of 3 years
(2008-2010), despite the implementation of mitigation measure. Because of the intensity and duration of
construction activities, and the lack of available mitigation measures to abate GHG emissions from heavy-
duty construction equipment exhaust and on-road hauling emissions, the project’s construction emissions
would be significant and unavoidable with respect to climate change. For these reasons, USACE and SAFCA
determined that both action alternatives would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution
to this cumulatively significant impact.

Visual Resources: Both action alternatives would include the removal of trees, other vegetation, and
structures from the landside and/or waterside of the Sacramento River east levee within the footprint of the
adjacent setback levee and berms, and may include the removal of some vegetation and structural
encroachments from the waterside of the Sacramento River east levee as part of encroachment removal
actions. These changes would contribute to the substantial degradation of scenic resources in the Natomas
Basin that are expected to result with various development projects and expansion of Airport facilities, as the
area’s visual character changes from rural agricultural landscape to urban/suburban setting. The project
includes the establishment of a substantial acreage of woodland plantings around the Basin to offset the
significant effect of the project on scenic resources (oak and other native trees). The plantings; however,
would require several years to become well established. Therefore, the Proposed Action would make a
cumulatively significant contribution to changes in the visual character and scenic resources of the Natomas
Basin in the near term. This impact would be significant and unavoidable in the near term, but less than
significant in the long term and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact The Levee-Raise-in-Place Alternative, however, would result in the loss of high-aesthetic-
value woodlands along the waterside of the levee. Because the replacement plantings would be placed in the
landside of the levee, this alternative would make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
long-term impact associated with the loss of waterside woodlands.

5.14 SAFCA NATOMAS LEVEE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The SAFCA NLIP includes:

NLIP Natomas Cross Canal South Levee Phase 1 Improvements (Phase 1 Project),

| 4

» Post-2010 NLIP Seepage Remediation Projects,

» NLIP Bank Protection Project/Erosion Control Projects;,

» Phase 2 Project,

» Phase 3 Project,

» Phase 4a Project (the subject of this FEIS), and

» Phase 4b Project (the subject of a future, separate EIS/EIR).
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5.14.1

Potential Simultaneous Construction of the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects

The Phase 2 Project was analyzed in the Phase 2 EIR, Phase 2 SEIR, and Phase 2 EIS; and the Phase 3 Project
was analyzed in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR (see Section 1.5.4.2, “Phase 2 Project,” and Section 1.5.4.3, “Phase 3
Project”). The environmental impacts of the Phase 2 and 3 Projects are summarized in Table 2-1 in Section 2.2.3,
“No-Action Alternative—NLIP Phase 1, 2, and 3 Projects Implementation Only.” As noted in the above-
referenced sections, the Phase 2 and 3 Projects could be constructed on a stand-alone basis, assuming no further
action on the balance of the NLIP is taken. Construction of the Phase 2 Project began in May 2009 and is
anticipated to be completed in 2010, assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances and permits.
Because the Phase 2 EIS process was lengthier than originally anticipated, most of Phase 2 Project construction,
which was originally planned for 2008, actually began in 2009 and would extend into 2010, which then could
coincide with construction of the Phase 3 Project. Construction of the Phase 4a Project is expected to begin in
2010 and to be completed in 2011, assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances, permits, and
approvals for project implementation. If permitted, the Phase 4a Project could be constructed at the same time as
the Phase 3 Project and with up to 30% of the Phase 2 Project. Table 5-2 lists the impacts that overlapped
construction would intensify in the event that the Phase 2 (up to 30%), 3, and 4a Projects are constructed
simultaneously, and summarizes the effect of this overlap. The mitigation measures required for each impact
identified in the environmental document for each project phase would be adopted by SAFCA and implemented.
Quantitative analysis of potential air quality impacts resulting from this potential concurrent construction scenario

is provided in Section 4.13, “Air Quality.”

Table 5-2

Summary of Impacts of Overlapping Construction of the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects

Phase 4a Project Impact (and Significance Conclusion)

Effect on Impact from Overlapping Construction

Impact 4.7-f: Impacts on Swainson’s Hawk and Other
Special-Status Birds
(Significant and Unavoidable)

Visual and noise disturbance of active nests could be increased
where the Phase 3 and 4a Projects are adjacent to each other in
Reaches 9B —10 of the Sacramento River east levee. This impact
could also occur in the event that Phase 4a Project haul trucks
would transport soil material from the Elkhorn Borrow Area south
using the landside off -road haul route through the overlap between
the Phase 3 and 4a Projects’ construction sites in Reaches 9B-10
of the Sacramento River east levee. The potential effects on nesting
of special-status birds from overlapping construction are
speculative in nature, but this possible occurrence would tend to
intensify this impact, which would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Impact 4.7-h: Impacts on Other Special-Status Wildlife
Species, Including Burrowing Owl and Northwestern
Pond Turtle

(Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated)

Same as above for Impact 4.7-f.

Impact 4.10-a: Temporary Increase in Traffic on Local
Roadways
(Significant and Unavoidable)

Construction of the Phase 3 and 4a Projects may overlap in terms
of use of borrow areas during the same construction season;
however, the two project phases would use different haul routes
and therefore would not add to each other’s traffic loads on public
roads.

Impact 4.10-c: Temporary Disruption of Emergency
Service Response Times and Access
(Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated)

Overlap of the Phase 2, 3 and 4a Projects’ construction-related
temporary road closures could result in temporary increases in
traffic levels as traffic is detoured or slowed on some local
roadways and SR 99/70 potentially interfering emergency access
and evacuation routes. Temporary construction closures, including
an approximately 8- to 12-week closure of one lane of Garden
Highway would interfere with emergency access to these
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Table 5-2
Summary of Impacts of Overlapping Construction of the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects

Phase 4a Project Impact (and Significance Conclusion) Effect on Impact from Overlapping Construction

residences and businesses. The extent and intensity of project
construction activities may affect access for emergency services.
Because the Proposed Action could result in delays in emergency
service response times, this impact is considered potentially

significant.
Impact 4.11-a: Temporary Emissions of ROG, NOy, The combination of construction equipment from the Phase 2, 3,
and PMy, during Construction and 4a Projects operating simultaneously would generate greater
(Significant and Unavoidable) total emissions compared to the emissions generated by

construction of a single Phase 2, 3, or 4a Project. See Section 4.11,
“Air Quality,” for quantitative analysis. This impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

Impact 4.11-b: General Conformity with the Construction-generated emissions were estimated under the worst-
Applicable Air Quality Plan case assumption that the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects would be
(Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) constructed in the same year. See Section 4.11, “Air Quality,” for
guantitative analysis. This impact would be potentially significant.

Impact 4.12-c: Temporary, Short-term Exposure of Construction of the Phase 3 and 4a Projects may overlap in terms
Residents to Increased Traffic Noise Levels from of use of borrow areas during the same construction season;
Truck Hauling Associated With Borrow Activity however, the two project phases would use different haul routes
(Significant Unavoidable Impacts for exterior and therefore would not add to each other’s traffic noise on public
residential noise standards) roads. In the event that Phase 4a Project haul trucks would

transport soil material from the Elkhorn Borrow Area south using
the landside off -road haul route through the overlap between the
Phase 3 and 4a Projects’ construction sites in Reaches 9B-10, an
increase in noise could result along the Sacramento River east
levee. Sensitive noise receptors in this area, however, are located
on the opposite side (waterside) of the levee, and would be

shielded.
Impact 4.14-a Potential Temporary Disruption of Detailed project design would include consultation with all known
Irrigation Water Supply and Impact 4.14-b Potential service providers to identify infrastructure locations and
Disruption of Utility Service appropriate protection measures, and consultation would continue

(Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) during construction to ensure avoidance/protection of facilities as
construction proceeds to minimize service disruptions. The extent
and intensity of project construction activities may affect service
providers’ abilities to quickly repair damage and/or restore
interrupted service.

Impact 4.15-d: Interference with an Adopted The Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative would increase
Emergency Evacuation Plan traffic on local roadways associated with construction trips. In
(Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) addition, temporary road closures associated with levee
improvements could cause or contribute to temporary increases in
traffic levels as traffic is detoured or slowed on some local
roadways and SR 99/70. Increased traffic congestion could
interfere with the use of main roadways for emergency evacuation
routes. The extent and intensity of project construction activities
may affect emergency service providers’ abilities maintain
evacuation routes.

Notes: DFG = California Department of Fish and Game; ROG = reactive organic gases; RSLIP Alternative = Raise and Strengthen Levee in
Place Alternative; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM,, =respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2009
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5.1.4.2 Phase 4a and 4b Projects

As described in Section 1.5.4, “Natomas Levee Improvement Program Environmental Documentation,” the
environmental impacts of the Phase 4a and 4b Project improvements were evaluated at a program level in the
Local Funding EIR (SAFCA 2007a), Phase 2 EIR (SAFCA 2007b), and Phase 2 EIS (USACE 2008). The Phase 4
Project consists of two sub-phases to provide the flexibility to construct the Phase 4 Project over more than one
construction season. Both of the sub-phases have their own independent utility, can be accomplished with or
without the other sub-phase, and provide additional flood risk reduction benefits to the Natomas Basin whether
implemented individually or collectively. This FEIS provides a project-level evaluation of the direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects of the Phase 4a Project. The environmental impacts of the Phase 4b Project will be evaluated in
a separate, future EIS/EIR.

515 RELATED PROJECTS IN THE NATOMAS BASIN

Past, present, and probable future projects, as described in the Local Funding EIR (also addresses Phase 1
Project), Phase 2 EIR, and Phase 2 EIS, are those projects that have already been constructed, are currently under
construction, or are in various stages of planning but that have yet to initiate construction. Some of these projects
are planned to be under construction during the period in which the Phase 4a Project would be under construction
(anticipated 2010-2011), while others are expected to be developed after 2011. These projects are organized into
the following five categories, as in the previous environmental documents:

SAFCA Natomas Levee Improvement Program elements,
other flood damage reduction system improvements,
Sacramento International Airport Master Plan,
development projects, and

utility infrastructure projects.

vV VY VY VvVYy

The related projects included in the previous documents are listed below by category with their current (as of June
2009) approval/construction status. Since preparation of the earlier documents, a few additional related projects
have become reasonably foreseeable. Those new projects are described in detail below. Those projects in which
there have been no substantial changes are only listed.

5.1.5.1 SAFCA Natomas Levee Improvement Program

The elements of the SAFCA NLIP are listed above under Section 5.1.4.

5.1.5.2 Other Flood Damage Reduction System Improvements
Other flood damage reduction system improvement projects previously addressed are:

» SAFCA Levee Integrity Program: As part of its long-term program to improve the Natomas Basin levee
system, SAFCA expects to continue waterside and landside levee strengthening efforts, including increasing
bank protection, levee armoring, levee toe stabilization, and flattening of landside levee slopes. Specific
construction activities are not yet planned, designed, or funded, and their timing is not known.

» California Department of Water Resources/fUSACE Repairs to Critical Erosion Sites: On February 24, 2006,
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger declared a state of emergency for California’s levee system. Soon after, he
signed Executive Order S-01-06, directing the California Department of Water Resources to identify and repair
eroded levee sites on the State/Federal levee system to prevent catastrophic flooding and loss of life. To date,
nearly 250 levee repair sites have been identified, and repairs to more than 100 of the most critical sites have
been completed. Two of these sites are along the bank of the Sacramento River east levee between the NCC and
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the American River. Rock toe protection has been installed at these sites. These improvements do not overlap
temporally with construction for the Proposed Action and alternatives under consideration.

» SCAS Management of Land Acquired via the SAFCA/SCAS Land Exchange: As noted in Section 2.3.9,
“Land Exchange Between Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency and Sacramento County Airport System,”
SAFCA and SCAS would carry out a land exchange as part of the Phase 4a Project that would support
expansion of Airport bufferlands along the eastern edge of the proposed new Elkhorn Irrigation Canal and
provide SAFCA additional habitat mitigation land along the upper portion of the Sacramento River east levee
outside of the 10,000 foot Airport Critical Zone. This exchange would involve SAFCA’s acquisition of three
SCAS properties (totaling approximately 68 acres) on each side of SAFCA’s Lausevic property in Reach 4A
of the Sacramento River east levee. In exchange, SCAS would acquire the remainder of the Horangic and
Binford-DeYoung properties (totaling approximately 45 acres and located within the 10,000 foot Airport
Critical Zone) that would not be developed as part of the Phase 2 and 3 Projects. SCAS would manage these
properties in accordance with FAA AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports
(FAA 2007). Any changes in land use required to comply with AC 150/5200-33B that may affect agricultural
resources or habitat would be addressed by SCAS through future, separate environmental review.

5.1.5.3 Sacramento International Airport Master Plan

The Sacramento International Airport Master Plan (SCAS 2007) is an adopted plan; phases previously addressed
in the documents listed in Section 5.1.3 are:

» SMF Master Plan Phase 1 (2007-2013) (currently under construction),
SMF Master Plan Phase 2 (2014-2020), and
» SMF Master Plan Phase 4a (After 2020).

5.1.5.3 Development Projects

The following development projects were previously addressed in the documents listed in Section 5.1.3:
Camino Norte Project (annexation hearing anticipated December 2010),

Greenbriar (annexation completed May 2008),

Sutter Pointe Specific Plan (EIR certified and specific plan adopted June 2009), and
Metro Airpark Specific Plan (approved plan).

vYyVvyy

The following development projects that were not previously addressed include:

» Natomas Panhandle Annexation: The City of Sacramento is currently processing a proposal to annex a strip of
land (approximately 595 acres) located adjacent to the eastern edge of the NNCP area. Specifically, the area is
located north of Del Paso Road, south of Elkhorn Boulevard, west of East Levee Road and Sorento Road, and
east of the North Natomas Community Plan area. This area is proposed to be developed as a Planned Unit
Development with a variety of low-, medium-, and high-density residential uses (total of 3,075 residential
units), commercial uses, an elementary school, a middle/high school, and recreation and park spaces. Streets,
water and sewer lines, and drainage facilities would be installed as part of the proposed development. The
annexation hearing for this project is anticipated in summer 2010.

» West Lakeside: As detailed in the Memorandum of Understanding for the Natomas Joint Vision, the City of
Sacramento has been identified as the appropriate agent for planning new growth in Natomas (City of
Sacramento and County of Sacramento 2002). An application for development within the Joint Vision area is
on file for the West Lakeside project, but there has been no recent activity on the application. The Natomas
Unified School District is currently proposing a high school on the site. No other applications for the Joint
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Vision area have been filed and its future development potential is in the early consideration stage by the City
of Sacramento and Sacramento County.

5.1.5.4 Utility Infrastructure Projects
The following utility infrastructure projects were previously addressed in the documents listed in Section 5.1.3:
» American Basin Fish Screen Habitat Improvement Project (ROD issued April 2009),

» Western Area Power Administration Transmission Line/Sacramento Area Voltage Support Project (in
environmental review),

» Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation Project (implementation anticipated by 2020),

» Downtown-Natomas-Airport Light Rail Transportation Project (environmental review complete for first
segment, construction anticipated to commence in late summer 2009 and project to be operational by late
2010),

» Sacramento Municipal Utility District Power Line—-Elkhorn Substation Capacity Expansion Project (in
construction),

» Sacramento River Water Reliability Study (on-going), and

» Upper (anticipated to be completed in 2010) and Lower Northwest Interceptor Projects (completed).

51.6 PROJECTS REQUIRING USACE 33 UNITED STATES CODE 408
AUTHORIZATION

As described previously in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need,” to implement the
Proposed Action, SAFCA is requesting permission from USACE pursuant to Section 14 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act of 1899 (Title 33 of the United States Code, Section 408 [33 USC 408]), hereinafter referred to as
“Section 408,” to alter a Federal project levee. There are other projects in the Sacramento and San Joaquin River
systems where USACE has completed Section 408 authorizations, is currently processing requests for Section 408
authorizations, or expects to receive requests for Section 408 authorizations in the near future. These projects are
listed below in Table 5-3.

51.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS: PROJECT IMPACTS THAT WouLD NOT BE
CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE

This section describes cumulative effects of all past, present, and probable future projects in relation to SAFCA’s
Phase 4a Project that were found not to be cumulatively considerable. For the following resource areas, the
Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative would not be expected to make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to an impact because it is expected that the project impacts would not be added to the impacts of
other projects (i.e., no cumulative impact is expected to occur), or because the proposed project’s contribution to
any potential cumulative impact would be isolated or very minor and not cumulatively considerable.

» Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources: Grading and other earthmoving activities associated with the
Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative could result in temporary, localized soil erosion and topsoil loss.
These site-specific impacts would be less-than-significant, with implementation of construction BMPs
(Mitigation Measure 4.4-a[1]), and any residual impacts are not expected to be additive with the effects of any
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Table 5-3

Other Section 408 Projects

Flood Damage Reduction

Project Title

Lead Agency/Agencies

Status of Section

Control Project

County

Project or System 408 Request
Previously Approved Section 408 Projects

Sacramento River Flood Feather River Segment 1 and 3 Three Rivers Levee Approved
Control Project Improvements Improvement Authority

Sacramento River Flood  Feather River Segment 2 Improvements Three Rivers Levee Approved
Control Project Improvement Authority

Sacramento River Flood  Natomas Cross Canal and Sacramento River SAFCA Approved
Control Project modifications — Phase 2 Project

Sacramento River Flood Feather River Levee Setback at Star Bend ~ Levee District 1 of Sutter  Approved

Ongoing Section 408 Projects

Sacramento River Flood
Control Project

Sacramento River Flood
Control Project

Sacramento River Flood
Control Project

Sacramento River Flood
Control Project

Sacramento River Flood
Control Project

Sacramento River Flood
Control Project

Natomas Levee Improvement Program —
Phase 3 Project

Natomas Levee Improvement Program —
Phase 4a Project (evaluated in this FEIS)

Natomas Levee Improvement Program —
Phase 4b Project
River Islands

2010 Improvements

2011 Improvements

SAFCA

SAFCA

SAFCA

Califia, LLC

West Sacramento Flood

Control Agency

West Sacramento Flood
Control Agency

Decision anticipated
early 2010

Decision anticipated
2010

Decision anticipated
2010

Decision anticipated
2010

Decision anticipated
spring 2010

Decision anticipated
winter 2011

Anticipated Future Section 408 Projects

San Joaquin River Flood
Control System

San Joaquin River Flood
Control System

Sacramento River Flood
Control Project

Levee Seepage Area Project

Urban Protection Project

Bay Delta Conservation Plan

Reclamation District 17

San Joaquin Area Flood
Control Agency

California Department of
Water Resources

Decision anticipated
2011

Decision anticipated
2011

Decision anticipated
2011

Source: Data provided by USACE in 2009 and compiled by AECOM in 2009

other activities. Each project would implement construction BMPs. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project and related projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative impact on geology and soils because the impact would be temporary and soil erosion
and loss of topsoil would be localized. Most of the Natomas Basin has been designated MRZ-1, where it has
been determined that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood
exists for their presence (City of Sacramento 2009). Some small MRZ-3-designated zones, where the
significance of mineral deposits in that area cannot be evaluated from existing data, are located in the
northwestern and southeastern parts of the Basin. One of these designated MRZ-3 zones includes a portion of
the proposed Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area, where SAFCA would excavate borrow material, potentially
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removing economically valuable minerals, if they are present. However, given that the presence of
economically valuable minerals in MRZ-3 zones is undetermined, the cumulative condition in the Natomas
Basin is unknown. Therefore, the potential contribution of the Phase 4a Project to this impact is too
speculative for meaningful consideration.

» Hydrology and Hydraulics (Groundwater is addressed below): As discussed in Section 4.5, “Hydrology
and Hydraulics,” and in Appendix C1, a hydraulic impact analysis was performed to analyze the cumulative
impacts of combining the proposed project with federally authorized “early implementation” improvements to
Folsom Dam and improvements to the Sacramento River Flood Control Project’s (SRFCP’s) urban levees
aimed at providing urban areas outside the Natomas Basin with 200-year flood damage reduction. The project
would not significantly alter water surface elevations in the project area or in the larger SRFCP, or contribute
cumulatively to any such alteration. The widening of levees along the Sacramento River east levee, associated
modification of irrigation and drainage infrastructure, and borrow activities on large parcels could interfere
with the functioning of drainage systems and alter surface drainage. Project design would incorporate
measures to prevent a significant drainage disruption or alteration in runoff patterns (Mitigation Measure 4.5-
b), and any temporary impacts would be limited to the vicinity of the individual disturbance sites. Each
related project that would discharge stormwater runoff would also be required to comply with NPDES
discharge permits from the Central Valley RWQCB, which are designed to prevent significant water quality-
related impacts. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action or the RSLIP Alternative and related
projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Groundwater: The evaluation of potential groundwater impacts prepared by Luhdorff & Scalmanini
Consulting Engineers (LSCE) investigated the impacts of the Proposed Action, in combination with existing
and projected land and water use changes in the Natomas Basin and on the Basin’s groundwater budget (see
Appendix C2 for the full report, which was prepared in May 2009). The impacts of the Proposed Action
under the Phase 4a Project include a small net loss in deep percolation (16 acre feet per year [afy]) because of
a reduction in irrigated lands as a result of conversion of irrigated agricultural lands to non-irrigated
grasslands, and the relocation of Riverside Canal. The simulation conducted for the NLIP, however, shows
that without the Proposed Action there is an overall reduction in groundwater storage of 4,971 afy in the
Natomas Basin. With the Proposed Action, the decrease in groundwater storage would be slightly smaller
(3,376 afy). Subsurface outflow from the Natomas Basin to the east would decrease slightly (from 21,738 afy
to 20,731 afy) as a result of the Proposed Action. Overall, implementation of all phases of the NLIP would
have a small positive impact on groundwater supplies in the Natomas Basin and a small negative impact on
groundwater east of the Natomas Basin relative to existing conditions.

The results of the 2030 simulation without the Proposed Action show a positive change in groundwater
storage in the Natomas Basin of 1,572 afy. With the Proposed Action, the results indicate that, on average,
SAFCA'’s construction activities would have a positive effect on groundwater levels in the Natomas Basin,
resulting in an additional increase in storage of 348 afy (to 1,920 afy). The proposed cutoff walls would cause
a small increase in groundwater outflow (from 1,200 to 1,238 afy). To evaluate impacts to groundwater levels
from the addition of a proposed cutoff wall in Reach 4B of the Sacramento River east levee, which was not
evaluated in the May 2009 report, LSCE prepared a supplemental technical memorandum (Appendix C4),
which concluded that the groundwater impacts that would result from the addition of a cutoff wall in Reach
4B would not have a measurable effect on groundwater conditions in the area and would not change the
conclusion reached in the original groundwater evaluation. LSCE also prepared a supplemental technical
memorandum (Appendix C5) that evaluates impacts to groundwater levels from the construction and
operation of 5 wells to provide a water supply to habitat mitigation sites. The analysis determined that the
limited groundwater extraction from these 5 wells would not be sufficient to cause overdraft or affect
Basinwide groundwater levels. Overall, the cumulative impact of the Proposed Action on future groundwater
conditions is predicted to be negligible. The cumulative contribution of the RSLIP Alternative to cumulative
impacts on groundwater would be similar to that of the Proposed Action. Therefore, neither the Proposed
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Action nor the RSLIP Alternative would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

» Sensitive Aquatic Habitats: With the exception of TNBC-managed lands and Airport mitigation sites that
have been developed in the last decade, the overall trend in wetlands and other aquatic habitats within the
Natomas Basin is a reduction in acreage and habitat functions. As described in the NBHCP, approximately
one-fourth to one-fifth of the 53,000-acre Basin contained areas of seasonal open water or riparian scrub
historically, as indicated by 1908 mapping. Since 1914, land reclamation and reclamation facilities, canals,
levees, and pumping stations have allowed over 80% of the Basin to be converted to agricultural production,
with irregular small-scale topographic features of the earlier landscape having largely been eliminated by
agriculture. As part of this conversion, the drainage pattern of the Basin was altered to collect runoff into
canals, from which it is pumped into the surrounding canals and Sacramento River. Except on TNBC parcels
and other mitigation lands, natural vegetation in the Basin is now primarily found along irrigation canals,
drainage ditches, pastures, and uncultivated fields.

The Phase 4a Project Proposed Action would result in permanent impacts to less than approximately 19.76
acres and temporary impacts to 1 acre of wetlands and other waters of the United States. Proposed mitigation
for the these impacts includes the creation of at least 1 acre of irrigation/drainage canal or 1 acre of seasonal
wetland for every acre that is lost and/or that irrigation/drainage function shall be replaced (Mitigation
Measure 4.7-c). The mitigation ratio that is ultimately required will be determined by USACE through the
Section 404 permitting process. Features planned in the Phase 4a Project (under both action alternatives)
would provide aquatic habitat that has been designed to offset the effects described above. These features
include the creation of approximately 15 acres of aquatic habitat resulting from construction of the relocated
and extended Riverside Canal and creation of up to 100 acres of managed marsh in the vicinity of
Fisherman’s Lake, much of which would meet the criteria for waters of the United States, including wetlands.

Overall, because the Proposed Action would include the creation of waters of the United States that are
expected to be more extensive than those filled by the project, and because implementing this mitigation
measure would ensure that new jurisdictional waters would be managed in a manner that minimizes
maintenance disturbance and provides the essential functions of the habitats that would be lost, the Proposed
Action, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-c, would be beneficial, and thus would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Impacts to waters of the United States under the RSLIP Alternative would be similar to the Proposed Action
except that there would be erosion control improvements implemented along the river bank at the waterside
toe of the Sacramento River east levee. This alternative would result in permanent impacts to less than
approximately 28.35 acres and temporary impacts to 1 acre of wetlands and other waters of the United States.
The proposed mitigation for these impacts would be the same as described for the Proposed Action. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-c, this alternative would be beneficial, and thus would not result in
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Paleontological Resources: Under the Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternatives, earthmoving activities
could damage unknown unique paleontological resources, but potential damage would be limited by
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-a, and would be limited to individual resources in discrete
locations. Because of the low probability that any project would encounter unique, scientifically-important
fossils, and the benefits that would occur from recovery and further study of those fossils if encountered,
development of the related projects and other development in the region are not considered to result in a
cumulatively considerable impact related to paleontological resources. Therefore, the Phase 4a Project and
related projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact.
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» Transportation and Circulation: Impacts of construction activities on emergency access would be site-
specific, intermittent, and temporary, and are not expected to be cumulatively considerable. The proposed
construction activities would temporarily increase traffic levels on some local and regional roadways, but the
majority of haul truck trips would take place off of public roads. Temporary traffic increases associated with
the Proposed Action—in addition to Phase 3 Project construction and up to 30% of Phase 2 Project
construction that would also take place in 2010—would be limited to the roadways shown on Plate 2-7. There
are no other anticipated projects in the vicinity that are likely to compound the significant temporary traffic
impacts of the project. Because of the limited potential for the traffic associated with the project to combine
with increased traffic from other future projects, and because of the temporary, short-term, intermittent nature
of any impacts, no cumulatively significant traffic impacts are expected to occur. Therefore, the Proposed
Action would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact. For
the same reasons as the Proposed Action, the RSLIP Alternative would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Recreation: No recreational facilities are present within the Phase 4a Project area; therefore, the Proposed
Action and the RSLIP Alternative would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts on recreational
facilities.

» Lightand Glare: The Proposed Action would involve nighttime construction lighting that would be clearly
visible from nearby residences. Nighttime lighting related to 24/7 construction in particular could create a
new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area. However,
construction-related nighttime lighting would be localized and temporary and there are no other projects in the
area that would contribute to a cumulative increase in light and glare. The Proposed Action would not make a
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact. For the same reasons as the Proposed Action,
the RSLIP Alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

» Utilities and Service Systems: Construction activities may damage irrigation systems and public utility
infrastructure, resulting in temporary disruptions to service. Coordination with irrigation system users and
consultation with service providers and implementation of appropriate protection measures (Mitigation
Measures 4.14-a and 4.14-b) would minimize the possibility that any significant effect would occur. Because
utility and service system impacts would be fully mitigated on a project-by-project basis, implementation of
either the Proposed Action or the RSLIP Alternative along with other related flood facility improvement
projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Mitigation would be implemented to minimize the potential for exposure
of people or the environment to hazardous materials encountered during construction activity (Mitigation
Measure 4.15-b). If hazardous materials are encountered, the impacts would be localized and would not be
expected to be additive with the impacts of other projects. Because hazards and hazardous materials impacts
would occur on a project-specific basis rather than a cumulative basis, implementation of either the Proposed
Action or the RSLIP Alternative along with other related projects would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Airport Safety: The potential for night lighting of project areas to affect aircraft operations is a function of
the location of construction areas in relation to the Airport Critical Zone and the runway approaches. Potential
impacts would be reduced through lighting restrictions and coordination with SCAS (Mitigation Measure
4.15-e). Neither the Proposed Action nor the RSLIP Alternative would result in changes to managed land
cover types in or near the Airport Critical Zone; therefore, these alternatives would not increase attractive
habitat for hazardous wildlife in the Airport Critical Zone. There are no other known projects that would
affect lands within the Airport Critical Zone, therefore implementation of either the Proposed Action or the
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RSLIP Alternative along with other related projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

» Wildfire Hazards: Mitigation would be implemented to minimize the potential for wildland fires (Mitigation
Measures 4.15-g). If a wildland fire outbreak occurs, the impacts would be localized and would not be
expected to be additive with the impacts of other projects. Because wildfire hazard impacts would occur on a
project-specific basis rather than a cumulative basis, and any such incidents would be isolated, therefore
implementation of either the Proposed Action or the RSLIP Alternative along with other related projects would
not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

51.8 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS: PROJECT IMPACTS THAT COULD BE
CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE

The following subsections discuss the potential for the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative to result in
cumulatively considerable incremental contributions to the following cumulatively significant impacts:

agricultural resources,

water quality/fisheries,
terrestrial biological resources,
cultural resources,

air quality,

noise, and

visual resources.

vV VY Y VY VY VY

The contribution to cumulatively considerable impacts was made by considering all project components, proposed
construction of such improvements, excavation of borrow from the sites listed in Table 2-10, use of roadways in
the Basin, and temporary and permanent changes in land cover and vegetation.

5.1.8.1 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
Proposed Action

As described in Section 4.2, “Agricultural Resources,” the estimated maximum total of Important Farmland that is
expected to be permanently converted as a result of implementation of the Proposed Action under the Phase 4a
Project would total 676 acres, for a total of approximately 1,350 acres for the entire NLIP.

The Phase 4b Project is expected to result in the conversion of some additional Important Farmland to non-
agricultural uses in Reach 16 of the Sacramento River east levee; however, lands adjacent to the levee in Reaches
17-20 are largely urbanized and are not classified as Important Farmland. Further, the land acquired by SACAS
from SAFCA as part of the land exchange described in Section 5.1.5.2, above, would be managed by SCAS in
accordance with FAA AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports (FAA 2007).
Because agricultural crops tend to attract hazardous wildlife during some phase of production, the FAA
recommends against the use of Airport property for agricultural production. Therefore, use of this land as Airport
bufferlands would likely result in an incremental decrease (approximately 50-100 acres) in the amount of
agriculture production in the Natomas Basin (Sacramento and Sutter Counties). Land in Sacramento County
would likely be changed from row crop production to grassland or fallow agriculture (undeveloped land), and
land in Sutter County would likely be converted from field crop to a grassland/woodland mix that provides
nesting and foraging habitat for bird species.

The Natomas Basin has already experienced the conversion of a substantial area of agricultural land, much of it
Prime Farmland and other categories of Important Farmland, to residential and commercial development. The
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Natomas Basin is the focus of much of the growth planning in the Sacramento area, in both Sutter County and
Sacramento County, and substantial losses of Important Farmland to urban development are expected to continue
in this area. As noted in Section 3.2.2, “Agricultural Resources,” Important Farmland in the Natomas Basin
totaled approximately 40,000 acres in 2006, the last year for which California farmland mapping data are
available, representing 6% of the total of approximately 715,000 acres of Important Farmland mapped by the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program in Sutter and Sacramento Counties in 2006. Of this amount,
approximately half is expected to be converted to developed uses and half maintained in agriculture or in a
condition compatible with future agricultural use (i.e., undeveloped) within TNBC parcels, Airport north
bufferlands, lands anticipated to be maintained in an undeveloped condition as part of the Joint Vision, and land
managed by SAFCA. The loss of an additional approximately 20,000 acres in the Natomas Basin would continue
an overall trend of net loss of Important Farmland that has been documented in Sutter and Sacramento Counties
for each consecutive 2-year interval of mapping by the California Department of Conservation from 1992 through
2006. As described elsewhere in this FEIS, development of land in the Natomas Basin is consistent with regional
land use planning efforts (see Section 5.2, “Growth Inducement”) which promote the concentration of urban
growth within the borders of existing cities and their immediate adjacent areas, including the Natomas Basin
specifically, and discourage both sprawling development and development expansion into existing nonurbanized
floodplains that would result in greater regional conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. (See
Section 5.2, “Growth Inducement”; Section 6.11, “Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management”; and Section
6.14, “Farmland Protection Policy Act,” for more discussion of this issue.)

Nevertheless, the Proposed Action would result in the conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural uses and,
in combination with the conversions of Important Farmland in the Natomas Basin associated with past, current,
and future projects, would result in cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) impact associated with
agricultural land conversion, and the Proposed Action would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to this cumulatively significant impact.

Raise and Strengthen Levee in Place Alternative

The RSLIP Alternative has a narrower landside footprint than does the Proposed Action. However, because of the
increased requirement for woodland habitat creation, the RSLIP Alternative would convert approximately 593
acres of Important Farmland to nonagricultural uses. The conversion of Important Farmland within the canal
footprints and borrow sites would be similar to the conversion associated with the Proposed Action. Therefore,
the contribution of the RSLIP Alternative to the cumulative loss of Important Farmlands, would be similar to the
Proposed Action, and would result in cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) incremental contribution to this
cumulatively significant impact.

5.1.8.2 Water Quality

Construction activities have the potential to temporarily degrade water quality through the direct release of soil
and construction materials into water bodies or the indirect release of contaminants into water bodies through
runoff. Other projects in areas designated for development in adopted general plans in the Natomas Basin and
SAFCA'’s bank protection projects, would have a similar potential to release materials into waterways.

Proposed Action

The implementation of BMPs and adherence to the conditions of a storm water pollution prevention plan
(Mitigation Measures 4.6-a and 4.6-b) would ensure that the requirements of the Clean Water Act and Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act are met. Given the temporary nature of any impacts and the protections
afforded by regulatory programs under the Clean Water Act and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, any
degradation of surface waters by construction activities of the Proposed Action and other projects would be
minimized. Consequently, the potential impacts of project construction are not expected to make a considerable
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contribution to a significant cumulative impact on water quality. In a similar fashion, other projects in the
Natomas Basin would be required to implement similar measures to prevent adverse impacts to water quality.

Raise and Strengthen Levee in Place Alternative

This alternative differs from the Proposed Action primarily in the nature of proposed changes to the Sacramento
River east levee which would be raised and widened in place. Unlike the Proposed Action, this alternative does
not require construction of a new drainage system along Garden Highway in Reaches 10-11B of the Sacramento
River east levee, or construction of an associated drainage swale with the potential to degrade surface water
quality in the Sacramento River. Other project elements are the same under this alternative as the Proposed
Action. Although construction activity under the RSLIP Alternative has the potential to temporarily degrade water
quality through the direct release of soil and construction materials into water bodies or the indirect release of
contaminants into water bodies through runoff, this alternative would be subject to Mitigation Measure 4.6-a.
Implementation of this mitigation would reduce the impact for the RSLIP Alternative on water quality to a level
that is less than significant. The RSLIP Alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
a significant cumulative impact.

5.1.8.3 Fisheries

Construction activities have the potential to temporarily degrade water quality through the direct release of soil
and construction materials into water bodies or the indirect release of contaminants into water bodies through
runoff. Other projects, including the extensive array of development projects anticipated in the Natomas Basin
and SAFCA’s bank protection projects, would have a similar potential to release materials into waterways that
support fish and other aquatic resources. Potential sedimentation, increased turbidity, or the release and exposure
of contaminants could adversely affect fish and aquatic habitats. In addition, vegetation that may provide SRA
habitat would be removed to some extent under all alternatives. As noted in Section 3.7.2.1, under “Fisheries,”
modifications of the channels bordering the Natomas Basin have resulted over time in homogenous, trapezoidal
channels lacking in-stream structure with narrow and sparse bands of riparian vegetation that provide only limited
SRA habitat functions and limited recruitment of large woody debris. Combined, these alterations have resulted in
marginal habitat conditions that provide only limited habitat functions for most native fish species and other
aquatic organisms.

Proposed Action

The implementation of BMPs and adherence to the conditions of a storm water pollution prevention plan
(Mitigation Measures 4.6-a and 4.6-b) would ensure that the requirements of the Clean Water Act and Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act are met and degradation of surface waters by construction activities of the
Proposed Action and other projects would be minimized. Consequently, the potential impacts of project
construction are not expected to make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on habitats
that support fish and other aquatic resources. In a similar fashion, other projects in the Natomas Basin would be
required to implement similar measures to prevent adverse impacts to fisheries. Consequently, the Proposed
Action would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Raise and Strengthen Levee in Place Alternative

Unlike the Proposed Action, this alternative does not require construction of a new drainage system along Garden
Highway in Reaches 10-11B of the Sacramento River east levee, or construction of an associated drainage swale,
with associated potential to degrade fish habitat in the Sacramento River. Other project elements are the same
under this alternative as the Proposed Action. While construction activity under the RSLIP Alternative has the
potential to temporarily degrade water quality and fish habitat through the direct release of soil and construction
materials into water bodies or the indirect release of contaminants into water bodies through runoff, this
alternative would be subject to Mitigation Measure 4.6-a. Implementation of this mitigation would reduce the
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impact for the RSLIP Alternative on water quality to less than significant. This alternative, however, would have
a greater impact on SRA due to the removal of 21 acres of waterside woodlands (discussed below). SAFCA’s
bank protection project would incorporate features that would compensate for temporary impacts on SRA habitat
and result in long-term increases in nearshore and SRA cover values relative to pre-project conditions, creating
beneficial effects. However, this effort would not fully compensate for the temporary loss of SRA habitat
functions for fish during construction and revegetation. Therefore, the RSLIP Alternative would result in
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on fisheries resources.

5.1.8.2 TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Implementation of the project has the potential to contribute to the loss or degradation of sensitive habitats and to
adversely affect special-status terrestrial species (special-status plants, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, giant
garter snake, northwestern pond turtle, Swainson’s hawk and other special-status birds, and burrowing owl).
Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative related to wildlife would be associated with
vegetation removal needed to clear the path for the Phase 4a Project, construction disturbances of wildlife and
their habitats, as well as permanent loss of habitat for the affected species. These impacts could contribute to
species declines and losses of habitat that have led to the need to protect these species under the Federal ESA and
the CESA.

Proposed Action

As described above, the proposed land swap between SAFCA and the Airport could result in a change in the
amount of bird foraging habitat in the Natomas Basin (Sacramento and Sutter Counties). Land in Sacramento
County would likely be changed from row crop production to grassland or fallow agriculture (undeveloped land),
thus resulting in an overall decrease in the quantity and quality of foraging habitat in the Basin. Land in Sutter
County would likely be converted from field crop to a grassland/ woodland mix, which would increase the nesting
and foraging habitat for bird species. Although the details of the agreement have not yet been finalized and may
not for some time, it is conceivable that the swap may result in a zero net loss of foraging habitat and an increase
in nesting habitat for birds.

Proposed NCMWC projects, including the Sankey Diversion and Fish Screen Project, would also result in habitat
and wildlife disturbances during construction. The Sankey Diversion would include permanent loss of habitat for
some special-status species, including giant garter snake, but an appropriate habitat replacement and management
plan is being developed in consultation with USFWS and DFG to provide adequate compensation for the loss.
Despite construction-related adverse impacts from the fish screen project, the overall impact would be beneficial
and habitat quality would improve and thus, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative impact.

The Airport Master Plan includes a number of components that are anticipated to result in adverse impacts on
sensitive habitats and special-status species. The majority of these impacts would be associated with Phases 2 and
3 of the Airport Master Plan, which would not commence until 2014. Adverse impacts in all phases could include
a combination of permanent habitat loss and construction-related impacts. There could also be impacts from
expanded long-term operation of the Airport. SCAS has identified some habitat enhancement and protection
measures that would be implemented to compensate for adverse impacts, and additional measures are anticipated
to be identified as subsequent NEPA/CEQA evaluation and regulatory permitting is completed.

Significant adverse impacts on special-status species and sensitive habitats would be associated with the extensive
future urban growth expected to occur in the Natomas Basin. This growth would continue to reduce the amount of
habitat available to support populations of special-status species. Potential adverse impacts from future approved
expansion within the Basin have been addressed through the development of the NBHCP, and successful
implementation of the NBHCP would ensure that there is no overall adverse impact on special-status species from
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implementation of these projects. Similarly, an HCP is being implemented for the Metro Air Park Project.
Additional urban expansion is being promoted through the Joint Vision, which would result in development and
open space conservation within the Sacramento County portion of the Natomas Basin that was not covered in the
NBHCP. Potential impacts on biological resources from implementation of this potential future development are
at various stages of evaluation. Projects would be required to incorporate adequate impact avoidance and
minimization measures and permanent habitat conservation to mitigate and compensate for the anticipated
adverse impacts.

Implementation of the Proposed Action under the Phase 4a Project and mitigation measures in Section 4.7,
“Biological Resources,” of this EIS/EIR would ensure that the impacts of the project are reduced or avoided in
accordance with the requirements of the ESA and CESA and other regulatory programs that protect habitats, such
as Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. As discussed in
Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives,” the project incorporates habitat creation, modification, and preservation components
designed to offset the project’s adverse impacts. In addition, mitigation measures require further development of
these habitat improvement components, including preparation and approval of management plans. Successful
implementation of these mitigation measures would result in permanent protection and management of giant
garter snake habitat, including creation and enhancement of connectivity between giant garter snake populations
in the Natomas Basin, expected to result in an overall improvement of conditions for giant garter snakes in the
Basin. An increase in permanently protected foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, eventual increase in potential
nesting habitat, and preservation of existing nest sites would also maintain or improve current conditions for this
species in the Natomas Basin. Implementation of the Proposed Action and mitigation measures would similarly
ensure that potential adverse impacts on other special-status species and sensitive habitats would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on terrestrial biological resources.

Successful implementation of the NBHCP depends on a number of assumptions that could be jeopardized by
implementation of other projects and activities in the Basin, including the Proposed Action and the various
cumulative projects. The Proposed Action has been designed to support achievement of the goals and objectives
of the NBHCP, and implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-k would ensure that the Proposed Action does not
jeopardize successful implementation of the NBHCP.

The Proposed Action would include minimization, avoidance, and compensation measures in accordance with the
requirements of ESA, CESA, and other relevant regulatory requirements, as well as additional habitat protection
and enhancement components. As a result of these measures, the Proposed Action would not contribute to a
cumulatively significant impact on terrestrial biological resources, including special-status species.

Raise and Strengthen Levee in Place Alternative

Because of its inclusion of erosion control improvements at five sites along the Sacramento River east levee in
Reaches 10-11B, and in order to comply with USACE encroachment guidance, the RSLIP Alternative would
involve a slightly different set of impacts to terrestrial biological resources than the Proposed Action. The
narrower landside levee footprint of the RSLIP Alternative would avoid some losses of woodland and grassland
habitat that would be unavoidable under the Proposed Action. However, under the RSLIP Alternative, as much as
21 acres of riparian woodland on the waterside of the levee in Reaches 10-15 of the Sacramento River east levee
could be removed to conform with USACE guidance regarding levee encroachments. In addition to its overall
value as habitat for various species, this woodland supports active Swainson’s hawk nests, elderberry shrubs, and
other important biological resources. Adverse impacts on these resources on the waterside of the levee would be
more difficult to mitigate than the adverse impacts from the adjacent levee footprint on the landside of the levee
under the Proposed Action, both in terms of the acreage of habitat lost and the quality of that habitat.
Implementation of this alternative would include minimization, avoidance, and compensation measures in
accordance with the requirements of ESA, CESA, and other relevant regulatory requirements. However, it is
uncertain whether adequate compensation could be developed for the extensive loss of mature waterside
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vegetation under this alternative. Therefore, it is possible that the RSLIP Alternative could result in a potentially
significant and unavoidable impact on terrestrial biological resources, including special-status bird species for
which the waterside trees provide important nesting habitat. This impact would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

5.1.8.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES
Proposed Action

Prehistoric human habitation sites are common in riverbank and floodplain areas, and burial sites are often
encountered in the course of ground-disturbing activities. It is likely that known or unknown archaeological
resources could be disturbed and cultural resources damaged or destroyed during construction activities for the
Proposed Action. Losses of a unigue archaeological resource could occur where excavations encounter
archaeological deposits that cannot be removed or recovered (e.g., under levees), or where recovery would not be
sufficient to prevent the loss of significance of the cultural materials. Historic resources could also be damaged or
require removal from areas near flood damage reduction facilities under the Proposed Action. However, USACE
and the SHPO have concurred that most identified historic resources lack significance that might make them
eligible for listing on the NRHP or the California Register of Historic Resources. Although mitigation would be
implemented to reduce impacts on potentially significant cultural resources, adverse impacts, particularly on
prehistoric archaeological resources, may still occur. Losses of archaeological resources would add to a historical
trend in the loss of these resources as artifacts of cultural significance and as objects of research importance. For
these reasons, despite the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8-b, 4. 8-c, and 4.8-d, the Proposed Action
has the potential to result in a significant and unavoidable impact. Thus, the Proposed Action would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Raise and Strengthen Levee in Place Alternative

Because the elements of the RSLIP Alternative would be the same as described for the Proposed Action except
for the method of levee raising and rehabilitation, cumulative impacts associated with the RSLIP Alternative
would be similar to that of the Proposed Action and, therefore, would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

5.1.8.4 AIR QUALITY
Proposed Action

Future projects will contribute to air pollutant emissions in Sutter and Sacramento Counties and to the
nonattainment status of FRAQMD and SMAQMD for ozone and PMy,. The Proposed Action would cause a
temporary impact on air quality through construction emissions. When taken in total with other projects in the
region, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, and would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact on air quality in the region.

Currently, the California Air Resources Board (ARB), FRAQMD, or SMAQMD, have not identified a
significance threshold for analyzing GHG emissions generated by a proposed project or a methodology for
analyzing cumulative impacts related to global warming. Although the state of California has identified GHG
reduction goals through adoption of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006, the effect of GHG emissions as they relate to global climate change is inherently a cumulative impact issue.
Although the emissions of one single project would not cause global climate change, GHG emissions from
multiple projects throughout the world could result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact with respect to global climate change.
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To meet AB 32 goals, California would need to generate less GHGs than current levels. It is recognized, however,
that for most projects there is no simple metric available to determine if a single project would substantially
increase or decrease overall GHG emission levels.

The primary objective of AB 32 is to reduce California’s contribution to global warming by reducing California’s
total annual production of GHG emissions. The impact that GHG emissions have on global climate change does
not depend on whether they were generated by stationary, mobile, or area sources or whether they were generated
in one region or another. Thus, the net change in total GHG levels generated by a project or activity is the best
metric for determining whether a project would contribute to global warming. In the case of the Proposed Action
and the alternatives under consideration, if the size of the increase in emissions from the project is considered to
be substantial, then the impact of the project would be cumulatively considerable.

In comparison to criteria air pollutants, such as ozone and PMyo, CO, emissions persist in the atmosphere for a
much longer period of time. GHG emissions generated by the Proposed Action would predominantly be in the
form of CO,. Project construction would result in a net increase in emissions to occur over a period of 3 years
(2010-2012), despite the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-a. While any increase in GHG emissions
would add to the quantity of emissions that would contribute to global climate change, it is noteworthy that
emissions associated with the Proposed Action occur over a finite period of time (3 years), as opposed to
operational emissions, which would occur over the lifetime of a project. The project would have no net increase in
operational GHG emissions. Nonetheless, because of the intensity and duration of construction activities, and the
lack of available mitigation measures to abate GHG emissions from heavy-duty construction equipment exhaust
and on-road hauling emissions, the project’s construction emissions would make an incremental contribution to
climate change.

Previous GHG analyses conducted for the Phase 2 EIR (SAFCA 2007), Phase 2 EIS (USACE 2008), and Phase 3
DEIS/DEIR (USACE and SAFCA 2009) concluded that the project’s contribution to cumulative GHG impacts
would be considerable and would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact (see Sections 5.1.3.2 and
5.1.3.3, above). The quantification methodologies and threshold concepts from the California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA) in the CEQA & Climate Change document (CAPCOA 2008), from the California
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in the Preliminary Draft CEQA Guideline Amendments for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions (OPR 2009), and from the California Air Resources Board (ARB) in the recently adopted AB32 Scoping
Plan (ARB 2008a) and the Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim
Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act (ARB 2008b), have
allowed further refinement of the GHG analysis in this EIS/EIR. Using this guidance, it is possible to discuss the
project’s emissions of GHG in a larger context.

As calculated in Appendix F, construction of the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects would generate approximately
12,159 tons (11,031 metric tons) of CO, during 2010 associated with mobile equipment exhaust. CO, emissions
in subsequent years (2011-2012) would be equal to or less than in 2010.

To establish additional context in which to consider the order of magnitude of project-generated GHG
emissions, it may be noted that facilities (i.e., stationary, continuous sources of GHG emissions) that
generate greater than 25,000 metric tons CO,/year are mandated to report GHG emissions to the California
Air Resources Board (ARB) pursuant to AB 32. In addition, a threshold of 10,000 metric tons CO./year was
recommended by the Market Advisory Committee for inclusion in a GHG cap and trade system, a threshold
of 10,000 metric tons CO.e/year adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District for
stationary/industrial projects, and a draft preliminary threshold of 7,000 metric tons of CO,e/year for
industrial projects by ARB. Absent any agency-adopted threshold for GHG emissions, it is notable that the
Proposed Action would generate emissions substantially less than 25,000 metric tons CO,/year (and other
recommended targets). This information is presented for informational purposes, and it is not the intention
of SAFCA to adopt 25,000 metric tons CO,/year as a numeric threshold. Rather, the intention is to put
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project-generated GHG emissions in the appropriate statewide context in order to evaluate the contribution
to the global impact of climate change. Since publication of the DEIS/DEIR, SMAQMD has also recently
released draft BMPs for consideration as practical alternatives to reduce construction-generated GHG
emissions. As part of Mitigation Measure 4.11-a, “Implement Applicable District-Recommended Control
Measures to Minimize Temporary Emissions of ROG, NOx, and PMy, during Construction,” SAFCA
would implement a range of measures to reduce GHG emissions, which may include the following:

» improve fuel efficiency from construction equipment by reducing unnecessary idling (modify work
practices, install auxiliary power for driver comfort); performing equipment maintenance
(inspections, detect failures early, corrections); training equipment operators in proper use of
equipment; using the proper size of equipment for the job; and using equipment with new
technologies (repowered engines, electric drive trains);

» use alternative fuels for generators at construction sites such as propane or solar, or use electrical
power;

» encourage and provide carpools, shuttle vans, transit passes, and/or secure bicycle parking for
construction worker commutes;

» reduce electricity use in the construction office by using compact fluorescent bulbs, powering off
computers every day, and replacing heating and cooling units with more efficient ones;

» recycle or salvage non-hazardous construction and demolition debris (goal of at least 75% by weight);

» use locally sourced or recycled materials for construction materials (goal of at least 20% based on
costs for building materials, and based on volume for roadway, parking lot, and sidewalk and curb
materials); and

» develop a plan to efficiently use water for adequate dust control.

Therefore, because the project’s emissions would be temporary and short-term in nature and far below the minimum
standard for reporting requirements under AB 32, and because the project would implement a range of measures to
reduce GHG emissions, the project’s GHG emissions would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
a significant cumulative impact on GHG emissions and global climate change.

Raise and Strengthen Levee in Place Alternative

The RSLIP Alternative would require a similar level of trips for hauling material than the Proposed Action. In
addition, construction of the RSLIP Alternative would result in approximately 8,079 tons (7,329 metric tons) of
CO; emissions during 2010. This would be well below 25,000 metric tons CO,/year, the minimum GHG
emissions level for facility mandatory reporting to ARB pursuant to AB 32. For the same reasons described under
the Proposed Action, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact on global climate change under the RSLIP Alternative.

5.1.8.5 NoIse

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would have a significant and unavoidable project-level impact on noise levels experienced
by the occupants of residences that are near sites of construction activity or haul routes for construction traffic.

A substantial number of residences are located adjacent to the Sacramento east levee where cutoff walls would be
installed. However, there are no other known projects in the vicinity of proposed project activity (borrow sites,
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rural roadways, levee and canal construction areas) that would generate noise levels noticeably above ambient
noise levels, which are generated by sources that include aircraft operations, truck traffic on area roadways, and
agricultural activity. Therefore, the Proposed Action is not expected to contribute to a significant cumulative noise
impact. This localized impact would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

Raise and Strengthen-Levee-in-Place Alternative

Under the RSLIP Alternative, levee improvement activity would occur directly along the Sacramento River east
levee at many locations adjacent to residences on the waterside of Garden Highway, and to a lesser extent, the
landside of the levee. The combined effect of noise from simultaneous construction of erosion control
improvements on the waterside and levee improvements on the landside would be amplified and would affect a
small number of residences on Garden Highway in the vicinity of the erosion control site, causing a project-level
significant impact. However, this impact could be decreased by scheduling construction of the erosion control
improvements to occur before or after the nearby levee improvement work. Furthermore because these impacts
would be temporary, they would not be combined with future ongoing noise impacts, if any. Therefore, the RSLIP
Alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

5.1.8.6 VISUAL RESOURCES

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would include the removal of trees, other vegetation, and structures from the landside of the
Sacramento River east levee within the footprint of the adjacent levee and berms, and may include the removal of
some vegetation from the waterside of the Sacramento River east levee These changes would contribute to the
substantial degradation of scenic resources in the Natomas Basin that are expected to result with various
development projects and expansion of Airport facilities, as the area’s visual character changes from rural
agricultural landscape to urban/suburban setting. Although the project includes the establishment of a substantial
acreage of woodland plantings around the Basin to offset the significant effect of the project on scenic resources
(oak and other native trees), the plantings would require several years to become well established. Therefore, the
Proposed Action would make a cumulatively significant contribution to changes in the visual character and scenic
resources of the Natomas Basin in the near term. This impact would be significant and unavoidable in the near
term, but less than significant in the long term. The long-term impact is anticipated to be less than significant, and
the effects from the Proposed Action would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact on visual resources in the long term.

Raise and Strengthen-Levee-in-Place Alternative

The RSLIP Alternative would result in similar impacts to visual resources as the Proposed Action except that the
Sacramento River east levee would be raised and widened in place, requiring greater removal of riparian
woodlands on the waterside of these levee reaches to conform with USACE guidance regarding levee
encroachments. Tree removal for the relocation and extension of Riverside Canal would be the same as under the
Proposed Action; however, overall fewer landside trees would be removed than under the Proposed Action. The
RSLIP Alternative, however, would result in the loss of high-aesthetic-value woodlands along the waterside of the
levee. Because the replacement plantings would be planted in the landside of the levee, these actions would result
in cumulatively considerable near-term and long-term contributions to changes in the visual character and scenic
resources of the Natomas Basin, which would be greater than the cumulative impact under the Proposed Action.
This alternative would make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative long-term impact associated
with the loss of waterside woodlands.
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5.2 GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Both NEPA (40 CFR 1508[a] and [b]) and CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines [CCR Section 15126.2(d)] require an
examination of the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project, including the potential of the project to
induce growth leading to changes in land use patterns and population densities and related impacts on
environmental resources. Specifically, CEQA states that the EIR shall:

Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or
the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth (a
major expansion of a wastewater treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction
in service areas). Increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities,
requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. Also,
discuss the characteristics of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities
that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. It must not be
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to
the environment.

Direct growth inducement would result if a project involved construction of new housing. Indirect growth
inducement would result, for instance, if implementing a project resulted in any of the following:

» substantial new permanent employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial, or governmental
enterprises);

» substantial short-term employment opportunities (e.g., construction employment) that indirectly stimulates the
need for additional housing and services to support the new temporary employment demand; and/or

» removal of an obstacle to additional growth and development, such as removing a constraint on a required
public utility or service (e.g., construction of a major sewer line with excess capacity through an undeveloped
area).

Growth inducement itself is not an environmental effect, but it may foreseeably lead to changes in land use
patterns and population densities and related impacts on environmental resources.

Within the project area, population growth and urban development are driven by local, regional, and national
economic conditions. Local land use decisions are within the jurisdiction of the cities and counties within the
project area: the City of Sacramento and Sacramento and Sutter Counties. Each of these agencies has adopted a
general plan consistent with state law. These general plans provide an overall framework for growth and
development within the jurisdiction of each agency, including the project area. Although each of these agencies is
a member of SAFCA, as a joint powers agency, SAFCA is limited to exercising powers common to all of its
constituent members, including RD 1000 and American River Flood Control District, neither of which has any
land use planning authority. Accordingly, SAFCA has no authority to permit development and has only limited
authority to impose conditions on the development that is permitted.

This section summarizes the growth-inducing effects that were previously evaluated for the NLIP. NEPA and
CEQA documents that are incorporated by reference here include the same documents listed above in Section
5.1.3, “Summary of Cumulative Impact Analyses from Previous NLIP Environmental Documents,” with the State
Clearinghouse numbers as required by the State CEQA Guidelines (CCR Section 15150[d]). In addition, the
following document, which analyzes the growth-inducing effects of the NBHCB, is hereby incorporated by
reference and summarized below: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, Natomas
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Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (City of Sacramento 2002). Printed copies of this document are available at
SAFCA'’s office at 1007 7th Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, California.

These documents evaluated expected growth that could occur with implementation of the local general plans for
the City of Sacramento and Sacramento and Sutter Counties. They also considered growth projected in the
SACOG Blueprint, which is a joint vision for regional growth through the year 2050, endorsed by the SACOG
counties (EIl Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba) and the 22 cities within these counties. The
State Plan of Flood Control, which would require new development to have a minimum of 200-year flood damage
reduction, was described in relation to the Proposed Action. Using the above information, which is incorporated
by reference, combined with an evaluation of residual flood damage, SAFCA concluded that there is substantial
evidence that the project evaluated for the NLIP as a whole would accommaodate anticipated growth in the project
area in a manner that would be consistent with adopted local and regional growth management plans and with an
emerging State Plan of Flood Control. The growth-inducing effects of the NBHCP were completely analyzed in
the adopted and approved HCP EIR (City of Sacramento 2002). This document indentified no growth-inducing
effects associated with the creation and ongoing operation of the HCP (City of Sacramento 2002:4-168).

Thus, the Phase 4a Project, which is a component of the NLIP, while accommodating planned regional growth is
not growth inducing itself. This finding is hereby incorporated by reference.

5.3 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE
ENVIRONMENT AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

NEPA requires that an EIS include a discussion of the relationship between short-term uses of the environment
and long-term productivity. Within the context of this FEIS, “short-term” refers to the construction period, while
“long-term” refers to the operational life of the project and beyond.

Project construction would result in short-term construction-related effects such as interference with local traffic
and circulation, and increased air emissions, ambient noise levels, dust generation, and disturbance of wildlife.
These effects would be temporary, occurring only during construction, and are not expected to alter the long-term
productivity of the natural environment. Project implementation would also result in long-term effects, including
permanent loss of farmland, changes in visual resources, and adverse effects on existing waters, wetlands, and
woodland habitat.

Project implementation would also assist in the long-term productivity of the environment by improving the levee
system that protects the Natomas Basin by providing at least a 100-year level of flood damage reduction by the
end of 2010 and a 200-year level of protection by the end of 2012, and reducing wildlife hazards in the vicinity of
the Airport. In addition, it would also preserve and improve, over the long term, important habitat upon which the
Natomas Basin species of concern to USFWS and DFG depend, by increasing acreages, connectivity, and habitat
quality of wetlands and other waters of the United States in the Basin.

These long-term beneficial effects of the Phase 4a Project would outweigh its potentially significant short-term
impacts to the environment.

5.4 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF
RESOURCES

NEPA requires that an EIS include a discussion of the irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources
which may be involved should the project be implemented. Similarly, the State CEQA Guidelines require a
discussion of the significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the project should it be
implemented.
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The irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources is the permanent loss of resources for future or
alternative purposes. Irreversible and irretrievable resources are those that cannot be recovered or recycled, or
those that are consumed or reduced to unrecoverable forms. Project implementation would result in the
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of energy and material resources during project construction and
maintenance, including the following:

» construction materials, including such resources as soil and rocks;
» land and water area committed to new/expanded project facilities; and

» energy expended in the form of electricity, gasoline, diesel fuel, and oil for equipment and transportation
vehicles that would be needed for project construction, operation, and maintenance.

The use of these nonrenewable resources is expected to account for only a small portion of the region’s resources
and would not affect the availability of these resources for other needs within the region. Construction activities
would not result in inefficient use of energy or natural resources. Construction contractors selected would use best
available engineering techniques, construction and design practices, and equipment operating procedures. Long-
term project operation would not result in substantial long-term consumption of energy and natural resources.
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6 COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS
AND REGULATIONS

This chapter summarizes the Federal environmental laws and regulations that apply to the Phase 4a Project, aside
from NEPA, and describes the Phase 4a Project’s compliance with those laws and regulations.

6.1 CLEAN WATER ACT (SECTION 404)

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead Federal agency responsible for water quality
management. The Clean Water Act of 1972 (CWA) is the primary Federal law that governs and authorizes water-
quality control activities by EPA as well as the states. Various elements of the CWA address water quality, as
discussed below.

CWA Section 404 establishes a requirement for a project proponent to obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) before engaging in any activity that involves discharge of dredged or fill material into
“waters of the United States,” including wetlands. Fill material means material placed in waters of the United
States where the material has the effect of replacing any portion of a water of the United States with dry land, or
changing the bottom elevation of any portion of a water of the United States. Examples of fill material include but
are not limited to rock, sand, soil, clay, plastics, construction debris, wood chips, overburden from mining or other
excavation activities, and material used to create any structure or infrastructure in waters of the United States.
Waters of the United States include navigable waters of the United States; interstate waters; all other waters where
the use, degradation, or destruction of the waters could affect interstate or foreign commerce; tributaries to any of
these waters; and wetlands that meet any of these criteria or that are adjacent to any of these waters. Wetlands are
defined as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration
sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Jurisdictional wetlands must meet three criteria: hydrophytic
vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology. In addition, under Section 404, jurisdictional wetlands must: be
adjacent to traditional navigable waters; directly about relatively permanent waters; or have a significant nexus
with a traditional navigable water.

Before USACE can issue a permit under CWA Section 404, it must determine that the project is in compliance
with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines specifically require that “no
discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed
discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not
have other significant adverse environmental consequences” (CFR Title 40, Section 230.10[a] [40 CFR
230.10(a)]). To comply with this provision, the applicant is required to evaluate opportunities that would result in
less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem. A permit cannot be issued for a project, therefore, in circumstances
where a less environmentally damaging practicable alternative exists that would fulfill the project purpose. An
alternative is practicable if it is available and capable of being done after cost, existing technology, and logistics
are taken into consideration in light of the overall project purpose as determined by USACE. If it is otherwise a
practicable alternative, an area not presently owned by the project applicant(s) that could reasonably be obtained,
used, expanded, or managed to fulfill the purpose of the proposed activity may be considered.

As described in Section 4.7, “Biological Resources,” implementation of either the Proposed Action or Raise and
Strengthen Levee in Place (RSLIP) Alternative would require an individual permit from USACE under Section
404 of the CWA for the discharge of fill into waters of the United States, including wetlands. USACE verified the
wetland delineation prepared for the Phase 2 Project on July 24, 2008. The Sutter Pointe and Dunmore borrow
sites were surveyed for wetlands as part of the Phase 3 Project wetland delineation. A preliminary jurisdictional
determination form was issued by USACE in November 2008 for the Phase 3 Project area. A supplemental
wetland delineation report for the Phase 3 Project was submitted to USACE in April 2009 and a Phase 4a Project
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wetland delineation report was submitted to USACE in August 2009. This FEIS will be used to support USACE’s
decision whether to grant SAFCA an individual permit for the Proposed Action or RSLIP Alternative.

6.2 RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT OF 1899, AS AMENDED
6.2.1 SECTION 14

Under Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 United States Code [USC] 408), referred to as
“Section 408,” the Secretary of the Army, on the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, may grant
permission for the alteration of a Federal project levee by a non-Federal entity if the alteration is not injurious to
the public interest and does not impair the usefulness of the project. This FEIS will be used to support USACE’s
decision whether to grant permission for the Phase 4a Project pursuant to Section 408.

6.2.2 SECTION 10

Under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, work in, over, or under navigable waters of the United
States is regulated by USACE. Navigable waters of the United States are defined as those waters subject to the
ebb and flow of the tide shoreward to the mean high-water mark and those that are currently used, have been used
in the past, or may be susceptible to use to transport interstate or foreign commerce. The jurisdiction of USACE
under CWA overlaps and extends beyond the geographic scope of its jurisdiction under the Rivers and Harbors
Act. USACE permitting authority under the Rivers and Harbors Act is not subject to EPA oversight or any other
restrictions specific to the CWA, and, in some cases the Rivers and Harbors Act alone will apply to waters.

A permit from USACE is required prior to any work in, over, or under navigable waters of the United States.

As part of the Phase 4a Project, modifications to Reclamation District (RD) 1000 Pumping Plants Nos. 3 and 5
involve raising and extending discharge pipes, replacing or modifying pumps and motors, and performing other
seepage remediation, including relocation of the stations away from the levee to accommodate raising the
discharge pipes above the 200-year design flood elevation. Modifications to NCMWC’s Riverside Pumping Plant
includes raising and extending discharge pipes, and modifying or replacing the existing Riverside Pumping Plant
pumps and motors to reflect raising the discharge pipes above the 200-year design flood elevation. These Phase
4a Project elements would be subject to permission from USACE under Section 10. Under the RSLIP Alternative,
proposed rip rap would also be subject to permission from USACE under Section 10.

6.3 FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT OF 1934, AS AMENDED

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) ensures that fish and wildlife receive consideration equal to that
of other project features for projects that are constructed, licensed, or permitted by Federal agencies. The FWCA
requires that the views of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), and the applicable state fish and wildlife agency (in this case, the California Department of Fish and
Game [DFG]) be considered when impacts are evaluated and mitigation needs determined.

USACE is coordinating with USFWS, NMFS, and DFG to determine the effects of the Proposed Action on fish
and wildlife in the project area. USFWS will provide USACE with a FWCA report. USACE and SAFCA
provided USFWS, NMFS, and DFG with copies of the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR for review and comment. None of
these agencies provided comments on the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR. USACE will provide a copy of this FEIS to these
agencies for review and comment.

6.4 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1973, AS AMENDED

Pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), USFWS and NMFS have regulatory authority over
Federally listed species. Under ESA, a permit to “take” a listed species is required for any Federal action that may
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harm an individual of that species. Take is defined under ESA Section 9 as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Under Federal regulation, take
is further defined to include habitat modification or degradation where it would be expected to result in death or
injury to listed wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or
sheltering. ESA Section 7 outlines procedures for Federal interagency cooperation to conserve Federally listed
species and designated critical habitat. Section 7(a)(2) requires Federal agencies to consult with USFWS and/or
NMFS to ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of listed species.

SAFCA held meetings to discuss project features with USFWS during the NLIP alternatives formulation and
CEQA compliance process (see Section 7.3, “Coordination with Other Federal, State, and Local Agencies™).
USACE and SAFCA subsequently held informal consultation meetings in January through September 2008 to
clarify project details and discuss information needs for ESA permitting.

In October 2008, a programmatic Biological Opinion (BO) was issued by USFWS for the NLIP with incidental
take authorization for the Phase 2 Project; an amended BO was issued in May 2009. A Biological Assessment
(BA) for the Phase 4a Project is under development and will be similar to the Phase 2 and 3 Project BAs. The
Phase 4a Project BA will request incidental take authorization for these respective project phases and will be
appended to the programmatic BO. An appendage to the programmatic BO for the Phase 3 Project was issued by
USFWS in September 2009, and a Letter of Concurrence of Determination of Not Likely to Adversely Affect
from NMFS was issued in January 2010.

USACE and SAFCA provided USFWS, NMFS, and DFG with copies of the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR for review and
comment. None of these agencies provided comments on the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR. USACE will provide a copy
of this FEIS to these agencies for review and comment.

6.5 MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT OF 1918

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) implements a series of international treaties that provide for migratory
bird protection. The MBTA authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to regulate the taking of migratory birds; the
act provides that it shall be unlawful, except as permitted by regulations, “to pursue, take, or kill any migratory
bird, or any part, nest or egg of any such bird...” (16 USC 703). This prohibition includes both direct and indirect
acts, although harassment and habitat modification are not included unless they result in direct loss of birds, nests,
or eggs. The current list of species protected by the MBTA includes several hundred species and essentially
includes all native birds. Permits for take of nongame migratory birds can be issued only for specific activities,
such as scientific collecting, rehabilitation, propagation, education, taxidermy, and protection of human health and
safety and personal property.

Compliance with the MBTA is being addressed through compliance with the ESA and the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA). The Phase 4a Project incorporates mitigation measures that would help ensure that
construction activities do not result in the take of migratory birds, as discussed in Section 4.7, “Biological
Resources.”

6.6 BALD EAGLE PROTECTION ACT OF 1940

The Bald Eagle Protection Act provides for the protection of the bald eagle and the golden eagle by prohibiting,
except under certain specified conditions, the taking, possession, and commerce of such birds.

The Phase 4a Project area does not contain bald eagle or golden eagle nesting habitat, and the Phase 4a Project
would not result in the take of bald or golden eagles. The Phase 4a Project incorporates mitigation measures that
would ensure that construction activities do not result in the take of any raptors, as discussed in Section 4.7,
“Biological Resources.”
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6.7 CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1963, AS AMENDED

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) required EPA to establish national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).
EPA has established primary and secondary NAAQS for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone, respirable
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PMyy), fine particulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PMs), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO5), sulfur
dioxide (SO,), and lead. The primary standards protect the public health and the secondary standards protect
public welfare. The CAA also required each state to prepare an air quality control plan referred to as a State
Implementation Plan (SIP).

Under the CAA, the primary responsibility for planning for attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS rests with
the state and local agencies. Accordingly, state and local air quality agencies are also designated as the primary
permitting and enforcement authorities for most CAA requirements. During preparation of the Phase 2 EIR, the
air management districts with jurisdiction over the project area, the Feather River Air Quality Management
District (FRAQMD) and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), were given
the opportunity to comment on the project with regard to the scope and content of the Phase 2 EIR in relation to
each agency’s statutory responsibilities and regulatory oversight of the project. In addition, FRAQMD was also
consulted through several written and verbal exchanges regarding its air emissions regulations. SMAQMD
provided written comments on the Phase 2 EIR, and revisions to the air quality information were incorporated
into the Phase 2 Final EIR based on this input.

The air quality effects analysis and associated mitigation measures in this FEIS are consistent with the approach
that was used in the Phase 2 EIR, Phase 2 EIS, and Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. Mitigation Measure 4.11-a in this FEIS
directs SAFCA to implement control measures recommended by FRAQMD and SMAQMD to minimize
temporary emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and PMy, during project
construction, and comply with all applicable rules and regulations of FRAQMD and SMAQMD. As described
under Impact 4.11-b, the Proposed Action (including implementation of proposed mitigation measures) would not
exceed the EPA’s general conformity de minimis thresholds or hinder the attainment of air quality objectives in
the local air basin with mitigation implementation. Nonetheless, USACE is coordinating with EPA and has
prepared a conformity determination for the Phase 4a Project, which is required before a ROD can be issued for
the Phase 4a Project.

USACE and SAFCA provided FRAQMD and SMAQMD with copies of the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR for review and
comment. FRAQMD did not submit comments on the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR. SMAQMD submitted comments,
which are included in Appendix J of this FEIS along with USACE’s and SAFCA’s response. USACE will
provide a copy of this FEIS to both agencies for review and comment.

6.8 NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966, AS AMENDED

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR] 800, as amended in 2004) require Federal agencies to consider the potential effects of
their proposed undertakings on historic properties. Historic properties are cultural resources that are listed on, or
are eligible for listing on, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR 800.16][I]). Undertakings
include activities directly carried out, funded, or permitted by Federal agencies. Federal agencies must also allow
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an
opportunity to comment on the proposed undertaking and its potential effects on historic properties.

As noted in Section 2.8, “Cultural Resources,” inventories of all Phase 4a Project features that involve ground-
disturbing work in native soils, including borrow locations, are ongoing; SAFCA will also complete evaluations,
findings of effect, and treatment of identified resources where required. The project incorporates treatment
measures to protect resources listed on or eligible for listing on the NRHP, as discussed in Section 4.8, “Cultural
Resources.” Determinations of the specific mitigation measures to be implemented will be made by USACE and
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SAFCA in consultation with the SHPO as part of the determination and eligibility and effect process, as required
by NHPA Section 106. Implementation of the selected mitigation measures will be ensured through the execution
of a Programmatic Agreement (PA). Signatories to the PA are SAFCA, USACE, and the SHPO. The ACHP has
been consulted and waived participation as a signatory to the PA.

The PA addresses the scope of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) and provides that the APE will be defined for
each project phase. The APE for each phase will be submitted with the cultural resources inventory reports, and
will be consulted upon by SHPO. If areas are added to the project development activities subsequent to the SHPO
concurrence on the map of the APE for a specific phase, SAFCA will complete an inventory of historic properties
within the expanded APE. If historic properties that would be adversely affected by the project are identified in
cultural resources inventories, SAFCA will prepare a Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) for review and
written approval by USACE and the SHPO for those specific properties. Areas of archaeological sensitivity will
be monitored in accordance with the HPTPs. A final report documenting the results of work prepared under the
HPTPs will be submitted to USACE and the SHPO. The PA provides for public notice and consultation with
Native Americans and the public. The signed and executed PA is included in Appendix E1.

The regulations implementing Section 106 hold that:

Compliance with the procedures established by an approved programmatic agreement satisfies
the agency’s section 106 responsibilities for all individual undertakings of the program covered
by the agreement until it expires or is terminated by the agency, the president of NCSHPO when a
signatory, or the Council (36 CFR Part 800.14[b][2][iii]).

The regulations further clarify that execution of agreement documents under 36 CFR Part 800.6, Resolution of
Adverse Effects (including programmatic agreements adopted under that section per 36 CFR Part 800.14[b][3])
evidence satisfaction of Section 106 (36 CFR Part 800.6[b][3]):

A memorandum of agreement executed and implemented pursuant to this section evidences the
agency official’s compliance with section 106 and this part and shall govern the undertaking and
all of its parts. The agency official shall ensure that the undertaking is carried out in accordance
with the memorandum of agreement.

Thus, execution of the PA, which was prepared through the process provided in 36 CFR Part 800.6 evidences
USACE’s compliance with Section 106. This does not mean that technical management activities under the PA
are complete; they in fact are ongoing, as described above.

Appendix E2 contains a number of documents that are part of the record demonstrating Section 106 compliance.
These include the following:

» June 7, 2007, letter from SAFCA’s project archaeologist to the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) requesting a list of Native American individuals and organizations to contact regarding the project;

» June 19, 2007, response letter from the NAHC to SAFCA’s project archaeologist supplying a list of the
requested individuals and organizations;

» June 21, 2007, letters from SAFCA’s project archaeologist to Native American individuals and organizations
soliciting concerns and any information about cultural resources in the project area;

» July 9, 2007, telephone record of conversation between SAFCA’s project archaeologist and Rose Enos
(referred to by the NAHC as “Miwok/Maidu”) regarding Ms. Enos’ general concern regarding avoidance of
burial sites and request to be contacted if work is conducted on such sites;

» January 2008 letter (and enclosures) from USACE to the SHPO initiating Section 106 consultation;
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» February 1, 2008, letter from USACE to the United Auburn Indian Community of Auburn regarding an
invitation to participate as a concurring party in the PA [note: this is an example of about 20 letters that were
sent to tribal entities inviting them to participate in the PA];

» May 8, 2008, letter from Shingle Springs Rancheria to the SHPO, USACE, and SAFCA regarding comments
on the Draft PA and a request for formal consultation;

» June 11, 2008, response letter from USACE to Shingle Springs Rancheria regarding May 8, 2008 letter;

» June 12, 2008, response letter from SAFCA to Shingle Springs Rancheria regarding May 8, 2008 letter and
the June 4, 2008, meeting; and

» July 23, 2008, letter from SAFCA to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) providing further
agency and public notice of the PA, per Stipulation VI of the PA, Native American and Other Consultation
and Public Notice. (Note: This is an example of letters that were sent to local municipalities, relevant state
agencies, Native American individuals and organizations, and local preservation societies.)

While this record is not necessarily exhaustive, it documents the critical steps for Section 106 compliance
completed by USACE.

6.9 AMERICAN INDIAN RELIGIOUS FREEDOM ACT

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 is also applicable to Federal undertakings. This act
established “the policy of the United States to protect and preserve for American Indians their inherent right of
freedom to believe, express, and exercise the traditional religions...including but not limited to access to sites, use
and possession of sacred objects, and the freedom to worship through ceremonial and traditional rites” (Public
Law 95-431). Consultations with Native Americans to determine concerns regarding the Phase 4a Project are
discussed in Section 7.2, “Native American Consultation.”

6.10 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 USC 1271 et seq.) establishes a National Wild and Scenic Rivers System for
the protection of rivers with important scenic, recreational, fish and wildlife, and other values. Rivers are
classified as wild, scenic, or recreational. The act designates specific rivers for inclusion in the System and
prescribes the methods and standards by which additional rivers may be added. The lower American River is
included in the System and is designated as “Recreational.”

None of the internal water features of the project are tributary to the lower American River or any other river
included in the System. Therefore, the Phase 4a Project would have no effect on Wild and Scenic Rivers.

6.11 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988, FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT

Executive Order (EO) 11988, Floodplain Management (May 24, 1977), directs Federal agencies to issue or amend
existing regulations and procedures to ensure that the potential effects of any action it may take in a floodplain are
evaluated and that its planning programs and budget requests reflect consideration of flood hazards and floodplain
management. The purpose of this directive is “to avoid to the extent possible the long and short term adverse
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect support of
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative.” Guidance for implementation of EO 11988 is
provided in the floodplain management guidelines of the U.S. Water Resources Council (40 CFR 6030; February
10, 1978) and in A Unified National Program for Floodplain Management, prepared by the Federal Interagency
Floodplain Management Taskforce.
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Recognizing that improving the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system would indirectly support population
growth within the Basin, USACE in 1991 conducted extensive studies of the feasibility of constructing a cross
levee spanning the Basin from east to west to limit the extent of flood protection improvements and associated
floodplain development to the southern one-half to two-thirds of the Basin. The present study reconsidered a
cross-levee measure. For the reasons described in Section 2.1.5.1, “Alternatives Evaluated and Rejected in
Previous SAFCA NLIP Environmental Documents,” this flood protection alternative has been determined to be
impracticable and unlikely to prevent the urbanization of the northern portion of the Basin without a very costly
program for acquiring flowage easements and retiring development rights on the lands north of the cross levee.
Consequently, improvements to the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system have been determined by USACE, the
State, and SAFCA to be the feasible method of providing adequate flood protection to existing development
within the Basin and to the planned development. Although improving the perimeter levee system would fail to
discourage further development within the Basin, this action is consistent with efforts by the State of California to
comprehensively address floodplain development and flood risk on a regional scale. This comprehensive
approach differentiates between flood protection requirements for urbanized and nonurbanized floodplain areas
and will direct urban development away from those floodplains where a 200-year level of flood protection cannot
be achieved while ensuring that this level of protection is provided for already heavily populated areas such as the
Natomas Basin.

The Phase 4a Project would reduce the risk of flood damage and minimize the impact of floods on human health,
safety, and welfare by strengthening existing flood damage reduction infrastructure (see Section 4.5, “Hydrology
and Hydraulics,” for a discussion of the methodology and analysis of the Phase 4a Project’s potential flood-
related impacts). As noted in Section 2.5.1, “Residual Risk of Flooding,” implementation of the Phase 4a Project
would substantially lessen the probability of a flood in the Basin due to levee failure; however, the Natomas Basin
would remain subject to a residual risk of flooding under both of the action alternatives. SAFCA would be
required to maintain an ongoing residual risk management program, as described in Section 2.5.1. The Phase 4a
Project would also create natural habitat that would serve ecological functions associated with natural floodplains
(see Section 2.3.4, “Habitat Improvements™). Because there is no practicable alternative to the urban floodplain
development indirectly associated with the project, the project would reduce flood damage and provide habitat
values, and SAFCA would maintain an ongoing residual risk management program, it satisfies EO 11988.

In 1982, the Interagency Task Force on Floodplain Management published additional guidance on the
implementation of EO 11988. Additional standards were developed to protect human safety, health, and welfare.
These standards apply to “critical actions,” which are defined by the Water Resources Council Floodplain
Management Guidelines as “any activity for which even a slight chance of flooding would be too great. The
critical action floodplain is defined as the 500-year floodplain.”

To assist in determining whether a proposed action is a “critical action,” the following questions must be
answered. If any answer is in the affirmative, the proposed action is considered a “critical action,” and therefore
subject to a higher standard.

» If flooded, would the proposed action create an added dimension to the disaster, as could be the case for
liquefied natural gas terminals and facilities producing and storing highly volatile, toxic, or water-reactive
materials?

» Given the flood warning lead-time available, would the occupants of buildings such as hospitals, schools, and
nursing homes be insufficiently mobile to avoid loss of life and injury?

» Would essential and irreplaceable records, utilities, and/or emergency services be lost or become inoperative
if flooded? (Interagency Task Force on Floodplain Management 1982)

The NLIP is a program of levee improvements; it would not place sensitive land uses (e.g., hazardous materials
storage facilities, senior care facilities, hospitals, schools, etc.) within a floodplain. Further, as described in
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Section 5.2, “Growth Inducement,” and elsewhere in this FEIS, SAFCA does not have any authority over what
types of land uses would be placed in the Natomas Basin, with or without implementation of the NLIP. Therefore,
SAFCA has concluded that the NLIP is not a “critical action.”

Notwithstanding SAFCA’s determination that the NLIP is not a “critical action” pursuant to EO 11988, the
following eight-step process was followed as directed in the Water Resources Council Floodplain Management
Guidelines for implementation of EO 11988 (these procedures are excerpted from USACE’s ER 1165-2-26).
Responses follow in italics.

a) Determine if the proposed action is in the base flood plain.

Yes, the NLIP, of which the Phase 4a Project is a component, is a program of levee improvements in the Natomas
Basin, which is in the 100-year floodplain.

b) If the action is in the base flood plain, identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to the action or to location
of the action in the base flood plain as outlined in paragraph 7 above.

See Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives,” of this FEIS. Also, see Appendix B1, ““Alternatives Formulation and Screening
Details.”

c) If the action must be in the flood plain, advise the general public in the affected area and obtain their views
and comments.

Public involvement activities undertaken for the Phase 4a Project are described in Chapter 7.0, ““Consultation
and Coordination,” of this FEIS. NEPA-/CEQA-required notices have been mailed to affected property owners
throughout the environmental review process, soliciting input on the content of the environmental documents and
noticing various public meetings. Additionally, notices have also been posted in the Sacramento Bee announcing
various public meetings. USACE and SAFCA have also participated in numerous meetings and calls with affected
property owners on an individual basis to discuss project concerns. Public comments received on the NOI/NOP
were addressed in the DEIS/DEIR; public comments received on the DEIS/DEIR were addressed in the FEIR and
are addressed in this FEIS; and public comments received on the FEIS will be addressed in the ROD.

d) Identify beneficial and adverse impacts due to the action and any expected losses of natural and beneficial
flood plain values. Where actions proposed to be located outside the base flood plain will affect the base flood
plain, impacts resulting from these actions should also be identified.

Potential impacts associated with the Phase 4a Project are identified in Chapter 4.0, “Environmental
Consequences and Mitigation Measures,” of this FEIS. The Phase 4a Project also includes the creation of
natural habitat that would serve ecological functions associated with natural floodplains (see Section 2.3.4,
“Habitat Improvements,” of the FEIS). As stated above, the Phase 4a Project would be located within the
Natomas Basin; no project components would be located outside of the Basin.

e) If the action is likely to induce development in the base flood plain, determine if a practicable non-flood plain
alternative for the development exists, as outlined in paragraph 7, above.

See Chapter 5.2, “Growth Inducement,” of this FEIS. The NLIP, including the Phase 4a Project, while
accommodating planned regional growth, is not growth-inducing itself.

f) As part of the planning process under the Principles and Guidelines, determine viable methods to minimize
any adverse impacts of the action including any likely induced development for which there is no practicable
alternative and methods to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial flood plain values. This should
include reevaluation of the “no action” alternative.
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Mitigation measures are identified throughout this FEIS and will be implemented as part of the Phase 4a Project
to minimize the project’s potentially adverse impacts (see Chapter 4.0, ““Environmental Consequences and
Mitigation Measures,” of this FEIS). As noted above, the Phase 4a Project includes the creation of natural
habitat that would serve ecological functions associated with natural floodplains (see Section 2.3.4, “Habitat
Improvements,” of this FEIS). The No-Action Alternative is described in Section 2.2, “No-Action Alternative,” of
this FEIS. Impacts of the No-Action Alternative are identified throughout Chapter 4.0, “Environmental
Consequences and Mitigation Measures,” of this FEIS.

g) If the final determination is made that no practicable alternative exists to locating the action in the flood plain,
advise the general public in the affected area of the findings.

See response to item ¢, above.

h) Recommend the plan most responsive to the planning objectives established by the study and consistent with
the requirements of the Executive Order stated in paragraph 6 above.

SAFCA’s project objectives adopted in connection with the NLIP are: (1) provide at least a 100-year level of
flood protection to the Natomas Basin as quickly as possible, (2) provide 200-year protection to the Basin over
time, and (3) avoid any substantial increase in expected annual damages as new development occurs in the Basin.
The NLIP, including the Phase 4a Project, is responsive to the EO 11988 objective of “avoidance, to the extent
possible, of long-and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of the base
flood plain and the avoidance of direct and indirect support of development in the base flood plain wherever there
is a practicable alternative™ because it would not induce development in the floodplain (objective a); would
reduce the hazard and risk associated with floods (objective b) thereby minimizing the impacts of floods on
human safety, health, and welfare (objective c); and would restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values
of the base floodplain (objective d).

6.12 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990, PROTECTION OF WETLANDS

The purpose of EO 11990 is to “minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and
enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.” To meet these objectives, EO 11990 requires Federal
agencies, in planning their actions, to consider alternatives to wetland sites and limit potential damage if an
activity affecting a wetland cannot be avoided. EO 11990 applies to: acquisition, management, and disposition of
Federal lands and facilities construction and improvement projects which are undertaken, financed or assisted by
Federal agencies; and Federal activities and programs affecting land use, including but not limited to water and
related land resources planning, regulation, and licensing activities. SAFCA has taken actions to minimize project
effects on wetlands where possible and to create new wetlands as part of the project, and has applied for a CWA
Section 404 permit from USACE. The replacement of Elkhorn Reservoir with a new sediment basin, part of the
Phase 2 Project, is being designed to incorporate setbacks from the adjacent slough to minimize disturbance of
wetlands there.

Implementation of the Phase 4a Project as proposed would ensure no net loss of aquatic resource function and
services through SAFCA’s proposed compensatory mitigation. Wetlands and other waters of the United States
that would be created as part of the project are described in Section 2.3.4, “Habitat Improvements.” Wetlands that
would be created as part of the project include marsh habitat in a portion of the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area
after being reclaimed, for which SAFCA has developed a preliminary design.
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6.13 EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898, FEDERAL ACTIONS TO ADDRESS
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IN MINORITY POPULATIONS AND LOW-
INCOME POPULATIONS

EO 12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations” (59 Federal Register 7629 [1994]) requires Federal agencies to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse health or environmental effects on minority populations, low-income
populations, and Native Americans that may result from any proposed action. The Council on Environment
Quality (CEQ) has oversight of the Federal government’s compliance with the EO. To facilitate compliance, CEQ
prepared and issued, in association with EPA, “Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National
Environmental Policy Act” (CEQ December 1997). The Environmental Justice Guidance provides six principles
by which environmental justice issues should be identified and addressed (CEQ 1997:9):

1. Consider the composition of the affected area to determine whether minority populations, low-income
populations, or Indian tribes are present in the area affected by the proposed action, and if so, determine if
human health or environmental affects would be disproportionately high on those populations.

2. Consider relevant public health data and industry data concerning the potential for multiple or cumulative
exposure to human health or environmental hazards including historical patterns of exposure to hazards.

3. Recognize the interrelated cultural, social, occupational, historical, or economic factors that may amplify the
natural and physical environmental effects of the action.

4. Develop effective public participation strategies.
5. Assure meaningful community representation in the process.
6. See tribal representation in the process.

While not currently residing in the local project vicinity as a distinct population group, Native American tribes are
known to have lived in the project study area in the past and there is evidence of their occupation of the project
study area. The sites of occupation by Native American tribes are considered culturally significant and, therefore,
are addressed in this FEIS.

See Section 3.3.16 and 4.16, “Environmental Justice,” for more information on project effects of minority and
low-income populations, as well as on Native American tribes.

6.14 FARMLAND PROTECTION POLICY ACT

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is the agency primarily responsible for implementing the
Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA). The purpose of the FPPA is to minimize Federal contributions to
the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses by ensuring that Federal programs are administered in a
manner compatible with state government, local government, and private programs designed to protect farmland.

NRCS administers the FPPA, which is a voluntary program that provides funds to help purchase development
rights to keep productive farmland in agricultural uses. The program provides matching funds to state, local, or
tribal government entities and nongovernmental organizations with existing farmland protection programs to
purchase conservation easements. Participating landowners agree not to convert the land to nonagricultural uses
and retain all rights to the property for future agriculture. A minimum 30-year term is required for conservation
easements, and priority is given to applications with perpetual easements. NRCS provides up to 50% of the fair
market value of the easement (NRCS 2004).
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Implementation of the Proposed Action or RSLIP Alternative would require converting areas of farmland along
the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system to non-agricultural uses. Additional areas of farmland would be used
as sources of soil borrow material. The topsoil on these lands would be retained and replaced after several feet of
underlying soil is removed, and most of these lands would continue to be farmable, although some would be
converted to marsh habitat. In addition, mitigation intended to reduce project effects on farmland is included in
this EIS/EIR. Also, the proposed modifications of the agricultural irrigation and drainage infrastructure included
in the action alternatives would support the maintenance of agricultural practices on the west side of the Natomas
Basin.

The project complies with the FPPA because it provides for compensation for unavoidable direct conversion of
agricultural land to nonagricultural uses, would provide infrastructure that would support the continuation of
agricultural uses on the west side of the Natomas Basin, and is consistent with state and regional planning efforts
that will protect farmland on a regional scale from development. Consultation with the NRCS (including
submittal of the Farmland Conservation Impact Rating form) does not apply to Federal activities involving
permitting and licensing (see 7 CFR 658) and therefore is not required for the project.

6.15 WILDLIFE HAZARDS ON OR NEAR AIRPORTS

The FAA addresses control of hazardous wildlife in Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife
Attractants on or Near Airports (FAA 2007). The FAA provides direction on where public-use airports should
restrict land uses that have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife. FAA recommends a distance of 10,000 feet
separating wildlife attractants and aircraft movement areas. The area within a 10,000-foot radius of the Airport
Operations Area is designated as the Critical Zone. The FAA definition of wildlife attractants in AC 150/5200-
33B includes human-made or natural areas, such as poorly drained areas, retention ponds, agricultural activities,
and wetlands. AC 150/5200-33B recommends against the use of airport property for agricultural production
within a 5-mile radius of the Airport Operations Area unless the income from the agricultural crops is necessary
for the economic viability of the airport.

Section 2.3.5, “Aviation Safety Components,” describes FAA’s regulatory interest in managing wildlife
attractants within 5 miles of the edge of the Airport’s Area of Operations. Potential borrow sites within this area
have been identified based on balancing multiple management priorities (including flood risk reduction, aviation
safety, and habitat conservation) and minimizing the cost and environmental effects of borrow haulage activities.
Within the 10,000-foot Airport Critical Zone, management of the grasslands created by borrow operations would
also be consistent with the Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (Sacramento County Airport System
2007).

6.16 FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

6.16.1 LEVEE REQUIREMENTS

For a levee accredited by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA\) as providing a 100-year level of
flood protection, the levee must be shown to satisfy several criteria, including protection of the embankment
against erosion. Specific requirements are contained in Code of Federal Regulations Title 44, Section 65.10.

6.16.2 FLOOD ZONE DESIGNATIONS

Flood zones are geographic areas that FEMA has defined according to varying levels of flood risk. These zones
are depicted on a community’s Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood Hazard Boundary Map. Each zone
reflects the severity or type of flooding in the area. In January 2008, FEMA proposed remapping the Natomas
Basin as an AE zone, with the designation to take effect in December 2008. FEMA defines AE zones as areas
with a 1% annual chance of flooding. The designation would result in the requirement that the bottom floor of all
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new buildings be constructed at or above base flood elevation—as little as 3 feet in some areas of Natomas but up
to 20 feet above the ground level in much of the Basin. It is therefore anticipated that this designation would
effectively stop any projects that are not issued building permits by the time the new map takes effect. An
alternative to this designation, the A99 zone, may be applied where it can be shown that an area with a 1% annual
chance of flooding will be protected by a Federal flood damage reduction system where construction has reached
specified legal requirements. The main requirements are that 100% of the cost of the flood protection system
restoration project must be authorized, 60% must be appropriated, 50% must be expended, and “critical features”
must be under construction and 50% completed (FEMA 2007). Construction is not constrained and there are no
FEMA-specified building elevation requirements with an A99 designation. Mandatory flood insurance purchase
requirements apply to both designations, however.

6.17 SUSTAINABLE FISHERIES ACT

In response to growing concern about the status of United States fisheries, Congress passed the Sustainable
Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law [PL] 104-297) to amend the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (PL 94-265), the primary law governing marine fisheries management in the Federal waters of
the United States. Under the Sustainable Fisheries Act, consultation is required by NMFS on any activity that
might adversely affect essential fish habitat (EFH). EFH includes those habitats that fish rely on throughout their
life cycles. It encompasses habitats necessary to allow sufficient production of commercially valuable aquatic
species to support a long-term sustainable fishery and contribute to a healthy ecosystem. The Sacramento River
and the lowermost segment of the NEMDC have been designated as Essential Fish Habitat by the Pacific Fishery
Management Council.

Phase 4a Project-related impacts to EFH in the Sacramento River are discussed in Section 4.7, “Biological
Resources,” and mitigation measures are identified.

6.18 RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT

The primary Federal agency regulating the generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous substances is EPA,
under the authority of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). RCRA established an all-
encompassing Federal regulatory program for hazardous substances that is administered in California by the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). Under RCRA, DTSC regulates the generation, transportation,
treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous substances. RCRA was amended in 1984 by the Hazardous and
Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, which specifically prohibits the use of certain techniques for the disposal of
various hazardous substances. The Federal Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986
imposes hazardous materials planning requirements to help protect local communities in the event of accidental
release.

Based on an extensive records search, no known hazardous materials sites are located within the specific sites
proposed for project-related excavation; however, multiple sites were identified along the Sacramento River east
levee with possible contamination issues. In addition, hazardous substances may exist within the Natomas Basin
and/or be brought in and used for project construction. The Phase 4a Project’s potential impacts related to hazards
and hazardous materials are described under Impact 4.15-b in Section 4.15, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.”

6.19 UNIFORM RELOCATION ASSISTANCE AND REAL PROPERTY
ACQUISITION POLICIES ACT

All or portions of parcels within the Phase 4a Project footprint would need to be acquired for project construction.
Federal, state, local government agencies, and others receiving Federal financial assistance for public programs
and projects that require the acquisition of real property, must comply with the policies and provisions set forth in
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended in 1987
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(42 USC 4601 et seq.) (Uniform Act), and implementing regulation, Title 49 CFR Part 24. Relocation advisory
services, moving costs reimbursement, replacement housing, and reimbursement for related expenses and rights
of appeal are provided for in the Uniform Act.

Project implementation would require acquisition of property in the Phase 4a Project footprint to construct flood
damage reduction facilities and habitat improvements (applies to both the Proposed Action and the RSLIP
Alternative); and closure of Garden Highway in 1.5- to 2-mile segments for approximately 8-12 weeks at a time,
preventing access to residences in these areas and, thus, potentially requiring affected residents to relocate during
that time period (applies only to the RSLIP Alternative).

Property acquisition and relocation services, compensation for living expenses for temporarily relocated residents,
and negotiations regarding any compensation for temporary loss of business would be accomplished in
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act.

6.20 FEDERAL EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUCTION ACT

In October 1997, the U.S. Congress passed the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act to “reduce the risks to life and
property from future earthquakes in the United States through the establishment and maintenance of an effective
earthquake hazards and reduction program.” To accomplish this, the act established the National Earthquake
Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP). This program was significantly amended in November 1990 by the
National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program Act (NEHRPA), which refined the description of agency
responsibilities, program goals, and objectives.

NEHRP’s mission includes improved understanding, characterization, and prediction of hazards and
vulnerabilities; improvement of building codes and land use practices; risk reduction through postearthquake
investigations and education; development and improvement of design and construction techniques; improvement
of mitigation capacity; and accelerated application of research results. The NEHRPA designates FEMA as the
lead agency of the program and assigns it several planning, coordinating, and reporting responsibilities. Other
NEHRPA agencies include the National Institute of Standards and Technology, National Science Foundation, and
USGS.

The closest active fault to the Phase 4a Project area is located approximately 15 miles to the northwest, as shown
in Table 3.4-1. Because there are no active faults within or near the Phase 4a Project footprint, the risk of fault
ground rupture is low. In addition, geotechnical investigations of borrow materials and flood risk reduction
improvements are designed in consideration of the longevity of the levee system, including secondary seismic
hazards such as shaking, liquefaction, subsidence, and seiches.
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7/ CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

This chapter summarizes public and agency involvement activities undertaken by USACE and SAFCA that have
been conducted to date, are ongoing, and/or will be conducted for this project, and which satisfy NEPA and
CEQA requirements for public scoping and agency consultation and coordination.

Additionally, Native American consultation activities are described.
7.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT UNDER NEPA AND CEQA

7.1.1  NoOTICE OF INTENT, NOTICE OF PREPARATION, AND SCOPING MEETING

On March 27, 2009, USACE and SAFCA issued a notice of intent (NOI) and notice of preparation (NOP),
respectively, for preparing the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR. In addition to the State Clearinghouse’s distribution of the
NOP to potentially interested state agencies, copies of the NOP were mailed to a distribution list of approximately
1,000 recipients, including Federal, state, regional, and local agencies; non-profit and private organizations;
homeowners associations; partnerships; businesses; and individual residents in the project area to solicit input as
to the scope and content of the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR (see Section 7.4, “List of Recipients”). The NOI and NOP
are included in Appendix Al.

A joint NEPA/CEQA public scoping meeting was held on April 13, 2009 from 4:30 to 6:30 p.m. at the South
Natomas Community Center (Activity Room) in Sacramento, California, to brief interested parties on the Phase 4a
Project, and obtain the views of agency representatives and the public on the scope and content of the Phase 4a
DEIS/DEIR. Appendix A2 contains the public outreach materials for the April 13, 2009 scoping meeting.

Verbal and written comments were received during the scoping meeting, and additional written comments from
agencies and individuals were received throughout the CEQA scoping period, which ended on April 27, 2009.
There is no mandated time limit for the NEPA scoping period. All comment letters received during the scoping
period are included in Appendix Al and are summarized in Table 7-1.

Table 7-1
Written Comments Received on the NOI/NOP
Commenter Date
U.S. Department of Homeland Security, FEMA Region IX April 1, 2009

» Recommends that USACE and SAFCA review the effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps, revised December 8,
2009, for Sacramento County and maps revised December 2, 2008, for Sutter County.

» Notes that Sacramento and Sutter Counties are participants in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and
are subject to floodplain management building requirements.

» Summarizes the NFIP floodplain management building requirements.

» Recommends contacting the Sacramento and Sutter Counties’ floodplain managers for more information on local
floodplain management building requirements.

U.S. Department of Homeland Security, United States Coast Guard January 31, 2008

» Notes that waterways in the project area are subject to tidal influence and considered navigable for bridge
permitting purposes.
Requests that the Coast Guard be included on the mailing list and in the NEPA scoping process.

» Notes that under the provisions of the General Bridge Act of 1946 clearances for bridges over navigable waters of
the U.S. must be approved by the Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard.
Notes that the applicant should be directed to contact the U.S. Coast Guard office for guidance on bridge
permitting and application process.

» Notes that the U.S. Coast Guard agrees to serve as a Cooperating Agency for satisfying NEPA requirements and
from a navigational standpoint and should be listed as such in the Draft and Final EIS.
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Table 7-1
Written Comments Received on the NOI/NOP

Commenter Date
State Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection June 26, 2008
» Indicates intent to comment by April 28, 2009.
State Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection June 4, 2009

» Requests that the EIR provide location and extent of Important Farmland in and adjacent to the project area.

» Requests that the EIR describe current and past agricultural use of the project area and provide data on types of
crops grown, yields, and sales values.

» Recommends use of economic multipliers to assess the total contribution of the site’s potential or actual
agricultural production to the local, regional, and state economies.

» Recommends that the EIR provide type, amount, and location of farmland conversion that would result either
directly or indirectly from the project and address growth inducing effects.

» Recommends that the EIR describe the project’s impacts on current and future agricultural operations, including
land-use conflicts, increased in land value, taxes, and vandalism.

» Recommends that the EIR describe the incremental impacts leading to cumulative impacts on agricultural land.

» Notes that impacts on agricultural resources may be quantified using of established thresholds of significance using
the California version of the U.S. Department of Agriculture Land Evaluation and Site Assessment model.

» Recommends the use of agricultural conservation easements at least a 1:1 ratio for size and quality of land to
compensate for permanent conversion of agricultural land.

» Notes that under CCR 15206(b)(3) a project is of statewide, regional, or area-wide significance if it will cause
cancellation of Williamson Act contracts for a parcel of 100 acres or more.

» Recommends that the EIR include a map with the location of agricultural preserves and Williamson Act contracted
land and that the EIR provide the number of Williamson Act acres, according to Important Farmland type that
would be affected.

» Recommends that the EIR discuss Williamson Act contracts that may be terminated as a result of the project and
probable impacts on nearby properties in the context of growth inducement brought about by land value changes.

» Recommends that the EIR address proposed uses of lands in the project area that will remain under Williamson
Act contract and notes that uses must meet compatibility standards in Government Code Sections 51238-51238.3.

» Recommends that the EIR discuss any proposed general plan designation or zoning within agricultural preserves
affected by the project.

» Notes that notification provisions for public agency acquisition of Williamson Act contracted lands are in
Government Code Section 51291(b) and that acquisition by a public agency must comply with Government Code
Section 51290-51295.

California State Lands Commission April 8, 2009

» Notes that the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) has jurisdiction and management authority over all
ungranted tidelands, submerged lands, and the beds of navigable river, sloughs, and lakes and retains residual and
review authority for “sovereign lands” legislatively granted in trust to local jurisdictions.

» Notes that all tidelands, submerged lands, and beds of havigable waterways are subject to the Public Trust
easement.

» Notes that the use of any tidelands, submerged lands, or beds of navigable waters for any part of the project
requires that the applicant first obtain a lease from CSLC.

» Requests greenhouse gas emissions information consistent with the California Global Warming Solutions Act
(Assembly Bill 32) and subsequent legislation.

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning March 27, 2009
Unit

» Courtesy notice that specifies that responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of
the NOP, focusing on specific information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of
the NOP from the Lead Agency.

Sacramento County Department of Transportation April 6, 2009

» Requests that the project proponent enter into a maintenance agreement with the Maintenance and Operations
Section of Sacramento County Department of Transportation (SACDOT) to cover the maintenance and repair of
any roadway damaged by the project’s construction activities.

» Requests that the proposed roadway closure and detour plans be coordinated with SACDOT staff.
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Table 7-1
Written Comments Received on the NOI/NOP

Commenter Date

» Requests that project proponent coordinates the proposed improvement plans for geometric changes at side street
intersections of Elkhorn Boulevard, Powerline Road, Radio Road, and San Juan Road with Garden Highway with
SACDOT staff.

Sutter County April 6, 2009

» Requests that the NLIP Phase 4a EIS/EIR mention the existing agreement between Sutter County and SAFCA for
road repairs, dated August 21, 2008, as a mitigation measure.

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District April 13, 2009

» Requests that the complete air quality analysis and all assumptions used in the model or calculations be included as
an appendix to the DEIS/DEIR.
» Provides the staff contacts for permitting and future NLIP environmental documents.

City of Sacramento Department of Transportation May 1, 2009

» Requests that the EIR/EIS assess the impacts to residents, businesses, and emergency response due to the closure
of Garden Highway during construction.

» Requests that any portion of the Garden Highway closure that falls within the incorporated city must be reviewed
and approved by the city.

» Requests that the EIR/EIS assess any noise and dust impacts of haul trucks on Del Paso Road and San Juan Road.

» Requests that the city review and approve any haul routes on city streets to minimize impacts to the community
and prevent pavement and bridge damage.

Rio Linda and Elverta Recreation and Park District April 21, 2009

» Notes that a major portion of the Phase 4a Project is within the boundaries of the Rio Linda and Elverta Recreation
and Park District.

» Requests that the District be involved in the work being done within their boundaries Southeast of SR 99, North of
Elkhorn Boulevard.

» Requests to be kept informed about the project.

Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates April 20, 2009

» Requests that the EIS/EIR acknowledge that Garden Highway (within the project area) is used for utilitarian
transportation (e.g., commuting) and recreational cycling.

» Requests that the EIS/EIR address impacts on bicycle transportation and recreation as part of a traffic management
and safety plan that is reviewed and approved by the Sacramento County Bicycle Coordinator.

» Requests inclusion of effective signage and notification for bicyclists regarding road closures and detour routes.
Requests early notification to local bicycle organizations of project-related road closures for posting on their

websites.
Wickland Pipelines, LLC April 13, 2009
» Notes that Wickland owns and operates a jet fuel pipeline, which supplies jet fuel to Sacramento International
Airport.

» Expresses concern regarding the jet fuel pipeline in Reach 11B of the Sacramento River east levee and requests
that their concerns regarding project construction and the fuel pipeline continue to be addressed with appropriate
planning and engineering.

Ed Bianchi April 13, 2009

» Expresses concern regarding the width of the footprint south of Teal Bend Golf Club and impacts on his ability to
farm this area.

» Expresses concern regarding the borrow site plans and the impact the borrow sites would have on his ability to
farm.

Frances Tennant April 13, 2009

» Expresses concern about SAFCA taking her home by eminent domain and proper
compensation for her home and property.

Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2009
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7.1.2 ISSUANCE OF THE PHASE 4a DEIS/DEIR AND SAFCA’s FEIR

The Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR was distributed for public and agency review and comment, in accordance with NEPA
and CEQA requirements. The review period began on August 28, 2009 and closed on October 13, 2009.

SAFCA held a public meeting before the SAFCA Board of Directors on September 17, 2009 at 3:00 p.m., at
which it received input from agencies and the public on the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR. In addition, written comments
from the public, reviewing agencies, and stakeholders were accepted throughout the public comment period.
These comments, along with the written responses to those comments, are contained in Appendix J, “Responses
to Comments on the DEIS/DEIR,” of this FEIS.

SAFCA prepared a separate FEIR, which the SAFCA Board of Directors certified in November 2009.

7.1.3 NEXT STEPS IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

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

7.1.4 OTHER PuBLIC OUTREACH ACTIVITIES

To help the community stay informed about current project activities, information is provided in a variety of
ways:

» USACE and SAFCA each maintain Web sites (http://www.spk.usace.army.mil and
http://www.safca.org/Programs_Natomas.html, respectively) that contain public documents related to the
NLIP. Additionally, SAFCA’s Web site contains public notices, project maps, schedule updates, news
articles, SAFCA Board of Director meeting agendas and meeting summaries, and other project-related
materials;

» SAFCA periodically mails Executive Director Updates to property owners located adjacent to the NLIP
project footprint;

» NLIP updates are provided at the monthly SAFCA Board of Directors meetings, which typically occur on the
third Thursday of each month. These meetings are held at the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
Chambers at 700 H Street, Sacramento, California, 95814 and begin at 3:00 p.m.; and

» Additionally, SAFCA has held several meetings with landowner groups and other interest groups during
conceptual project design and will continue to meet with these groups to address concerns and interests.

7.1.5 MAJOR AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

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

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

» concerns regarding the hydraulic modeling used to analyze the project’s hydraulic impacts;
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» construction-related impacts on cultural and biological resources,

» Vegetation and tree removal and relocation of power poles

» removal of agricultural lands and loss of opportunity for future development, and
» SAFCA’s ability to fund mitigation measures.

The first two issues were the subject of a lawsuit, filed in December 2007, by the Garden Highway Community
Association challenging the Phase 2 EIR prepared by SAFCA, which was settled. A copy of the settlement
agreement is included as Appendix A3, and applies to all affected Garden Highway residents. SAFCA intends to
voluntarily apply the design and construction provisions in the agreement to all Sacramento River east levee
components of the project. Agreements made by SAFCA in the settlement regarding construction practices are
incorporated into the project or reflected, as appropriate, in the mitigation measures in this FEIS.

Other issues, including potential 24/7 cutoff wall construction along the Sacramento River east levee, vegetation
and tree removal, relocation of power poles, and impacts to agricultural lands have been raised in comment letters
by affected property owners. USACE and SAFCA have and will continue to respond to these issues, most
recently in responses to comments on the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR. Additionally, SAFCA continues to work
individually with these property owners to respond to concerns.

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

In December 2009, both the Garden Highway Community Association and the Association for the Environmental
Preservation of the Garden Highway filed Petitions challenging certification of the Phase 4a EIR.

7.2 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION

7.2.1 SECTION 106 COMPLIANCE

USACE is the lead agency for Native American consultation under NEPA. On May 1, 2008, the California State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) signed the Programmatic Agreement (PA) among USACE, SAFCA, and
SHPO, regarding the issuance of permission under the authority of Section 408 and Section 404 for the NLIP
Landside Improvements Project. USACE consulted the lone Band of Miwok Indians, the Shingle Springs Band of
Miwok Indians, and the United Auburn Indian Community, and invited them to concur in this PA. On June 23,
2008, the Central Valley Flood Protection Board concurred in the PA. The PA envisioned that preparation of
inventory reports for consultation between USACE and SHPO for identification of Areas of Potential Effect
(APEs) would be based on phases of construction work. USACE, SAFCA, and SHPO compiled a list of members
of the interested public who were provided notice of this PA. The Section 106 process requires that USACE make
good faith efforts to identify and take into account the opinions and preferences of local Native Americans with
cultural ties to the APE, as well as the public for historic preservation actions taken in accordance with the PA.
Native American monitors have been assisting SAFCA in the treatment of Native American human remains and
items associated with Native American burials discovered during project activities in accordance with California
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(b) and 7050.5(c).
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In April 2008, in response to requests from the project archaeologists, the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) identified a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) for discoveries of human remains at CA-Sac-485/H,

Mr. John Tayaba of the Shingle Springs Rancheria. Mr. Tayaba is being consulted with regard to the disposition
of prehistoric remains encountered in preliminary archaeological investigations in the project area. Shingle
Springs Rancheria is a Federally recognized tribe and is actively participating in consultation regarding the
identification and treatment of cultural resources subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

In implementing the provisions of the PA, USACE archaeologists, SAFCA, SAFCA'’s project archaeologists, and
tribal representatives meet weekly to discuss project progress, and the general approach to inventory, evaluation,
and treatment of cultural resources for the project. Discussions include specific consideration of preferred
construction methods from a tribal perspective, and treatment of identified and significant resources. Section 106
consultation is ongoing, and conducted in close coordination with Native Americans.

1.2.2 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION UNDER CEQA

SAFCA is the lead agency for Native American consultation under CEQA. During the scoping period for the
Phase 2 Project, SAFCA’s project archaeologists sent a letter of inquiry to the NAHC on June 12, 2007, asking
for information or concerns regarding the project area, as well as a list of individuals or organizations that might
have information or concerns regarding the project area. On June 19, 2007, Debbie Pilas-Treadway of the NAHC
responded and indicated that no known sites were found in the Sacred Lands File that were located within the
project area or in the immediate vicinity. Ms. Pilas-Treadway also provided the project archaeologists with a list
of individuals who could be contacted concerning cultural resources in the project area. These individuals were
sent contact letters on June 21, 2007, with information regarding the proposed project and a request for any
information they might provide or concerns that they might have about the project. No written responses were
received; therefore, follow-up phone calls were made on July 9, 2007. Only one individual, Rose Enos (referred to
by the NAHC as “Miwok/Maidu”), answered. Ms. Enos expressed general concern regarding avoidance of burial
sites and asked to be contacted if work is conducted on such sites. Messages were left for the remaining people on
the contact list; however, no response from any of these individuals was received.

In addition, Randy Yonemura of the lone Band of the Miwok was contacted in January 2008 for information on
areas of concern. Mr. Yonemura led an archaeologist on a field visit of the project area and provided anecdotal
information on areas of potential Native American burials. Since spring 2008, Native American monitors have
been observing archaeological field efforts, as appropriate, and offering insight and advice regarding cultural
resources finds. SAFCA and USACE continue to consult closely with the MLD designated under California
Public Resources Code 5097.98 regarding the effect of the NLIP on cultural resources of concern to the Native
American community.

7.3 COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL, STATE, REGIONAL, AND
LOCAL AGENCIES

Chapter 6.0, “Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations,” describes the project’s compliance
with applicable Federal laws and regulations, including consultation to date with various agencies. The following
briefly summarizes these consultation and coordination efforts.

7.3.1 COORDINATION WITH THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION AND THE
SACRAMENTO COUNTY AIRPORT SYSTEM

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is acting as a cooperating agency under NEPA for the Phase 4a
Project. USACE and SAFCA met with the FAA and the Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS) on
September 10, 2008, regarding project features within the Sacramento International Airport (Airport) north
bufferlands. The FAA and SCAS have noted that the Airport has developed the Airport’s Wildlife Hazard
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Management Plan (WHMP), with which the Phase 4a Project would comply, to the extent practicable and
feasible, to ensure aviation safety. Further, the FAA and SCAS have expressed concern that the project, if
inappropriately designed, could change existing vegetation and wildlife habitat in ways that could attract wildlife
hazardous to aviation safety and increase wildlife-aircraft collisions.

The FAA continues to be involved in reviewing environmental documents related to the Landside Improvements
Project. USACE and SAFCA meet with the FAA as needed to discuss design of project components as it relates
to the Airport and to ensure that the project would not interfere with implementation of the WHMP. SCAS
provided comments on the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR, which are included in Appendix J of this FEIS along with
USACE’s and SAFCA’s response.

7.3.2

RESOURCE AGENCY COORDINATION

Over the course of project planning and environmental review for the NLIP Landside Improvements Project,
USACE and SAFCA have coordinated informally with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), and The Natomas Basin
Conservancy (TNBC). Table 7-2 includes permits and other resource agency coordination activities for current
and future NLIP project construction phases. A copy of the programmatic Biological Opinion and USACE
Jurisdictional Determinations are included in Appendix D.

Table 7-2

NLIP Resource Agency Coordination®

Agency

Permit/Authorization/Approval

Status

Programmatic

USFWS

Programmatic Biological Opinion

Issued October 2008; Amendment issued May
2009; Appendage issued September 2009

DFG, Central Valley RWQCB,
USACE, and USFWS

Long Term Management Plan Approval

Granted May 2009

Phase 2 Project

USACE

Section 408 Permission

Granted January 2009

USACE

Section 404 Permit

Issued January 2009; amendment issued May
20097 2" amendment issued August 2009; 3"
amendment anticipated February 2010

Central Valley RWQCB Section 401 Water Quality Certification Issued January 2009
DFG Section 2081 Incidental Take Authorization Issued May 2009
NMFS Concurrence of Determination of Not Likely to |January 2009

Adversely Affect
DFG Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement |Issued January 2009
USFWS Biological Opinion Issued October 2008; Amendment issued May

2009

USFWS Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report October 2008
Sacramento County SMARA Exemption Granted February 2009
Sutter County SMARA Exemption Granted February 2009
DFG, Central Valley RWQCB, |[MMP Approval granted May 2009

USACE, and USFWS

SWRCB Section 402 NPDES General Construction Notice of Intent filed March 2009
Permit
Phase 3 Project®

USACE Section 408 Permission Under review, permission anticipated March
2010

USACE Section 404 Permits® Phase 3a permit received October 2009; Phase
3b permit anticipated March 2010

USACE Section 10 Permit Phase 3a permit received October 2009; Phase

3b permit anticipated March 2010

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project

USACE

7-7

FEIS
Consultation and Coordination




Table 7-2

NLIP Resource Agency Coordination®

Agency

Permit/Authorization/Approval

Status

Central Valley RWQCB

Section 401 Water Quality Certifications®

Certifications received in September 2009 for
Phase 3a and January 2010 for Phase 3b

DFG Section 2081 Incidental Take Authorization In preparation, authorization anticipated March
2010
DFG Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement” |Landside canal footprint agreement received
September 2009; later stages anticipated
February—April 2010
USFWS Biological Opinion Biological Opinion received September 2009
NMFS Concurrence of Determination of Not Likely to  |[January 2010
Adversely Affect (Phases 3b and 4a combined
only)
USFWS Fish and Wildlife Service Coordination Act Draft received June 2009, final received
Report October 2009
Sacramento County SMARA Exemption Exemption granted November 2009 for South
Sutter, LLC
DFG, Central Valley RWQCB, [MMP Approved by USACE September 2009;

USACE, and USFWS

approved by all other agencies October 2009

SWRCB Section 402 NPDES General Construction Permit|Notice of Intent submitted November 2009
Phase 4a Project

USACE Section 408 Permission Anticipated spring 2010

USACE Section 404 Permit Anticipated spring 2010

USACE Section 10 Permit Anticipated spring 2010

Central Valley RWQCB

Section 401 Water Quality Certification

Anticipated spring 2010

DFG

Section 2081 Incidental Take Authorization

Anticipated spring 2010

DFG Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement  |Anticipated spring 2010
USFWS Biological Opinion Anticipated spring 2010
NMFS Determination of Not Likely to Adversely Affect |January 2010

(Phases 3b and 4a combined only)
USFWS Fish and Wildlife Service Coordination Act Anticipated spring 2010

Report

Sacramento County

SMARA Permit and Exemption

Exemption granted November 2009 for most of
the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area, including
Novak; Sacramento County determined that
the northeastern corner of the Fisherman’s
Lake Borrow Area (called the Natomas Urban
Development site) would require a SMARA
permit

DFG, RWQCB, USACE, and
USFWS

MMP

Anticipated spring 2010

SWRCB

Section 402 NPDES Permit

Anticipated spring 2010

Phase 4b Project — Anticipated 2010-2011°

Notes: USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service; DFG = California Department of Fish and Game;

RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; SMARA = Surface Mining and Reclamation Act; MMP =

Mltlgatlon and Monitoring Plan; SWRCB = State Water Resources Control Board; NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Although Phase 1 Project permitting and regulatory requirements were fulfilled, they are not included in this table because construction is

complete.

o A W N

The Phase 2 Project Section 404 permit was amended based on the Amended Phase 2 Biological Opinion.

The Phase 3 Project Section 404 permit and 401 certification has been separated into 2 subphases (a and b).

The Phase 3 Project 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement will be separated into (at least) 3 stages.

The Phase 4b Project will require similar permits and regulatory approvals/authorizations as the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects, with the exception of

a Section 404 permit, which would only be required for the Phase 4b Project if Federal authorization is not obtained and SAFCA chooses to
proceed with Phase 4b Project implementation without Federal participation.
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2009
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7.4 LIST OF RECIPIENTS

7.4.1 ELECTED OFFICIALS AND REPRESENTATIVES

Doris Matsui, Congresswoman, 5th Congressional District
Tom McClintock, Congressman, 4th Congressional District
Roger Dickinson, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 1
Jimmie Yee, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 2
Susan Peters, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 3
Roberta MacGlashan, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 4
Don Nottoli, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 5
James Gallagher, Sutter County Supervisor, District 5
Mayor Kevin Johnson, Sacramento City Council

Ray Tretheway, Sacramento City Council, District 1

Sandy Sheedy, Sacramento City Council, District 2

Steve Cohn, Sacramento City Council, District 3

Rob Fong, Sacramento City Council, District 4

Lauren Hammond, Sacramento City Council, District 5
Kevin McCarty, Sacramento City Council, District 6
Robbie Waters, Sacramento City Council, District 7

Bonnie Pannell, Sacramento City Council, District 8
William Kristoff, West Sacramento City Council

YV VYV VY Y Y VY Y VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VvVVvYy

7.4.2 GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Regional Office

Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region IX

National Marine Fisheries Service

Natural Resources Conservation Service

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Central Valley Operations

U.S. Coast Guard

U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Rural Development Council
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Division 9

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

vV Y VvV VY VY VY VY VY VY

TRIBAL GOVERNMENT

» Shingle Springs Rancheria

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

State agencies that will receive the document via the State Clearinghouse are marked (*)

California Bay-Delta Authority

California Air Resources Board*

California Department of Boating and Waterways, Regulations Unit
California Department of Conservation*

California Department of Education*

California Department of Fish and Game, Region 2

vy VvV VY VvYY
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California Department of General Services*

California Department of Health Services*

California Department of Transportation, District 3*

California Department of Toxic Substances Control*

California Department of Water Resources

California Environmental Protection Agency

California Integrated Waste Management Board*

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region*
Central Valley Flood Protection Board

Native American Heritage Commission

Office of Emergency Services*

Office of Historic Preservation, State Historic Preservation Officer

Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse

State Lands Commission, Division of Environmental Planning and Management
State Water Resources Control Board*

vV Y vV VY VY Y VY VY VY VY VY VY VY YVvYy

REGIONAL, COuNTY, CITY, AND OTHER LOCAL AGENCIES

Amador County

American River Flood Control District

Butte County

Central Valley Flood Control Association

City of Davis

City of Sacramento

City of Sacramento Department of General Services
City of Sacramento Department of Parks and Recreation
City of Sacramento Department of Transportation Engineering Services
City of Sacramento Department of Utilities
City of Stockton

City of West Sacramento

City of Woodland

Colusa County

Contra Costa County

El Dorado County

Feather River Air Quality Management District
Natomas Central Mutual Water Company
Natomas Unified School District

Placer County

Placer County Water Agency

Port of Sacramento

Reclamation District 150

Reclamation District 307

Reclamation District 537

Reclamation District 730

Reclamation District 785

Reclamation District 900

Reclamation District 999

Reclamation District 1000

Reclamation District 1001

Reclamation District 1500

Reclamation District 1600

Reclamation District 2035

YV vV VY Y Y Y Y VY VY Y Y VY Y Y Y VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VvVVvYVvYVYVvyy
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Reclamation District 2068

Regional Water Authority

Rio Linda and Elverta Recreation and Park District

Robla School District

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Sacramento Area Sewer District

Sacramento County

Sacramento County Airport System

Sacramento County Clerk/Recorder

Sacramento County Department of Environmental Management
Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment
Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks

Sacramento County Department of Transportation

Sacramento County Department of Water Resources
Sacramento County Local Agency Formation Commission
Sacramento County Municipal Services Agency

Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department
Sacramento County Water Agency

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District

Sacramento Municipal Utility District

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Solano County

Sutter County

Sutter County Clerk of the Board

Sutter County Department of Public Works

Sutter County Environmental Health Services

Sutter County Planning Department

Sutter County Resource Conservation District

Sutter County Water Resources Division

Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority

Twin Rivers Unified School District

Yolo County

Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Yolo County Parks and Natural Resources Management Division
Yolo County Planning and Public Works Department

Yuba County

Yuba County Water Agency

Yuba-Sutter County Farm Bureau

Y vV vV VvV VY Y VY Y Y VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY Y VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VvV VvyVvYYyvy

7.4.3 NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS, PARTNERSHIPS, PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS, AND
BUSINESSES

Alamar Restaurant

APCO Worldwide

California Native Plant Society, Sacramento Valley Chapter
Cassidy & Associates

Citizens for Good Government

Community Watchdog Committee

Creekside Natomas Neighborhood Association

Yy Y vVVvY VY VvYY
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Dawson and Associates

Delta Citizens Municipal Advisory Council
Downtown Partnership

Environmental Council of Sacramento
Friends of the River

Friends of the Sacramento River Greenway
Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk

Garden Highway Community Association
Gardenland-Northgate Neighborhood Association
The Gualco Group

Habitat 2020

Heritage Park Homeowners Association

Law Offices of Gregory Thatch

Metro Airpark

Natomas Chamber of Commerce

Natomas Community Association

Natomas Park Master Association

North Natomas Alliance

North Natomas Community Association
Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Planning & Conservation League

Port of Sacramento

Regency Park Community Association

Rio Linda Union School District

Rio Ramaza Marina

River Oaks Community Association

River Oaks Ranch in Natomas, LLC
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
Sacramento Association of Realtors
Sacramento Builders Exchange

Sacramento County Farm Bureau

Sacramento County Taxpayers

Sacramento Groundwater Authority and Regional Water Authority
Sacramento Metro Chamber

Sacramento Public Library, Central Library, Federal Documents
Sacramento River Property Owners Association
Save Our Sandhill Cranes

Save the American River Association

Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter
Steinberg & Associates

Sutter County Resource Conservation District
Swabbies

Terrace Park Neighborhood Association

The Natomas Basin Conservancy

The Nature Conservancy, Sacramento River Program
Urban Creeks Council

Valley View Acres Community Association
Water Forum

West Natomas Community Association

West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce
Wickland Pipelines, LLC

Y vV V VY Y VY Y Y VY Y Y VY VY VY VY VY VY Y VY Y VY VY VY Y VY VY VY VY VY VY Y VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VY VvV VY VvYVvYVy
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7.4.4 MEDIA

Daily Recorder

Folsom Telegraph

N Magazine

Natomas Journal

Sacramento Bee

Sacramento Business Journal
Sacramento News & Review

Yy Y vVVvY VY VvYY

7.4.5 INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY OWNERS

» Names withheld for privacy
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8 REFERENCES

ARB. See California Air Resources Board.

BBN. See Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc.

Caltrans. See California Department of Transportation.

CAPCOA. See California Air Pollution Control Officers Association.
Central Valley RWQCB. See Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.
CNDDB. See California Natural Diversity Database.

DFG. See California Department of Fish and Game.

DWR. See California Department of Water Resources.

EPA. See U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

FAA. See Federal Aviation Administration.

FEMA. See Federal Emergency Management Agency.

FHWA. See Federal Highway Administration.

FRAQMD. See Feather River Air Quality Management District.
HUD. See U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
ITE. See Institute of Transportation Engineers.

LSCE. See Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers.

NMEFS. See National Marine Fisheries Service.

NRCS. See Natural Resources Conservation Service.

OPR. See Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.

PSMFC. See Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission.

SAFCA. See Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency.

SACOG. See Sacramento Area Council of Governments.
Sacramento LAFCo. See Sacramento County Local Agency Formation Commission.
SCAS. See Sacramento County Airport System.

SGA. See Sacramento Groundwater Authority.

SMAQMD. See Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District.
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TNBC. See The Natomas Basin Conservancy.
UCMP. See University of California Museum of Paleontology.
USACE. See U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

USFWS. See U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2006 (July 14). Natomas Levee Evaluation Study Final Report Prepared
for SAFCA in Support of the Natomas Basin Components of the American River Common Features.

. 2007a (February). Final Environmental Impact Report on Local Funding Mechanisms for
Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area. State Clearinghouse No.
2006072098. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

. 2007b (October). Natomas Levee Improvement Project: Economic and Risk Analysis. Prepared by David
Ford Consulting Engineers, Inc. Sacramento, CA.

. 2007¢ (November). Final Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program
Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by
EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

. 2009a (January). Final Supplement to the Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program, Landside Improvements Project—Phase 2 Project. State Clearinghouse No.
2007062016. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

.2009b (May). Final Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program Phase 3
Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by
EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento County Airport System. 2007. Sacramento International Airport Wildlife Hazard Management Plan.
Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2008 (November). Final Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and
404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project,
Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2009 (February). Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement
Program Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016. Prepared by
EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND NEED

California Reclamation Board and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2002 (December). Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study Technical Studies Documentation, Appendix B, Synthetic
Hydrology Technical Documentation, Attachment B.6. Tables B.6-1, B.6-6, B.6-15, B.6-17, and B.6-24.
Sacramento, CA.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-2 USACE



Federal Aviation Administration. 2007. Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports. FAA Advisory
Circular 150/5200-33B. Available: <http://www.faa.gov/airports_airtraffic/airports/ resources/ advisory
circulars/ index.cfm?template=Document_Listing&Keyword=150/5200-33&DocumentSelected=1>.

Roos, Maurice. 1997 (June 28). The Great New Year’s Flood of 1997 in Northern California. In Proceedings of
1997 California Weather Symposium. Sierra College. Rocklin, CA.

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2006 (July 14). Natomas Levee Evaluation Study Final Report Prepared
for SAFCA in Support of the Natomas Basin Components of the American River Common Features.

. 2007a (February). Final Environmental Impact Report on Local Funding Mechanisms for
Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area. State Clearinghouse No.
2006072098. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

. 2007b (October). Natomas Levee Improvement Project: Economic and Risk Analysis. Prepared by David
Ford Consulting Engineers, Inc. Sacramento, CA.

. 2007¢ (November). Final Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program
Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by
EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

. 2009a (January). Final Supplement to the Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program Landside Improvements Project—Phase 2 Project. State Clearinghouse No.
2007062016. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

.2009b (May). Final Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program Phase 3
Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by
EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2008 (November). Final Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and
404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project,
Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2009. Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Phase 3
Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2008072060. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by
EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

2.0 ALTERNATIVES

Federal Aviation Administration. 2007. Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants
on or Near Airports.

National Agricultural Imagery Program. 2006. Available:
<http://datagateway.nrcs.usda.gov/GatewayHome.html>.

Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 2004. Sacramento Regional Blueprint. Available:
<http://www.sacregionblueprint.org/sacregionblueprint/the project/scenariomap region.html>. Accessed:
Spring 2009.

. 2007. Regional Street Centerlines. Available: <http://www.sacog.org/mapping/clearinghouse/>.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-3 References



Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2007a. Environmental Impact Report on Local Funding Mechanisms for
Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area. State Clearinghouse Number
2006072098.

. 2007b. Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Landside
Improvements Project State Clearinghouse Number 2007062016.

. 2009a (January). Final Supplement to the Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program Landside Improvements Project—Phase 2 Project. State Clearinghouse No.
2007062016. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

.2009b (May). Final Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program Phase 3
Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by
EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

. 2009c (February). Proposition 1E Early Implementation Program NLIP Capital Outlay Grant
Application. Available: <http://www.safca.org/documents/Combined20State20Submittalsmall.pdf>.

. 2009d (July). Levee Cutoff Construction Considerations, Natomas Levee Improvement Program.
Sacramento,

CA . <http://www.safca.org/documents/NLIP%20main%20page%20stuff/09JUL28CutoffWall247Constru
ctionMemowFigures.pdf>. Accessed August 11, 2009.

Sacramento County Department of Water Resources. 2008. Natomas Basin Projected Flood Inundation Map
Effective December 8, 2008 (Levees Provide Less Than 100yr Flood Protection). Available:
<http://www.msa.saccounty.net/waterresources/stormready/maps/Natomas%20Flood%20Depth.pdf>.
Accessed July 23, 2009.

. 2009. Flood Depth and Evacuation Plan Maps. Available: <http://www.msa.saccounty.net/
waterresources/stormready/default.asp?page=maps>. Accessed July 23, 2009.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2000 (January 1). Engineering and Design Guidelines for Landscape Planting
and Vegetation Management at Floodwalls, Levees, and Embankment Dams. Engineering Manual 1110-
2-301. Available: <http://140.194.76.129/publications/eng-manuals/em1110-2-301/entire.pdf>. Accessed
January 12, 2009.

.2008. Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and 404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW,
Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Central Valley Flood Protection Board. 2009. Draft Initial Study and
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for The 5 Bank Protection Sites, 2009 and 2010, Sacramento
River Bank Protection Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2009042057.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2009. Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natomas Levee Improvement Program Phase 3
Landside Improvement Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2008072060. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento,
CA.

Woodbridge, B. 1998. Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni). In The Riparian Bird Conservation Plan: A Strategy
for Reversing the Decline of Riparian-Associated Birds in California. California Partners in Flight.
Available: <http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/species/riparian/swainsons_hawk.htm>.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-4 USACE



3.1 GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

None.

3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection. 2007. Williamson Act Program.
Available: <http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/lca/Pages/Index.aspx>.

. 2008. 2004-2006 Land Use Conversion, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Available:
<ftp.consrv.ca.gov/ pub/dlrp/fmmp>. Last updated 2008. Accessed August 6, 2008.

City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and The Natomas Basin Conservancy. 2003. Final Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan. Sacramento, CA.

Lee, H., D. A. Sumner and R. Howtt. 2001 (March-April). Potential economic impacts of irrigation-water
reductions estimated for the Sacramento Valley. University of California Agriculture On-Line. 55(2):33—
40. Available: <ucanr.org/repository/>. Accessed June 9, 2009.

Natural Resources Conservation Service. 1988. Soil Survey of Sutter County.
. 1993. Soil Survey of Sacramento County.

Sacramento County. 1993 (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Accessed 2007.

Sacramento County Agricultural Commissioner. 2008 (August). Sacramento County 2007 Crop Report.
Sacramento, CA.

3.3 LAND USE, SOCIOECONOMICS, AND POPULATION AND HOUSING

Airport Land Use Commission. 1994 (January). Sacramento International Airport (Formerly Sacramento
Metropolitan Airport) Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Amended January 1994. Sacramento, CA. Cited in
City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo.

California Department of Transportation. 2002. California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook. Sacramento,
CA. Available: <www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/aeronaut/documents/>.

City of Sacramento Planning Department. 2006. South Natomas Community Plan Web site. Available:
<http://www.cityofsacramento.org/planning/long-range/community-and-neighborhood/community-
plans/south-natomas.cfm>. Last updated May 7, 2008. Accessed October 3, 2008.

. 2007. North Natomas Community Plan website. Available: <http://www.cityofsacramento.org/planning/
long-range/community-and-neighborhood/community-plans/north-natomas.cfm>. Last updated May 28,
2008. Accessed October 3, 2008.

City of Sacramento, Sutter County, Natomas Basin Conservancy. 2003. Final Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan. Available: <www.natomasbasin.org/content/view/144/118/>. Accessed September
2008.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-5 References



Sacramento County. 1974. Scenic Highways Element of the Sacramento County General Plan.

. 1993. Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>.

Sacramento County Airport System. 2007. Sacramento International Airport Master Plan. Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment. 2007. Notice of Preparation for the
Sacramento County General Plan 2030. Sacramento, CA.

Sutter County. 1996 (November). County of Sutter General Plan 2015 Policy Document. Available:
<http://www.co.sutter.ca.us/doc/government/depts/cs/ps/cs_planning_services>. Yuba City, CA.

Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 2005. SACOG Projections Adopted 12/16/04 for RAD 2005-2025.
Available: <http://sacog.org/demographics/projections/files/split/>. Last updated May 31, 2005. Accessed
November 2006.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2000. Results of electronic record search. Census 2000 American Factfinder. Available:
<http://factfinder.census.gov>.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 2000. HUD USER home page. FY 2000 income Limits.
Available: <http://www.huduser.org/DATASETS/il/fmr00/index.htm]>. Last updated March 31, 2005.

.2003. FY 2003 HUD Income Limits Briefing Material. February 2003. Available:
<http://www.huduser.org/Datasets/IL/FMRO3/BRIEFING-MATERIAL-3-1-03.pdf>.

3.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Anderson, Byron C. Senior Engineer Geologist. Kleinfelder West, Inc, Sacramento, CA. June 26, 2008—Iletter to
John Bassett regarding a preliminary evaluation of naturally occurring asbestos that may be present in the
Natomas Levee Improvement Project area including Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California.

California Geological Survey. 1999. Index to Official Maps of Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. Available:
<http://www.consrv.ca.gov/CGS/rghm/ap/Map_index/index.htm>. Accessed July 2007.

Dupras, Don L. 1999. Mineral Land Classification Map of PCC-Grade Aggregate Resources in Sacramento
County. Prepared in Compliance with the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, Article 4,
Section 2761.

Hart, E. W., and W. A. Bryant. 1999. Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Act with Index to Earthquake Fault Zone Maps. California Division of Mines and Geology,
Special Publication 42.

Helley, E. J., and D. S. Harwood. 1985. Geologic Map of the Late Cenozoic Deposits of the Sacramento Valley
and Northern Sierran Foothills, California. U.S. Geological Survey MF-1790.

Jennings, C. W. 1994. Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas. California Division of Mines and
Geology. Geologic Data Map No. 6.

Kleinfelder. 2008 (November 14). Draft Geotechnical Basis of Design Report Sacramento River East Levee
Phase 1 (Reaches 1 Through 4a) Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Sacramento and Sutter
Counties, California. Sacramento, CA.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-6 USACE



Merry, Scott. Kleinfelder, Inc. Tucson, AZ. July 16, 2009—telephone conversation with Marianne Lowenthal of
EDAW regarding soil samples within the Phase 4a Project footprint.

Natural Resources Conservation Service. 1988. Soil Survey of Sutter County.
. 1993. Soil Survey of Sacramento County.

Petersen, M. D., W. A. Bryant, C. H. Cramer, T. Chao, M. S. Reichle, A. D. Frankel, J. J. Lienkaemper, P. A.
McCory, and D. P. Schwartz. 1996. Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Assessment for the State of California.
California Division of Mines and Geology Open-File Report 96-08 and U.S. Geological Survey Open-
File Report 96-706.Piper, A. M., H. S. Gale, H. E. Thomas, and T. W. Robinson. 1939. Geology and
Ground-Water Hydrology of the Mokelumne Area, California. U.S. Geological Survey Water-Supply
Paper 780.

Sacramento County. 1993 (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Sacramento, CA. Accessed 2007.

3.5 HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULICS

California Department of Water Resources. 1997. Feasibility Report — American Basin Conjunctive Use Project.
Sacramento CA.

. 2003. Bulletin 118 — Description of the North American Subbasin. Available: <http://www.dpla2.
water.ca.gov/publications/groundwater/bulletin118/basins/pdfs _desc/5-21.64.pdf.> Accessed January 31,
2008.

Luhdorft & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers. 2008 (February 21). Evaluation of Potential Groundwater Impacts
Due to Proposed Sacramento River East Levee Improvements with Emphasis on Reaches 2 and 3.
Woodland, CA. Prepared for Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency, Sacramento, CA.

MWH. 2001. Final Letter Report — Sacramento River Watershed Project (Common Feature), CA: Sacramento
River East-Side Levee Strengthening Project Cut-Off Wall Evaluation. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by
Mary Paasch; submitted by Sergio Jimenez to Barry Jarvis, Civil Engineer, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

Placer County Water Agency. 2003. West Placer Groundwater Management Plan. Adopted October 6, 1998;
updated November 6, 2003.

Sacramento County. 1993 (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.sacounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Sacramento, CA. Accessed 2007.

Sacramento Groundwater Authority. 2002. State of the Basin Report 2002. Citrus Heights, CA.

. 2003 (December). Sacramento Groundwater Authority Groundwater Management Plan. Citrus Heights,
CA.

3.6 WATER QUALITY

California Department of Water Resources. 2005 (December). Department of Water Resources Bulletin 160-05.
California Water Plan Update 2005. Volume 3 Chapter 6 Sacramento River Hydrologic Region.
Sacramento CA. December 2005.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-7 References



. 2006. California’s Groundwater. Bulletin 118. Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin, North American
Subbasin. Last updated January 20, 2006. Sacramento, CA.

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. 2002. 2002 CWA Section 303(d) List of Water Quality
Limited Segment, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. Approved by U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, July 2003. Available: <http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/docs/
202reg5303dlist.pdf>. Accessed August, 2007.

. 2007. Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin
River Basin. Fourth Edition, revised February 2007 (with approved amendments). Rancho Cordova, CA.

United States Geologic Survey. 2000. U.S. Geologic Survey Open File Report 00-391. Water Quality Assessment
of the Sacramento River Basin, California: Water Quality, Sediment and Tissue Chemistry, and
Biological Data 1995-1998.

3.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Barnhart, R. A. 1986 (June). Species Profiles: Life Histories and Environmental Requirements of Coastal Fishes
and Invertebrates (Pacific Southwest)—Steelhead. (Biological Report 82 [11.60], TREL-82-4.) U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Coastal Ecology Group, Waterways Experiment
Station. Slidell, LA.

Baxter, R. D. 1999. Status of Splittail in California. California Fish and Game 85(1):28-30.

California Department of Fish and Game. 1994. Staff Report on Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s hawks
(Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California. Sacramento, CA.

. 1998. A Status Review of the Spring-Run Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) in the
Sacramento River Drainage. Report to the Fish and Game Commission, Candidate Species Status Report
98-01.

. 2000. Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered
Plants and Natural Communities (Revision of 1983 Guidelines). Sacramento, CA.

. 2006. Weekly Anadromous Fish Counts. Available: <http://www.dfg.ca.gov/lands/th/weekly counts/
feather.htm>. Last updated December 3, 2005. Accessed June 8, 2006.

California Department of Water Resources. 1997. Implications of the Delay at the Suisun Marsh Salinity Control
Gates on Chinook Salmon Upstream Migrants. Environmental Services Office. Sacramento, CA.

California Native Plant Society. 2007. Electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of
California. Rare Plant Scientific Advisory Committee, D. P. Tibor, Convening Ed. Sacramento, CA.

California Natural Diversity Database. 2007. Results of electronic record search. California Department of Fish
and Game, Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch. Sacramento, CA.

. 2008. Results of electronic record search. California Department of Fish and Game, Wildlife and Habitat
Data Analysis Branch. Sacramento, CA.

Cramer, S. P., and D. B. Demko. 1997. The Status of Late-Fall and Spring Chinook Salmon in the Sacramento
River Basin Regarding the Endangered Species Act. Submitted to the National Marine Fisheries Service
on behalf of the Association of California Water Agencies and California Urban Water Agencies.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-8 USACE



City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and The Natomas Basin Conservancy. 2003. Final Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan. Sacramento, CA.

England, A. S., M. J. Bechard, and C. S. Houston. 1997. Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni). In A. Poole and F.
Gill (eds.), The Birds of North America, No. 265. The Academy of Natural Sciences and The American
Ornithologists’ Union. Philadelphia, PA, and Washington, DC.

Estep, J. A. 1984. Diurnal Raptor Eyrie Monitoring Program. California Department of Fish and Game, Nongame
Wildlife Investigations. Project Report W-65-R-1, Job No. 11-2.0. Sacramento, CA.

. 1989. Biology, Movements, and Habitat Relationships of the Swainson’s Hawk in the Central Valley of
California, 1986—87. California Department of Fish and Game, Nongame Bird and Mammal Section
Report. Sacramento, CA.

. 2003. Nesting Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
Area,. 2003 Annual Survey Results, Public Document. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by James A. Estep,
Sacramento, CA.

. 2007. Estep Environmental Consulting, Sacramento, CA. July 20 and August 16, 2007—personal
communication with Leo Edson and Anne King of EDAW regarding the value of types of foraging
habitat.

Fisher, F. W. 1994. Past and Present Status of Central Valley Chinook Salmon. Conservation Biology 8(3):870—
873.

Hallock, R. J., and F. W. Fisher. 1985. Status of the Winter-Run Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) in
the Sacramento River. (Anadromous Fisheries Branch Office Report.) California Department of Fish and
Game. Sacramento, CA.

Hansen, E. C. 1998. Cherokee Canal Sediment Removal Project Post-construction Giant Garter Snake
(Thamnophis gigas) Surveys. Unpublished final report for California Department of Water Resources,
Contract No. B-81535. Sacramento, CA.

Hansen, G. E. 1988. Review of the Status of the Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis couchii gigas) and its
Supporting Habitat during 1986—87. Unpublished final report for the California Department of Fish and
Game, Contract C-2060. Sacramento, CA.

Hansen, G. E., and J. M. Brode. 1980. Status of the Giant Garter Snake Thamnophis couchii gigas (Fitch). Inland
Fisheries Endangered Species Special Publication 80(5):1-14. California Department of Fish and Game,
Sacramento, CA.

Jennings, M. R., and M. P. Hayes. 1994. Amphibian and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California.
California Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA.

Jones & Stokes. 2001 (June 20). Change in Potential Stranding Losses of Splittail and Juvenile Chinook Salmon
in the Sacramento Bypass, 1999-2001. Final Report. (J&S FO32.) Sacramento, CA. Prepared for U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento, CA.

Kohlhorst, D. W., L. W. Botsford, J. S. Brennan, and G. M. Cailliet. 1991. Aspects of the Structure and Dynamics
of an Exploited Central California Population of White Sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus). Pages 277—
283 in P. Williot (ed.), Acipenser: Actes du premier colloque international sur I’esturgeon. CEMAGREEF,
Bordeaux, France.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-9 References



McEwan, D., and T. A. Jackson. 1996. Steelhead Restoration and Management Plan for California. California
Department of Fish and Game, Inland Fisheries Division. Sacramento, CA.

Moyle, P. B. 2002. Inland Fishes of California, Revised and Expanded. 2nd edition. University of California
Press. Berkeley, CA.

Moyle, P. B., P. J. Foley, and R. M. Yoshiyama. 1992. Status of Green Sturgeon, Acipenser medirostris, in
California. Final report submitted to National Marine Fisheries Service. University of California, Davis.
Davis, CA.

Moyle, P. B., R. M. Yoshiyama, J. E. Williams, and E. D. Wikramanayoke. 1995. Fish Species of Special
Concern of California. California Department of Fish and Game. Rancho Cordova, CA.

National Marine Fisheries Service. 2005. Green Sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris) Status Review Update.
Prepared by Biological Review Team, Santa Cruz Laboratory, Southwest Fisheries Science Center. Santa
Cruz, CA.

Pacific Fisheries Management Council. 2003. Pacific Coast Salmon Plan (as revised through Amendment 14).
Adopted March 1999. Portland, OR.

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission. 1996. Green Sturgeon. Available: <http://www.psmfc.org
/habitat/edu_gsturg_fact.html>. Last updated December 16, 1996. Accessed June 24, 2009.

Raleigh, R. F., W. J. Miller, and P. C. Nelson. 1986. Habitat Suitability Index Models and Instream Flow
Suitability Curves: Chinook Salmon. Biological Report 82 (10.122). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Washington, DC.

Reynolds, F. L., T. Mills, R. Benthin, and A. Low. 1993. Central Valley Anadromous Fisheries and Associated
Riparian and Wetlands Areas Protection and Restoration Action Plan. Draft. California Department of
Fish and Game, Inland Fisheries Division. Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento County. 1993a (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Sacramento, CA. Accessed 2009.

Schlorff, R., and P. H. Bloom. 1984. Importance of Riparian Systems to Nesting Swainson’s Hawks in the Central
Valley of California. Pages 612-618 in R. E. Warner and K. M. (eds.), California Riparian Systems:
Ecology, Conservation, and Productive Management. University of California Press. Berkeley, CA.

Sommer, T., R. Baxter, and B. Herbold. 1997. Resilience of Splittail in the Sacramento—San Joaquin Estuary.
Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 126:961-976.

Sommer, T. R., M. L. Nobriega, W. C. Harrell, W. Batham, and W. J. Kimmerer. 2001. Floodplain Rearing of
Juvenile Chinook Salmon: Evidence of Enhanced Growth and Survival. Canadian Journal of Fisheries
and Aguatic Sciences 58:325-333.

The Natomas Basin Conservancy. 2008. Biological Effectiveness Monitoring for the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan Area 2007 Annual Survey Results. Sacramento, CA.

Thelander, C. G. (ed.). 1994. Life on the Edge: A Guide to California’s Endangered Natural Resources and
Wildlife. Biosystems Analysis, Inc.

Tracy, C. 1990. Memorandum: Green Sturgeon Meeting and Comments. State of Washington Department of
Fisheries.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-10 USACE



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, City of Sacramento, and Sutter County. 2003. Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement. Sacramento,
CA.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1993a. Abundance and Survival of Juvenile Chinook Salmon in the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Estuary. (1992 Annual Progress Report.) Stockton, CA.

. 1993b. Biological assessment of the effects of Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations on winter-run
chinook salmon. Prepared by USFWS, Northern Central Valley Fishery Resource Office, Red Bluff, CA.

. 1997 (November 13). Programmatic Formal Consultation for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404
Permitted Projects with Relatively Small Effects on the Giant Garter Snake within Butte, Colusa, Glenn,
Fresno, Merced, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter and Yolo Counties, California.
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office. Sacramento, CA. Available: <http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/
documents/ggs%20programmatic%20bo.pdf >. Accessed April 2009.

. 1999. Draft Recovery Plan for the Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis gigas). Portland, OR.
. 2005. Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon. Portland, OR.

.2006. Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) 5-Year Review:
Summary and Evaluation. Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office. Sacramento, CA.

Wang, J. C. S. 1986. Fishes of the Sacramento—San Joaquin Estuary and Adjacent Waters, California: a Guide to
the Early Life Histories. (FS/10-4ATR86-9.) California Department of Water Resources. Sacramento, CA.
Prepared for Interagency Ecological Study Program for the Sacramento—San Joaquin Estuary,
Sacramento, CA.

Woodbridge, B. 1998. Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni). In The Riparian Bird Conservation Plan: A Strategy
for Reversing the Decline of Riparian-Associated Birds in California. California Partners in Flight.
Available: <http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/species/riparian/swainsons_hawk.htm>.

Yoshiyama, R. M., F. W. Fisher, P. B. Moyle. 1998. Historical Abundance and Decline of Chinook Salmon in the
Central Valley Region of California. North American Journal of Fisheries Management 18:487-521.

3.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Bouey, P. D., and R. Herbert. 1990. Intensive Cultural Resources Survey and National Register Evaluation:
Sacramento Urban Area Flood Control Project. Report on file, North Central Information Center,
California State University, Sacramento, CA.

Bouey, P. D., J. Berg, and C. A. Hunter. 1991. Cultural Resources Test Excavations, Sacramento Urban Area
Flood Control Project, Sacramento County, California. Report on file, North Central Information Center,
California State University, Sacramento, CA.

Dames & Moore. 1993. Department of Parks and Recreation Series 523 Site Record forms for CA-Sac-16H. On
file, North Central Information Center, California State University, Sacramento, CA.

. 1994a. Historic Property Treatment Plan for Reclamation District 1000 Rural Historic Landscape
District for the Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluations for the American River Watershed
Investigation, Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California. Report on file, North Central Information
Center, California State University, Sacramento, CA.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-11 References



. 1994b. Archaeological Inventory Report, Natomas Locality, Cultural Resources Inventory and
Evaluation, American River Watershed Investigation, EI Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, and Sutter
Counties, California. Report on file, North Central Information Center, California State University,
Sacramento, CA.

Derr, E. 1983. Historic Resource Evaluation Report for the Arden-Garden Connector Project CT-03-30274.B1
Sacramento County, California.

Kroeber, A. L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Reprinted in 1976 by Dover Publications. New
York, NY.

Kauffman, E., and K. Kauffman. 1987. California Department of Parks and Recreation Series 523 Site Record
forms for CA-Sac-16H. On file, North Central Information Center, California State University,
Sacramento, CA.

Moratto, M. J. 1984. California Archaeology. Academic Press. New York, NY.

Peak, A. S., H. L. Crew, and R. Gerry. 1984. The 1971 Archaeological Salvage of the Bennett Mound, CA-SAC-
16, Sacramento, CA. Report on file, North Central Information Center, California State University,
Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2007 (November). Final Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas
Levee Improvement Program Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016.
Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

Wilson, N. L., and A. H. Towne. 1978. Nisenan. R. F. Heizer (ed.), Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8.
Smithsonian Institution Press. Washington, DC.

3.9 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Davis, S. N., and F. R. Hall. 1959. Water Quality of Eastern Stanislaus and Northern Merced Counties, California.
Stanford University Publications, Geological Sciences, Vol. 6, No. 1.

Hay, O. P. 1927. The Pleistocene of the Western Region of North America and its Vertebrated Animals. Carnegie
Institute Washington, Publication 322B.

Helley, E. J., and D. S. Harwood. 1985. Geologic Map of the Late Cenozoic Deposits of the Sacramento Valley
and Northern Sierran Foothills, California. U.S. Geological Survey MF-1790.

Hilton, R. P., D. C. Dailey, and H. G. McDonald. 2000. A Late Pleistocene Biota from the Arco Arena Site,
Sacramento, California. PaleoBios Abstracts 20(1), April 15, 2000. University of California Museum of
Paleontology. Berkeley, CA.

Jefferson, G. T. 1991a. A Catalogue of Late Quaternary Vertebrates from California: Part One, Nonmarine Lower
Vertebrate and Avian Taxa. Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, Technical Report no. 5.

. 1991b. A Catalogue of Late Quaternary Vertebrates from California: Part Two: Mammals. Natural
History Museum of Los Angeles County, Technical Report no. 7.

Kolber, M. 2004. Mammoth Coup: Discovery of Huge Fossil Near Elk Grove is a Big Deal for Northern
California. Sacramento Bee, July 27, 2004.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-12 USACE



Lundelius, E. L., Jr., R. W. Graham, E. Anderson, J. Guilday, J. A. Holman, D. W. Steadman, and S. D. Webb.
1983. Late Quaternary Environments of the United States. Volume 1, The Late Pleistocene. University of
Minnesota Press. Minneapolis.

Marchand, D. E., and A. Allwardt. 1981. Late Cenozoic Stratigraphic Units, Northeastern San Joaquin Valley,
California. U.S. Geological Survey Bulletin 1470.

Piper, A. M., H. S. Gale, H. E. Thomas, and T. W. Robinson. 1939. Geology and Ground-Water Hydrology of the
Mokelumne Area, California. United States Department of the Interior, Geological Survey. Water-Supply
Paper 780. Washington, DC.

Savage, D. E. 1951. Late Cenozoic Vertebrates of the San Francisco Bay Region. Univ. Calif. Public. Geol. Sci.,
Vol. 28, No. 10.

Stirton, R. A. 1939. Late Cenozoic Vertebrates of the San Francisco Bay Region. Univ. Calif. Public. Geol. Sci.,
Vol. 24,

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. 1995. Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Nonrenewable
Paleontologic Resources—Standard Guidelines. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology News Bulletin
163:22-27.

. 1996. Conditions of Receivership for Paleontologic Salvage Collections [final draft]. Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology News Bulletin 166:31-32.

University of California Museum of Paleontology. 2006. Paleontology Collections Database. University of
California, Berkeley. Available: <http://bscit.berkeley.edu/ucmp/loc.shtml>. Accessed September 11,
2006.

Wagner, D. L., C. W. Jennings, T. L. Bedrossian, and E. J. Bortugno. 1987. Geologic Map of the Sacramento
Quadrangle. Regional Geologic Map Series, Map No. 1A. California Division of Mines and Geology.

3.10 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

City of Sacramento. 2005 (June). 2030 General Plan Technical Background Report. Sacramento, CA.

City of Sacramento Environmental Planning Services and Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission.
2006 (July). Greenbriar Development Project, Sacramento, California, Draft Environmental Impact

Report. State Clearinghouse #2005062144. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento County. 2007a. Municipal Services Agency Department of Transportation Traffic Count Program.
Available: <http://www.sacdot.com/services/traffic_counts.asp>. Accessed August 26, 2007.

.2007b (March). Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Sacramento International Airport Master
Plan. Sacramento, CA.

Sutter County. 1996 (May). County of Sutter General Plan 2015 Background Report. Community Services
Department. Yuba City, CA.

3.11 AIR QUALITY

California Air Resources Board. 2009a. Air Quality Data Statistics. Available: <www.arb.ca.gov/adam/
welcome.html>.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-13 References



. 2009b. Area Designation Maps / State and National. Available: <www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/
adm.htm#state>.

Churchill, R. K., and R. L. Hill. 2000. A General Location Guide for Ultramafic Rocks in California—Areas
More Likely to Contain Naturally Occurring Asbestos. California Division of Mines and Geology Open-
File Report 2000-19.

Clinkenbeard, J., R. Churchill, and K. Lee. 2002. Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally Occurring
Asbestos in California. Special Publication 124. Available: <http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/minerals/
hazardous minerals/asbestos/Asbestos Guidelines SP124.pdf>. Accessed April 2007.

Higgins, C. T., and Clinkenbeard J. R. 2006. Relative Likelihood for the Presence of Naturally Occurring
Asbestos in Eastern Sacramento County California. California Geological Survey. Special Report 192.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2009. Monitor Values Report. Available: <http://www.epa.gov/
air/data/reports.html>.

3.12 NOISE

California Department of Transportation. 1998 (October). Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol: Technical Noise
Supplement. Sacramento, CA.

City of Sacramento. 2009. Sacramento 2030 General Plan. Adopted March 3, 2009. Sacramento, CA.
Egan, David M. 1988. Architectural Acoustics. McGraw-Hill, Inc. San Francisco, CA.

Follas, Dale. Associate Planner. Sutter County Planning Department, Yuba City, CA. September 7,
2007—telephone conversation with Chris Shields of EDAW regarding noise ordinance in Sutter County.

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 2003. State of California General Plan Guidelines. Sacramento, CA.

Lipscomb, D. M., Ph.D., and A. C. Taylor, Jr., Ph.D. 1978. Noise Control Handbook of Principles and Practices.
Van Nostrand Reinhold Company. New York, NY.

Sacramento County. 1993 (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Sacramento, CA. Accessed 2007.

Sutter County. 1996 (May). County of Sutter General Plan 2015 Background Report. Community Services
Department. Yuba City, CA.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community Planning and Development. The

Noise Guide Book. Available:
<http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/training/guidebooks/noise/>. Accessed: Spring 2009.

3.13 VISUAL RESOURCES

Sacramento County. 1974. Scenic Highways Element of the Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA.

. 1993 (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Sacramento, CA. Accessed 2007.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-14 USACE



3.14 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Butler, Myles. General Manager. Wickland Pipelines, LLC. March 12, 2009—email to Marianne Lowenthal
regarding engineering details of the Wickland Pipeline located within the Project Footprint.

California Integrated Waste Management Board. 2009. Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) facility database.
Available: <http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/Search.asp>. Accessed March 2009.

Sacramento County Airport System. 2004. Media Advisory: Sacramento County Airport System Unveils Jet Fuel
Pipeline & Tank Farm. Available: <http://www.sacairports.org/int/news/Press%20Releases/
Press%20Releases%2004/Fuel%20Farm%20Advisory.pdf.> Accessed March 8, 2009.

Sacramento County Local Agency Formation Commission. 2007. Directory of Sacramento County Service
Providers. Available: < http://www.saclafco.org/service-providers/maps/index.html>. Accessed August
2007.

3.15 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

California Department of Forestry and Fire. 2007a. Available: <http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/data/frapgismaps/
select.asp?record=thsz_map>. [Wildland] Fire Threat. Last updated October 20, 2005. Accessed July 17,
2007.

. 2007b. Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (AB 337). Available: <http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/webdata/
maps/sacramento/ab337 map.34.pdf>. Last updated December 5, 2005. Accessed April 23, 2007.

. 2007c. State Responsibility Areas (SRA) for Fire Protection for Sutter County. Available:
<http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/webdata/maps/sutter/sramap.pdf>. Last updated December 18, 2006. Accessed
August 1, 2008.

. 2007d. State Responsibility Areas (SRA) for Fire Protection for Sacramento County. Available:
<http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/webdata/maps/sacramento/sramap.34.pdf>. Last updated July 31, 2007. Accessed
August 1, 2008.

City of Sacramento, Sutter County, Natomas Basin Conservancy. 2003. Final Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan. Available: <www.natomasbasin.org/content/view/144/118/>. Accessed September
2008.

Federal Aviation Administration. 2007. Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports. FAA Advisory
Circular 150/5200-33B. Available: <http://www.faa.gov/airports_airtraffic/airports/resources/>.

Kleinfelder. 2009a. Natomas Levee Improvement Program. Initial Site Survey and Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment. Volumes 6, 9, 10, 11, and 12. Sacramento, CA.

. 2009b (October). Borrow Site Environmental Conditions South Sutter/Thornton Property (APN 201-
0250-015, 201-0270-002, -037), Novak Property (APN 225-0090-040), Huffstutler/Johnson Trust
Property (APN 225-0110-019, -020, -037), Sacramento County, California. Updated from original
August 2009 version. Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento County. 1993 (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Sacramento, CA. Accessed 2007.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-15 References



Sacramento County Airport System. 2007. Sacramento International Airport Wildlife Hazard Management Plan.
Sacramento, CA.

State Water Resources Control Board Geotracker Database. 2009. Results of electronic record search. State Water
Resources Control Board. Sacramento, CA.

3.16 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

U.S. Census Bureau. 2000. Results of electronic record search. Census 2000 American Factfinder. Available:
<http://factfinder.census.gov>.

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES
4.1 APPROACH TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2007. Final Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program, Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016.

2009. Final Supplement to the Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement
Program, Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2008. Final Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and 404 Permit
to Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project. Sacramento, CA.
Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2009 (February). Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016.
Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection. 2008. 2004-2006 Land Use
Conversion, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Available: <ftp.consrv.ca.gov/
pub/dlrp/fmmp>. Last updated 2008. Accessed August 6, 2008.

Natural Resource Conservation Service. 1988. Soil Survey of Sutter County.
. 1993. Soil Survey of Sacramento County.

Sacramento County. 1993 (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Sacramento, CA. Accessed 2007.

Sutter County. 1996 (November). County of Sutter General Plan 2015 Policy Document. Available:
<http://www.co.sutter.ca.us/doc/government/depts/cs/ps/cs_planning_services>. Yuba City, CA.

4.3 LAND USE, SOCIOECONOMICS, AND POPULATION AND HOUSING

Sacramento County. 1993. Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Sacramento, CA.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-16 USACE



Sacramento County Airport System. 2007. Sacramento International Airport Wildlife Hazard Management Plan.
Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento County Board of Supervisors. 2008 (November 4). Summary Report — Continuity of Airport
Operations Flood Contingency Action Plan For Sacramento County Airport Systems. Sacramento, CA.
Available: <http://www.agendanet.saccounty.net/sirepub/
pubmtgframe.aspx?meetid=9774&doctype=summary>. Accessed January 26, 2009.

Sutter County. 1996 (November). County of Sutter General Plan 2015 Policy Document. Available:
<http://www.co.sutter.ca.us/doc/government/depts/cs/ps/cs_planning_services>.Yuba City, CA.

4.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Kleinfelder. 2008 (November 14). Draft Geotechnical Basis of Design Report Sacramento River East Levee
Phase 1 (Reaches 1 Through 4a) Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Sacramento and Sutter
Counties, California. Sacramento, CA.

Natural Resources Conservation Service. 1988. Soil Survey of Sutter County.

. 1993. Soil Survey of Sacramento County.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2000 (April 30). Design and Construction of Levee. Washington, DC.

45 HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULICS

Kleinfelder. 2007. Evaluation of Cutoff Walls Impacts on Groundwater Recharge, Sacramento East Levee,
Natomas Levee Improvement Program.

Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers. 2008. Draft Evaluation of Potential Groundwater Impacts Due to
Proposed Construction for Natomas Levee Improvement Program.

MBK Engineers. 2009. Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency, Natomas Levee Improvement Program,
Summary Report on Hydraulic Impact Analyses.

4.6 WATER QUALITY

California Department of Water Resources. Stormwater Utility. Stormwater Quality Program. 2007. (May).
Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions.

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. 2007 (December 14). Truckee River Basin Stormwater
Management Program. Program Year 2007—2012. Prepared by Placer County Department of Public
Works, Auburn, CA. Available: <http://www.placer.ca.gov/Departments/Works/~/media/dpw/npdes/
documents/TruckeeRiverBasinSWMP.ashx>. Accessed April 2009.

4.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

California Department of Fish and Game. 1995. Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. Sacramento,
California.

California Natural Diversity Database. 2008. Results of electronic record search. California Department of Fish
and Game, Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch. Sacramento, CA.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-17 References



City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and The Natomas Basin Conservancy. 2003. Final Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan. Sacramento, CA.

Estep. J. A. 1989. Biology, Movement, and Habitat Relationships of the Swainson’s Hawk in the Central Valley
of California, 1986-87. California Department of Fish and Game, Nongame Bird and Mammal Section
Report. Sacramento, CA.

. 2008 (March). The Distribution, Abundance, and Habitat Associations of the Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo
swainsoni) in Yolo County. Prepared for Yolo Natural Heritage Program, Woodland, CA. Prepared by
Estep Environmental Consulting. Sacramento, CA.

Hansen, Eric. Consulting Herpetologist. Sacramento, CA. November 25, 2008—personal communication with
Kelly Fitzgerald of EDAW regarding giant garter snake in the Natomas Basin.

Hansen, G. E. and J. M. Brode. 1993. Results of relocating canal habitat of the giant garter snake (Thamnophis
gigas) during widening of State Route 99/70 in Sacramento and Sutter counties, California. Final report
for Caltrans Interagency Agreement 03E325 (FG7550) (FY 87/88-91-92). Unpublished. 36 pp.

Laughlin, J. 2005. Effects of Pile Driving on Fish and Wildlife. Presentation to National Academy of Sciences -
Transportation Research Board.

Sacramento County and Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2009. Master Agreement between the County
of Sacramento and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency regarding the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program. Sacramento, CA.

Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee. 2000. Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s
Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley.

The Natomas Basin Conservancy. 2007. Biological Effectiveness Monitoring for the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan Area 2006 Annual Survey Results. Sacramento, CA.

The Natomas Basin Conservancy. 2008. Biological Effectiveness Monitoring for the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan Area 2007 Annual Survey Results. Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Central Valley Flood Protection Board. 2009. Draft Initial Study and
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for The 5 Bank Protection Sites, 2009 and 2010, Sacramento
River Bank Protection Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2009042057.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1997. Guidelines for the Restoration and/or Replacement of Giant Garter Snake
Habitat.

. 1999. Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Portland, Oregon.

Waters, T. F. 1995. Sediment in Streams: Sources, Biological Effects, and Control. American Fisheries Society
Monograph 7. Bethesda, MD.

Woodbridge, B. 1998. Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni). In The Riparian Bird Conservation Plan: A Strategy
for Reversing the Decline of Riparian-Associated Birds in California. California Partners in Flight.
Available: <http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/species/riparian/swainsons_hawk.htm>.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-18 USACE



4.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Peak & Associates. 1997. Historic American Engineering Record Reclamation District 1000 HAER No. CA-187.
Prepared for Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2007. Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016. Prepared
by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

. 2009 (January). Final Supplement to the Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program, Landside Improvements Project—Phase 2 Project. State Clearinghouse No.
2007062016. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 1991. American River Watershed Investigation, California: Feasibility Report.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Sacramento District and The Reclamation Board, State of California.
Sacramento, CA.

. 2008. Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and 404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2009. Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Phase 3
Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2008072060. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by
EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

4.9 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. 1995. Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Nonrenewable
Paleontologic Resources—Standard Guidelines. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology News Bulletin
163:22-27.

4.10 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

California Department of Transportation. 1996. Traffic Manual Chapter 5 Traffic Controls for Construction
Zones and Maintenance Work Zones. Sacramento, CA.

Institute of Transportation Engineers. 1989. Traffic Access and Impact Studies for Site Development.
Transportation Planners Council. Washington, DC.

Klinker, Dan, Associate Civil Engineer. Alternative Modes Coordinator. Sacramento County Department of
Transportation, Sacramento, CA. May 22, 2009—e-mail message to Melinda Rivasplata of EDAW
regarding designated bicycle routes within the Phase 4a Project area.

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2009 (May). Final Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2008072060.
Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento County. 1993 (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available:
<http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-plan/index.html>. Sacramento, CA. Accessed 2007.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-19 References



4.11 AIR QUALITY

Feather River Air Quality Management District. 1998. Indirect Source Review Guidelines. Marysville, CA.

.2007. CEQA Planning: Air Quality CEQA Review. FRAQMD Web site. Available:
<http://www.fragmd.org/PlanningTools.htm>. Accessed July 2007 and July 9, 2008.

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. 2004 (July). Guide to Air Quality Assessment in
Sacramento County. Sacramento, CA.

Salinas, Julio. Staff Toxicologist. Office of Health Hazard Assessment, Sacramento, CA. August 3,

2004—telephone conversation with Kurt Legleiter of EDAW regarding exposure period for determining
heath risk.

4.12 NOISE

Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc. 1981. Noise Control for Buildings and Manufacturing Plants. Cambridge MA.

California Department of Transportation. 2002 (February 20). Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations.
Sacramento, CA.

City of Sacramento. 2009. Sacramento 2030 General Plan. Adopted March 3, 2009. Sacramento, CA.
Federal Highway Administration. 1978 (December). Federal Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model.

Federal Transit Administration. 2006 (May). Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. Washington, DC.
Prepared by: Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc., Burlington, MA.

Sacramento County. 1993 (December). Sacramento County General Plan. Noise Element. Includes revisions as
of May 2, 1997. Sacramento, CA. Available: <http://www.planning.saccounty.net/general-
plan/index.html>. Accessed 2007.

Sutter County. 1996 (November). County of Sutter General Plan 2015 Policy Document. Available:
<http://www.co.sutter.ca.us/doc/government/depts/cs/ps/cs_planning_services>. Yuba City, CA.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1971 (December). Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations,
Building Equipment, and Home Appliances. Washington, DC.

4.13 VISUAL RESOURCES

California Department of Transportation. 2007. California Scenic Highway Mapping System. Available:
<http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/ LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm>. Last updated December 7, 2007.

4.14 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

California Integrated Waste Management Board. 2009. Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) facility database.
Available: <http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/Search.asp>. Accessed March 2009.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-20 USACE



4.15 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Chevron Energy Research & Technology Company. 2003. Materials Safety Data Sheet. Aviation Turbine Fuel.
Available: <www.chevronglobalaviation.com/docs/aviation_turbine fuel.doc>. Last updated April 18,
2003. Accessed May 28, 2009.

Cleary, E. C., R. A. Dolbeer, and S. E. Wright. 2004. Wildlife Strikes to Civil Aircraft in the United States, 1990—
2003. Federal Aviation Administration, National Wildlife Strike Database, Serial Report Number 10.
Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Airport Safety and Standards. Washington D.C. Available:
<http://wildlife.pr.erau.edu/Bash90-03.pdf>.

Federal Aviation Administration. 2007. Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports. FAA Advisory
Circular 150/5200-33B. Available: <http://www.faa.gov/airports_airtraffic/airports/resources/
advisory_circulars/index.cfm?template=Document Listing&Keyword=150/5200-
33&DocumentSelected=1>.

Kleinfelder. 2009a. Natomas Levee Improvement Program. Initial Site Survey and Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment. Volumes 6, 9, 10, 11, and 12. Sacramento, CA.

. 2009b (August). Borrow Site Environmental Conditions South Sutter/Thornton Property (APN 201-0250-
015, 201-0270-002, -037), Novak Property (APN 225-0090-040), Huffstutler/Johnson Trust Property
(APN 225-0110-019, -020, -037), Sacramento County, California. Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento County Airport System. 2007. Sacramento International Airport Wildlife Hazard Management Plan.
Sacramento, CA.

4.16 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Council on Environmental Quality. 1997. Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental
Policy Act. Council on Environmental Quality, Washington, D.C.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2006. Poverty Thresholds 1999. Available:
<http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/threshld/thresh99.html>. Accessed March 11, 2009.

5.0 CUMULATIVE AND GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS, AND OTHER
STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. 2008. CEQA & Climate Change.
California Air Resources Board. 2008a (October). Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan.

. 2008b. Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance
Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act.

City of Sacramento. 2002 (August) Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement,
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan. Sacramento, CA.

. 2009. Sacramento 2030 General Plan. Adopted March 3, 2009. Sacramento, CA.

City of Sacramento and County of Sacramento. 2002 (December 10). Resolution No. 2002-830. A Resolution
Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Memorandum of Understanding Between the City and County

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-21 References



of Sacramento Regarding Principles of Land Use and Revenue Sharing for the Natomas Area (Joint
Vision). (M02-014). Sacramento, CA.

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 2009. Preliminary Draft CEQA Guideline Amendments for
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2007a (February). Final Environmental Impact Report on Local
Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control Improvements for the Sacramento Area. State
Clearinghouse #2006072098. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

. 2007b (November). Final Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program
Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse #2007062016. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by
EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

. 2009 (January). Final Supplement to the Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program Landside Improvements Project—Phase 2 Project. State Clearinghouse
2007062016. Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

Sacramento County Airport System. 2007. Sacramento International Airport Master Plan. Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2008 (November). Final Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and
404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project,
Sacramento, CA. Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2009 (February). Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Natomas Levee
Improvement Program Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project. State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016.
Prepared by EDAW, Sacramento, CA.

6.0 COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND
REGULATIONS

Council on Environmental Quality. 1997. Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental
Policy Act. Council on Environmental Quality, Washington, D.C.

Federal Aviation Administration. 2007. Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports. FAA Advisory
Circular 150/5200-33B. Available: <http://www.faa.gov/airports_airtraffic/airports/resources/
advisory_circulars/index.cfm?template=Document Listing&Keyword=150/5200-
33&DocumentSelected=1>.

Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2007 (September 27). Letter to Ray Kerridge, City Manager, City of
Sacramento. Available: <http://www.cityofsacramento.org/utilities/flood/FEMA_Letter 100807.pdf>.
Accessed February 17, 2008.

Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2004. Farm and Ranchlands Protection Program. Available:
<http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/frpp/>. Accessed September 2008.

Sacramento County Airport System. 2007. Sacramento International Airport Wildlife Hazard Management Plan.
Sacramento, CA.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
References 8-22 USACE



7.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

None.

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 8-23 References






9 LIST OF PREPARERS

This FEIS was prepared by EDAW at the direction of USACE and SAFCA, with assistance from MBK
Engineers, HDR Engineering, Mead & Hunt, and Wood Rodgers.

The following is a list of the individuals who prepared sections of this FEIS, provided significant background
materials, or participated in preparing this FEIS.

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SACRAMENTO DISTRICT

Name Title Experience
Elizabeth Holland Social Science Environmental Manager 24 years
Kathleen Dadey, Ph.D. Chief, California Delta Branch, Regulatory 16 years
Michael Dunphy Biological Science Environmental Manager 12 years
Dan Tibbitts, P.E. Programs and Project Manager 18 years
Daniel Bell Archaeologist 31 years
Greg Kukas, P.E. Acting Chief, Hydrology and Hydraulics Branch 15 years
Lisa Clay Assistant District Counsel 21 years

SACRAMENTO AREA FLOOD CONTROL AGENCY

TIMOthy WashDUIN, J.D. ..ot ee et st e e e s e s eennes Director of Planning
JONN Bassett, P.E. ..o Director of Engineering, Project Manager
PEEEI BUCK ...ttt bbbttt Natural Resource Supervisor
AECOM
Name Qualifications and Experience Participation
Phil Dunn B.S. Zoology; M.S. Fisheries Biology; 29 years |Principal-in-Charge, Senior
experience Reviewer/Advisor
Francine Dunn B.A. Environmental Studies; 25 years Principal, NEPA/CEQA Task Leader,
experience EIS/EIR Project Manager
David Rader B.A. Print Journalism; M.A. Business NEPA/CEQA Assistant Project Manager,
Economics; 6 years experience Alternatives, Transportation and Circulation
Sarah Henningsen B.S. Community and Regional Development; NEPA/CEQA Project Coordinator,
6 years experience Executive Summary, Introduction and
Statement of Purpose and Need, Compliance
with Federal Environmental Laws and
Regulations, Consultation and Coordination

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project FEIS
USACE 9-1 List of Preparers



Name

Qualifications and Experience

Participation

Melinda Rivasplata

B.A. Environmental Biology; 26 years
experience

Agricultural Resources; Land Use,
Socioeconomics, and Population and
Housing; Visual Resources; Cumulative and
Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Other
Statutory Requirements

Marianne Lowenthal

B.S. Environmental Toxicology; 3 years
experience

Geology and Soils, Utilities and Service
Systems, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Wendy Copeland B.S. Plant Science; M.S. Plant Pathology; Geology and Soils Senior Reviewer,
9 years experience Paleontological Resources

Ellen Fyock B.S. Marketing; M.S. Environmental Science; 2 | Hydrology and Hydraulics, Water Quality
years experience

Karen Appell B.S. Agricultural and Biological Engineering; Hydrology and Hydraulics, and Water

Graduate Certificate in Water Resources
Engineering; 10 years experience

Quality Senior Reviewer

Stephanie Jentsch

B.A. Psychology; M.S. Wildlife and Fisheries
Science; 5 years experience

Biological Resources

Ann Chrisney

B.S. Animal Science; M.S. Natural Resources;
27 years experience

Biological Resources

Chris Fitzer B.A. Geography (Environmental Concentration); | Fisheries
M.A. Environmental Planning (Watershed/
Water Resources Concentration); 14 years
experience
Mike Eng B.S. Ecology; B.A. English; 6 years experience |Permitting Task Leader, Biological
Resources
Leo Edson B.S. Biological Studies; 25 years experience Biological Resources Senior Reviewer
Mike Avifa B.A. Anthropology; J.D. Law; 13 years Cultural Resources, Environmental Justice
experience
Steve Heipel B.S. Anthropology; 37 years experience Cultural Resources Senior Reviewer
Jake Weirich B.S. Sound Engineering; 4 years experience Air Quality and Noise
Honey Walters B.S. Environmental Science; M.S. Atmospheric | Air Quality and Noise Senior Reviewer
Science; 12 years experience
Lisa Clement B.S. Environmental and Resource Sciences; Geographic Information Systems
10 years experience
Phi Ngo B.A. Communication (GIS Minor); 4 years Geographic Information Systems
experience
Julie Nichols B.A. Political Science; M.S. Journalism; 20 Technical Editing
years experience
Christy Seifert B.A. English; 11 years experience Technical Editing

Lorrie Jo Williams

B.S. Design; 22 years experience

Graphics

FEIS
List of Preparers

9-2

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project

USACE




Name

Qualifications and Experience

Participation

Christy Anderson

B.A. Fine Art; 30 years experience

Graphics

Deborah Jew

23 years experience

Word Processing, Document Production

Amber Giffin

16 years experience

Word Processing, Document Production

MBK ENGINEERS

Name

Quialifications

Participation

Joseph D. Countryman,
P.E.

B.S. Civil Engineering; 43 years experience

Hydraulic Modeling Review

Ric Reinhardt, P.E.

B.S. Civil Engineering; M.S. Civil Engineering;
14 years experience

Hydraulic Modeling Review

Mike Archer, P.E.

B.S. Civil Engineering; M.S. Civil Engineering;
26 years experience

Hydraulic Modeling

HDR ENGINEERING

Name

Qualifications

Participation

Christopher Krivanec,
P.E., G.E.

B.S. Civil Engineering; M.S. Civil Engineering
(Geotechnical); M.E. Civil Engineering
(Geotechnical); 17 years experience

Project Manager for Sacramento River East
Levee Design

MEAD & HUNT

Name

Qualifications

Participation

Steve Sullivan, P.E.

B.S. Civil Engineering; 28 years experience

Project Manager for Canal Design and
Borrow Investigation

WOOD RODGERS

Name

Qualifications

Participation

Jonathan Kors, P.E.

B.S. Civil Engineering; 12 years experience

Project Manager for Natomas Cross Canal
South Levee, Pleasant Grove Creek Canal
West Levee, and Natomas East Main
Drainage Canal West Levee Design

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project

USACE

9-3

FEIS
List of Preparers







10 INDEX

Topic Page Number
FO86 FIOOM. ...ttt sttt b et be ke et E e e st e Rt Rt Rt e Rt Rt e eRe R e et eRe e R e e bt eRe e neebe e e neeanes 1-14
1997 FIOOM. ...ttt bbb bRt R bt bbbttt R Rt bbb b bt 1-13, 1-16
AGFICUITUIE ... ES-3, ES-§, 1-19, 1-27, 2-22, 2-63, 2-72, 2-80, 2-81, 2-99,

3-6, 3-12, 3-16, 3-17, 3-20, 3-28, 3-39, 3-49, 3-59, 3-102, 3-103,
4.2-3,4.2-4,4.5-17, 4.7-3, 5-3, 5-6, 5-27, 5-30, 5-32, 6-11, 7-2, 7-10

AN QUAITLY ... ES-1, ES-11, ES-19, ES-39, ES-40, 1-2, 1-37,1-39, 1-40, 1-41, 1-42,
2-14, 2-26, 2-76, 2-111, 3-79, 3-80, 3-81, 3-82, 3-84, 3-85,

3-87,3-99,4.1-6,4.11-1, 4.11-2, 4.11-3, 4.11-4, 4.11-5, 4.11-6,

4.11-7,4.11-10, 4.11-11, 4.11-13, 4.11-14, 4.11-15, 4.11-16,

4.11-18, 4.15-5, 4.15-7, 4.15-9, 4.15-10, 4.15-13, 4.16-3,

5-3, 5-4, 5-6, 5-9, 5-13, 5-18, 5-20, 5-21, 5-21, 5-29, 5-35, 5-36, 6-4, 7-3, 7-11

Airport Critical ZOne ..........ccoeevveiiiciiiciiicnnns ES-47, 1-26, 1-27, 2-28, 2-36, 2-97, 2-100, 4.13-4, 4.13-5, 4.15-2,
4.15-15, 4.15-16, 4.3-2, 4.7-25, 5-8, 5-12, 5-16, 5-23, 5-29, 6-12

Airport north bufferlands............ccocoeoiiiiiiiiie e ES-15, 1-6, 1-34, 1-35, 2-22, 2-28, 2-36, 2-73, 2-74,
3-3, 3-20, 3-67, 4.10-2, 4.10-3, 4.1-4, 4.1-5, 4.2-3, 4.3-2, 4.7-21, 5-30

F AN T oTo YA LTS A I | (o o TSR SP 1-35, 2-20, 3-109
Airport. See Sacramento International Airport.

American River Common Features PrOJECT.........cccvviiriieiie e sre e se et e e ES-1, ES-5, 1-1, 1-16
American River Watershed Investigation.............cccoovveieiieiie s 1-14, 1-15, 1-44, 3-60, 3-62, 3-64
ARWI. See American River Watershed Investigation.

BOITOW SIte ..o ES-4, ES-15, ES-16, ES-30, 1-35, 1-36, 1-45, 2-8, 2-20, 2-22, 2-23,
2-24, 2-27, 2-36, 2-37, 2-43, 2-44, 2-45, 2-46, 2-47, 2-52, 2-53, 2-54, 2-64, 2-72, 2-73,

2-74, 2-75, 2-76, 2-77, 2-83, 2-85, 2-86, 2-87, 2-103, 2-104, 2-105, 2-106, 2-110,

3-20, 3-37, 3-39, 3-60, 3-62, 3-93, 3-95, 3-105, 4.1-3, 4.1-4, 4.1-5, 4.1-6, 4.2-1,

4.2-2,4.2-3,4.2-4,4.2-5, 4.2-6, 4.2-7, 4.3-5,4.3-6, 4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.4-4, 4.4-5, 4.5-15,

4.5-17,4.6-3,4.7-1, 4.7-15, 4.7-16, 4.7-17, 4.7-23, 4.7-26, 4.7-34, 4.8-9, 4.8-10,

4.8-11, 4.9-2,4.10-2, 4.10-3, 4.10-6, 4.10-7, 4.10-8, 4.11-1, 4.11-17, 4.12-4, 4.12-5,

4.12-6,4.12-7, 4.12-11, 4.13-3, 4.14-5, 4.15-1, 4.15-4, 4.15-6, 4.15-9, 4.15-10,

4.15-15, 4.15-17, 4.16-3, 5-12, 5-13, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-30, 5-37, 6-1, 6-11, 7-3

Burrowing owl.........cccooeeviiiinincnens 1-24, 3-47, 3-50, 4.7-32, 4.7-33, 4.7-34, 4.7-35, 4.7-43, 5-5, 5-7, 5-11, 5-17

California Air Resources Board ..........ccocovvveereinnns 1-40, 3-79, 3-80, 3-81, 3-82, 3-86, 3-87, 4.11-8, 4.11-9, 4.11-10,
4.11-12, 4.11-17, 5-35, 5-36, 5-37, 7-10
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California Department of Fish and Game............c.ccccoe.... 1-39, 1-40, 1-41, 2-49, 2-93, 2-96, 2-97, 3-33, 3-34, 3-42,
3-45, 3-49, 3-50, 3-51, 3-52, 3-54, 3-100, 4.3-4, 4.6-4, 4.7-4, 4.7-5,

4.7-9,4.7-10, 4.7-11, 4.7-13, 4.7-17, 4.7-18, 4.7-23, 4.7-24, 4.7-26,

4.7-27,4.7-28, 4.7-29, 4.7-30, 4.7-32, 4.7-33, 4.7-35, 4.7-38,

4.7-39, 4.7-44, 5-21, 5-33, 5-40, 6-2, 6-3, 7-7, 7-8, 7-9, 7-10

California Endangered Species Act................ ES-28, ES-29, ES-31, 1-41, 1-45, 2-76, 3-33, 3-40, 3-42, 3-51, 3-54,
4.7-10, 4.7-11, 4.7-14, 4.7-18, 4.7-23, 4.7-29, 4.7-30, 4.7-33, 4.7-38,
5-5, 5-8, 5-18, 5-32, 5-33, 5-34, 6-3

California Fish and Game Code ...........ccocoevrereiennne ES-1, ES-28, ES-29, ES-31, 1-2, 1-41, 2-16, 2-76, 3-33, 3-34,
3-42, 3-43, 3-44, 3-50, 4.7-4, 4.7-10, 4.7-14, 4.7-29, 5-5, 5-33

California Surface Mining and Reclamation ACt...........ccocoireneieininineneees ES-1, ES-25, 1-2, 2-76, 3-19, 3-20,
4.2-3,4.4-3,4.4-4,7-8, 7-9

Central Valley Flood Protection Board EncroaChment PermMit..........cccoccveiiiiiieiiieiiie i e e e e see e 3-25

CESA. See California Endangered Species Act.

Clean Water Act Section 401 .......c.oveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, ES-1, ES-6, ES-27, 1-2, 1-33, 1-37, 1-42, 2-15, 2-16,

3-29, 3-30, 3-41, 4.7-17, 7-7, 7-8
Clean Water ACE SECHION 402 .......cuveee ettt ettt e s st e e s et e e s et bt e e s sarbeeesserreeessereeeesins ES-1, 1-2, 3-29, 7-7, 7-8
Clean Water ACt SECHION 404 ........c..eeveveiiiee e ES-1, ES-3, ES-5, ES-6, ES-8, ES-19, ES-27,

1-1,1-2,1-11, 1-16, 1-26, 1-31, 1-32, 1-33, 1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 1-37,
1-38, 1-40, 2-10, 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 2-17, 2-69, 3-29, 3-40, 3-41, 3-43,
4.7-14, 4.7-15, 4.7-17, 5-2, 5-10, 5-26, 5-32, 6-1, 6-9, 6-10, 7-4, 7-5, 7-7, 7-8

Clean Water Act Section 408 ........... ES-1 ES-6, ES-7, ES-8, ES-19, 1-1, 1-11, 1-16, 1-26, 1-31, 1-37, 1-32, 1-33,
1-34, 1-38, 2-10, 2-14, 3-24, 5-2, 5-10, 5-23, 5-24, 6-2, 7-4, 7-5, 7-7, 7-8

Cultural rESOUICES......ccvvviviiee it ES-11, ES-18, ES-19, ES-35, 1-39, 2-8, 2-13, 2-22, 2-25, 2-26,
2-76, 2-111, 2-115, 3-57, 3-58, 3-59, 3-60, 3-61, 3-62, 3-63, 3-64, 3-65,

3-66, 3-112, 4.1-1, 4.1-6, 4.1-7, 4.2-3, 4.8-1, 4.8-4, 4.8-5, 4.8-6, 4.8-9,

4.8-10, 4.8-13, 4.9-3, 4.14-4, 4.16-3, 4.16-4, 5-3, 5-6, 5-9, 5-13,

5-18, 5-29, 5-34, 6-4, 6-5, 6-6, 7-6

CumMUIALIVE TMPACT.......coviieiiicee s ES-19, 1-39, 1-43, 2-65, 4.1-3, 4.5-10, 4.7-25,
5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12,

5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-24, 5-25, 5-26, 5-27, 5-28,

5-29, 5-31, 5-32, 5-33, 5-34, 5-35, 5-37, 5-38, 5-39, 7-2

DFG. See California Department of Fish and Game.

EIKhorn BOrrow Area .........ccoveeveevvieeiiesiveniennnas ES-15, 1-35, 2-36, 2-73, 2-74, 2-75, 2-76, 4.1-4, 4.1-5, 4.2-3, 4.2-4,

4.7-15, 4.7-21, 4.8-5, 4.10-2, 4.10-3, 4.10-6, 4.15-4, 5-20, 5-21
Elkhorn Main Irrigation Canal ............ooo oottt seesaeeree e 1-29, 3-27
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management............ccccvevueieeieeienie e e sre e 3-12, 3-24, 5-30, 6-7
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Executive Order 11990, Protection Of WELIANAS ..........oeiiiciiiie ettt stae e e 3-33, 6-9

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income POPUIALIONS............cccveiveiiiiiiiie e 3-110, 4.16-3, 6-10

FAA. See Federal Aviation Administration.
Farmland ProteCtion POLICY ACE .........o oottt st see st enneeseenneas 3-6, 5-30, 6-11

Federal Aviation AdminiStration.........cccccevvvveviveieeeeeiienenns ES-4, 1-27, 1-39, 1-40, 2-97, 2-100, 3-108, 3-109, 4.7-2,
4.15-1, 4.15-2, 4.15-16, 4.15-17, 5-23, 5-30, 6-11, 7-7, 7-10

Federal Emergency Management Agency................ ES-5, ES-7, ES-8, ES-16, ES-17, 1-11, 1-13, 1-14, 1-18, 1-19,
2-3, 2-16, 2-20, 2-36, 2-99, 2-110, 3-24, 4.2-1, 4.3-7, 4.5-12,
6-12, 6-14, 7-1, 7-10

FEMA. See Federal Emergency Management Agency.

FIRM. See Flood Insurance Rate Map.

L oToTo I LTI = ot e TN 1 o SR 6-12, 7-1
Folsom Dam ModifiCation PrOJECL ..........cviiiiiieiiee ittt sttt e et et e be e e besteeeesreanes 1-16
L0 Ko gl =g =To] o= = o] SR 1-15

FPPA. See Farmland Protection Policy Act.
General Re-evaluation of the Common FEAtUres PrOJECT ..........ccivviveiiiiiieie e 2-15
GGS. See Giant Garter Snake.

GGS/Drainage Canal...........ccocooeviiiieiiiee e 1-34, 1-35, 2-20, 2-24, 2-28, 2-70, 2-71, 2-79, 2-98, 4.5-16,
4.7-2,4.7-3,4.7-13, 4.7-22, 4.11-4, 4.11-6

Giant garter SNake........cccoveveevviieene e ES-6, ES-8, ES-15, ES-17, ES-29, ES-30, 1-18, 1-28, 1-36, 1-37,
2-17, 2-18, 2-20, 2-21, 2-25, 2-28, 2-64, 2-73, 2-77, 2-78, 2-79, 2-80, 2-81, 2-85,

2-86, 2-89, 2-91, 2-97, 3-40, 3-46, 3-48, 4.2-4, 4.5-15, 4.7-2, 4.7-3, 4.7-4, 4.7-12,

4.7-13, 4.7-14, 4.7-15, 4.7-19, 4.7-20, 4.7-21, 4.7-22, 4.7-23, 4.7-24, 4.7-34,

4.7-45,4.11-4, 4.11-6, 5-5, 5-8, 5-11, 5-18, 5-32, 5-33

GrouNAWALEr .........coooviiiiiireeeeee e ES-2, ES-7, ES-15, ES-26, ES-27, ES-45, 1-19, 1-35, 1-36, 1-45,
2-23, 2-36, 2-67, 2-68, 2-70, 2-71, 2-81, 2-86, 2-96, 2-103, 3-28, 3-29,

3-30, 3-31, 3-32, 3-33, 3-102, 4.5-1, 4.5-11, 4.5-14, 4.5-15, 4.5-16, 4.5-17,

4.6-1, 4.6-2, 4.6-4, 4.6-6, 4.6-7, 4.12-5, 4.12-6, 4.12-9, 4.13-4, 4.15-3,

4.15-6, 4.15-8, 4.15-9, 4.15-10, 4.15-11, 4.15-12, 5-3, 5-11, 5-14, 5-15, 5-26, 6-1, 7-13

LT oL Y AT Lo [0To7=T o 41T TR 5-38, 5-39, 7-2
Habitat creation and management ............coccooovereieeienenie e ES-16, 1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 2-20, 2-36, 2-103
Hazardous Materials...........ccocevvveiiiii i ES-7, ES-11, ES-45, ES-47, 1-19, 1-39, 2-14, 2-27, 2-28, 2-111,

3-98, 3-99, 3-100, 3-101, 3-103, 3-104, 3-105, 3-106, 3-107, 4.3-2,
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4.6-1, 4.6-3, 4.10-1, 4.13-5, 4.14-4, 4.14-5, 4.15-1, 4.15-2, 4.15-3, 4.15-4,
4.15-5, 4.15-6, 4.15-7, 4.15-8, 4.15-9, 4.15-10, 4.15-11, 4.15-14, 4.15-15,
4.15-19, 5-3, 5-6, 5-8, 5-12, 5-16, 5-28, 6-8, 6-13

(R TR (0] 1o - W (o 01U (o= TR 2-25, 4.8-7
HUMAN F8MAINS. ...t ES-11, ES-18, 2-13, 3-58, 3-67, 3-68, 3-69, 4.1-6, 4.1-7,
4.8-1,4.8-5, 4.8-11, 4.8-12, 4.8-13, 7-6

Important Farmland...........cccoceveviiieviice e ES-18, ES-19, ES-22, 2-22, 2-113, 3-6, 3-8, 3-12, 4.1-6, 4.1-7,
4.2-1,4.2-2,4.2-3, 4.2-4, 4.2-5, 4.2-8, 5-6, 5-9, 5-13, 5-17, 5-29, 5-30, 7-2

JOINT FEABTAI PIOJECT ... .ottt ettt e bttt e s e be et eseeete e e e neesteeneenbeeneeneenneens 1-17,4.5-2
Levee height .........ccccovevennne. ES-1, ES-6, ES-7, ES-9, 1-1, 1-11, 1-12, 1-16, 1-17, 1-19, 1-37, 2-3, 2-5, 2-11, 2-15,

2-29, 2-41, 2-48, 2-51, 2-52, 2-104, 4.5-2, 4.5-10, 4.5-11, 4.5-12, 45-13, 4.5-14
NAHC. See Native American Heritage Commission.
NALP. See North Area Local Project.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.................... ES-1, ES-25, ES-27, ES-33, ES-45, 1-2, 1-42, 2-76,
3-31, 4.4-3, 4.6-3, 4.6-5, 4.6-6, 4.7-38, 4.7-41, 4.15-6, 4.15-7,
5-15, 5-26, 7-8, 7-9

Native American Heritage COmMmISSION.........c.cccecvvevevviieeresesnee, 3-58, 3-69, 4.8-1, 4.8-11, 4.8-13, 6-6, 7-6, 7-10

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan...........cccccveeiiieeeiiivieeennn ES-4, ES-10, ES-19, ES-23, ES-34, 1-12, 1-28,
2-12, 2-25, 2-28, 2-77, 2-78, 2-79, 2-80, 2-99, 2-111,

3-15, 3-35, 3-44, 3-45, 3-45, 3-46, 3-47, 3-48, 3-49, 3-50,

4.2-4,4.2-5,4.3-1, 4.3-3, 4.3-4, 4.3-9, 4.7-1, 4.7-2, 4.7-3,

4.7-5,4.7-22,4.7-23, 4.7-24, 4.7-29, 4.7-35, 4.7-42,

4.7-43, 4.7-44, 4.7-45, 5-27, 5-33, 5-39

Natomas Central Mutual Water Company ..........c.ccccvevevveiennens ES-14, ES-15, ES-17, 1-28, 1-29, 1-31, 1-35, 1-40,
2-29, 2-50, 2-51, 2-53, 2-63, 2-65, 2-80, 2-97, 2-98, 2-103,

3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-27, 3-96, 4.7-3, 4.7-7, 4.7-15,

4.7-16, 4.7-22, 4.7-25, 4.7-27, 4.14-1, 4.14-2,

5-32,6-2, 7-11

Natomas Cross Canal .............. ES-2, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, ES-7, ES-10, ES-12, ES-14, ES-15, ES-16, ES-17, ES-37,
1-3, 1-6, 1-11, 1-12, 1-13, 1-14, 1-15, 1-17, 1-19, 1-29, 1-31, 1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 1-38,

2-12, 2-14, 2-19, 2-22, 2-23, 2-25, 2-27, 2-28, 2-29, 2-36, 2-37, 2-50, 2-51, 2-52, 2-69,

2-74, 2-103, 2-109, 2-113, 2-114, 3-1, 3-2, 3-17, 3-24, 3-27, 3-28, 3-32, 3-40, 3-41,

3-42, 3-43, 3-51, 3-52, 3-53, 3-55, 3-56, 3-57, 3-59, 3-65, 3-77, 3-78, 3-93, 3-95, 3-111,
4.2-3,4.4-3,4.5-2,4.5-12, 4.5-13, 4.5-14, 4.5-16, 4.6-1, 4.6-2, 4.6-4, 4.7-2, 4.7-7,

4.7-21,4.7-22, 4.7-34, 4.7-36, 4.7-37, 4.7-41, 4.8-6, 4.8-9, 4.8-12, 4.10-3, 4.10-4, 4.10-9,

411-1,4.11-3, 4.11-4, 4.11-6, 4.11-15, 4.11-16, 4.11-17, 4.12-5, 4.12-13,

4.13-3, 4.14-6, 4.16-3, 5-10, 5-14, 5-22
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Natomas East Main Drainage Canal............cccccovvvviieieinanns ES-4, ES-6, ES-7, ES-17, 1-3, 1-11, 1-12, 1-15, 1-31,
1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 1-37, 1-38, 2-19, 2-23, 2-24, 2-27, 2-28, 2-44, 2-66,
3-1, 3-6, 3-17, 3-28, 3-32, 3-36, 3-45, 3-59, 3-65, 3-68, 3-71, 3-77,
3-78,4.5-2,45-3, 4.5-4, 4.5-5, 4.5-6, 4.5-7, 4.5-8, 4.5-9, 4.5-11,
45-12,4.5-13, 4.10-3, 4.11-4, 4.11-6, 5-16, 6-12
NBHCP. See Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan.
NCC. See Natomas Cross Canal.
NCMWC. See Natomas Central Mutual Water Company.
NEMDC. See Natomas East Main Drainage Canal.
NOISE IMPACT......oiviiviiiieieie e 3-89, 3-90, 4.12-1, 4.12-3, 4.12-4, 4.12-12, 4.12-14, 5-16, 5-37
NOiSe leVel ..o, ES-41, ES-42, 2-27, 3-15, 3-88, 3-89, 3-90, 3-92, 4.12-1, 4.12-2, 4.12-3,
4.12-4,4.12-5, 4.12-6, 4.12-7, 4.12-8, 4.12-9, 4.12-11, 4.12-12,
4.12-13, 4.12-14, 5-9, 5-12, 5-16, 5-37, 5-39
North Area Local Project........c.cccovviieieiieie e ES-7, 1-6, 1-11, 1-13, 1-14, 1-15, 1-16, 1-19, 2-15
Northwestern Pond Turtle ..........coovvieveieieicece e ES-32, ES-33, 2-25, 3-46, 3-49, 4.7-33, 4.7-34, 5-20
NPDES. See National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.

Paleontological reSOUICES .........ccvvvevieieeiece e ES-11, ES-36, 1-39, 2-14, 2-26, 2-111, 3-72, 3-75, 4.9-1,
4.9-2,4.9-3,4.9-4, 5-3, 5-5, 5-8, 5-11, 5-15, 5-27

PGCC. See Pleasant Grove Creek Canal.
Pleasant Grove Creek Canal........ccoccovveveveivcieeeeeee e ES-4, ES-6, ES-7, ES-17, 1-3, 1-6, 1-11, 1-15, 1-31, 1-34,
1-35, 1-37, 1-38, 2-19, 2-22, 2-23, 2-24, 2-27, 2-28, 2-113, 2-114,
3-1, 3-5, 3-59, 3-61, 3-65, 3-77, 3-78, 4.1-5, 4.5-2, 4.5-3, 4.5-4,
45-5,45-7,45-8,45-9, 45-13, 4.7-15, 4.10-3, 4.11-4, 4.11-6

Porter-Cologne Act. See Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control ACt........ccccevvvvveviviinieneere e 3-31, 3-32, 3-42, 3-44,5-17, 5-31, 5-32
Reduced Natomas UrbDan LeVEE PerimMeBter........uveiieeeiiieeieiie it e sttt e e e s s s e et reeesssseerrerteteessssssraeeeeesssaes ES-9, 2-11
Right-of-way aCqUISItION .........ccoeiiiiiiiii e ES-16, 1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 2-36, 2-103, 2-110
Rivers and Harbors ACt OF 1899 ........cvviiiiiiiii ettt e st r e e s sba e e e s sbbaneeans ES-1, 1-2, 3-24, 5-24, 6-2
Riverside Main Irrigation CaANAl...........cooiiiiiiiie ettt ste s e seeseeeree e 1-29, 3-27
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service............. 1-28, 1-41, 1-45, 2-93, 2-96, 2-97, 3-15, 3-35, 3-40, 3-45, 3-47, 3-48, 3-51,

3-52, 3-53, 3-54, 3-56, 4.3-4, 4.7-3, 4.7-5, 4.7-9, 4.7-10, 4.7-11, 4.7-13, 4.7-17,
4.7-18, 4.7-23, 4.7-24, 4.7-26, 4.7-27, 4.7-28, 4.7-30, 4.7-31, 4.7-32, 4.7-33,
4.7-35, 4.7-39, 4.7-44, 5-33, 5-40, 6-2, 6-3, 7-7, 7-8, 7-9, 7-10
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Sacramento County Airport System.......... ES-8, ES-11, ES-16, 1-9, 1-22, 1-25, 1-30, 1-32, 1-35, 2-13, 2-28, 2-36,
2-16, 2-18, 2-31, 2-33, 2-35, 2-37, 2-39. 2-80, 2-85, 2-98, 2-99,

2-100, 2-104, 2-110, 2-113, 3-13, 3-15, 3-17, 3-98, 3-108, 3-109, 4.2-1,

4.3-1,4.5-14, 4.7-10, 4.7-23, 4.7-25, 4.7-30, 4.7-33, 4.15-1, 4.15-186,

4.15-17, 5-12, 5-16, 5-22, 5-23, 5-29, 5-30, 5-33, 5-39, 6-12, 7-7, 7-11

Sacramento International Airport................ ES-4, ES-7, ES-8, ES-10, ES-11, ES-15, ES-16, ES-23, ES-42, ES-43,
ES-47, 1-6, 1-12, 1-18, 1-19, 1-23, 1-26, 1-27, 1-28, 1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 1-40,

2-12, 2-13, 2-16, 2-20, 2-22, 2-28, 2-36, 2-47, 2-63, 2-65, 2-69, 2-73, 2-74, 2-77,

2-97, 2-98, 2-99, 2-100, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-13, 3-14, 3-15, 3-20, 3-28, 3-33, 3-36, 3-59,

3-62, 3-64, 3-67, 3-77, 3-79, 3-81, 3-82, 3-93, 3-94, 3-98, 3-107, 3-108, 3-109,

4.1-4,4.1-5, 4.2-3, 4.3-1, 4.3-2, 4.3-9, 4.6-6, 4.7-10, 4.7-21, 4.7-23, 4.7-25, 4.7-30,

4.7-33, 4.7-35, 4.10-1, 4.10-2, 4.10-3, 4.10-9, 4.12-2, 4.12-13, 4.12-14, 4.13-4,

4.13-5, 4.14-3, 4.14-4, 4.15-1, 4.15-2, 4.15-12, 4.15-13, 4.15-15, 4.15-16, 4.15-17,

4.15-18, 4.15-19, 5-4, 5-8, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-19,

5-22, 5-23, 5-24, 5-27, 5-29, 5-30, 5-32, 5-33, 5-37, 5-40, 6-11, 7-3, 7-7

Sacramento Urban Levee Reconstruction Project........cccccvvvvevieevieevieveennnn ES-7, 1-6, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-19, 2-15
Sacramento Valley Air BaSiN .......ccccvoiiiiiiiieieee st 3-81,4.11-13, 4.11-14, 5-6
SCAS. See Sacramento County Airport System.
Seepage berm .......ccccooeveiieinne ES-12, ES-14, ES-16, 2-5, 2-6, 2-8, 2-13, 2-14, 2-19, 2-20, 2-29, 2-36, 2-41, 2-43,
2-44, 2-45, 2-46, 2-47, 2-49, 2-53, 2-74, 2-75, 2-78, 2-85, 2-93, 2-100, 2-103,
2-104, 2-106, 2-109, 4.2-2, 4.2-3, 4.3-6, 4.4-3, 4.5-15, 4.6-1, 4.6-6, 4.7-25, 4.7-26,
4.8-6, 4.8-7,4.8-8, 4.8-12, 4.12-4, 4.12-5, 4.14-4, 4.15-10, 4.15-12, 4.16-3, 5-7, 5-17
Seepage remediation.........c.ceeeverereriereeesesene s ES-2, ES-6, ES-12, ES-14, ES-15, 1-34, 1-35, 1-38, 2-5, 2-14,
2-19, 2-29, 2-41, 2-47, 2-49, 2-53, 2-65, 2-103, 2-104, 3-17, 4.5-14,
4.6-6, 4.7-8, 4.7-16, 4.8-9, 4.8-12, 6-2
SIP. See State Implementation Plan.
SMARA. See California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act.
SOIS e ES-24, 1-15, 1-39, 2-5, 2-22, 2-46, 2-47, 2-54, 2-72, 2-75, 2-86, 2-111,
3-11, 3-18, 3-21, 3-23, 3-35, 3-46, 3-49, 3-67, 3-69, , 3-106, 3-107, 3-108,
4.4-1,4.4-2,4.4-4, 4.6-3, 4.7-36, 4.8-2, 4.8-10, 4.14-5, 4.15-3, 4.15-4,
4.15-5, 4.15-6, 4.15-10, 5-3, 5-5, 5-7, 5-10, 5-14, 5-24, 5-25, 6-5
State Implementation PIan.............cocooiiiiiii e 3-80, 3-87, 3-99, 4.11-13, 4.11-14, 6-4

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan ... ES-25, ES-27, ES-33, ES-45, 3-31, 4.4-3,
4.6-2,4.6-3, 4.7-38, 4.15-6, 4.15-7

SEOMWALEE ..ot ES-25, ES-26, ES-27, ES-33, ES-45, 1-11, 1-27, 1-31, 1-34, 1-35, 1-42,
2-19, 2-23, 2-43, 2-98, 2-109, 3-31, 3-32, 3-43, 4.4-3, 4.5-6, 4.5-11,

4.6-1, 4.6-2, 4.6-4, 4.6-4, 4.6-5, 4.7-38, 4.7-40, 4.7-41, 4.7-42,

4.15-6, 4.15-7, 5-15, 5-26

SWPPP. See Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

FEIS NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project
Index 10-6 USACE



The Natomas Basin CONSEIVANCY ........ccccevvvrveiereseeieneens 1-6, 1-28, 1-30, 2-25, 2-68, 2-71, 2-73, 2-74, 2-77, 2-78,
2-79, 2-80, 2-81, 2-85, 2-97, 2-98, 2-99, 2-100, 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 3-5,

3-11, 3-15, 3-28, 3-35, 3-36, 3-39, 3-40, 3-45, 3-47, 3-48, 3-49, 3-50, 3-51,

3-95, 3-104, 3-108, 4.3-3, 4.3-4, 4.7-1, 4.7-2, 4.7-16, 4.7-20, 4.7-22, 4.7-24,

4.7-33, 4.7-42, 4.7-43, 4.7-44, 5-11, 5-15, 5-27, 5-30, 7-7, 7-13

TNBC. See The Natomas Basin Conservancy.
Traffic NOISE 1eVEIS ..o ES-18, 4.1-6, 4.1-7, 4.12-1, 4.12-10, 4.12-11, 4.12-14

UtIItIeS ..o ES-11, ES-44, 1-23, 1-39, 2-3, 2-5, 2-14, 2-16, 2-27, 2-48, 2-67, 2-68, 2-99, 2-111,
3-96, 3-102, 3-103, 3-104, 4.2-5, 4.2-7, 4.3-5, 4.7-28, 4.10-4, 4.14-1, 4.14-3, 4.14-4,
4.15-6, 4.15-11, 5-3, 5-6, 5-8, 5-12, 5-16, 5-28, 6-8, 7-11

Water QUAlILY .......ccovveieiiici e ES-1, ES-2, ES-6, ES-26, ES-27, 1-2, 1-37, 1-39, 1-40, 1-42,
2-23, 2-48, 2-76, 2-80, 2-81, 2-86, 2-111, 3-30, 3-31, 3-32, 3-33, 3-43, 3-100, 3-105,

4.3-8,4.4-3,4.5-14,4.5-17, 4.6-1, 4.6-2, 4.6-3, 4.6-4, 4.6-5, 4.6-6, 4.6-7, 4.6-7,

4.7-36, 4.7-38, 4.7-39, 4.7-40, 4.7-41, 4.7-44, 4.14-1, 4.15-2, 4.15-4, 4.15-7,

5-3, 5-5, 5-7, 5-11, 5-15, 5-17, 5-26, 5-29, 5-31, 5-32, 6-1, 7-8, 7-9, 7-10

Waters Of the UNItEA STAES ......ccvvveeiieie ettt et e e e rre e e e e e s e s saraaenes ES-29, ES-30, 4.7-14, 4.7-15, 4.7-18

WeEHIaNdS.......coovviiiieicc e 2-3, 2-24, 2-113, 2-115, 3-31, 3-33, 3-39, 3-40, 3-43, 3-46, 3-47,
3-48, 3-108, 4.2-3, 4.6-3, 4.7-1, 4.7-5, 4.7-15, 4.7-16,
4.7-17,4.7-18,5-11, 5-15, 5-27, 5-39, 5-40, 6-1, 6-9, 6-10, 6-11

WiAIANA FIT€.....iiiiiicic e 2-28, 2-77, 3-109, 4.15-2, 4.15-18, 5-17, 5-29

Woodland ............ ES-2, ES-10, ES-16, ES-18, ES-19, ES-20, ES-23, ES-28, ES-29, ES-31, ES-32, ES-34, ES-43,
1-35, 2-3, 2-5, 2-12, 2-20, 2-22, 2-24, 2-25, 2-27, 2-36, 2-46, 2-71, 2-72, 2-73, 2-77, 2-78,

2-79, 2-80, 2-81, 2-83, 2-85, 2-93, 2-96, 2-97, 2-99, 2-100, 2-113, 2-115, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-35,

3-36, 3-37, 3-39, 3-42, 3-43, 3-46, 3-47, 3-48, 3-49, 3-50, 3-75, 3-76, 3-93, 3-94, 3-97,

4.2-1,4.2-3,4.2-4,4.3-3, 4.3-4, 4.5-3, 4.5-5, 4.5-6, 4.5-7, 4.5-8, 4.5-9, 4.5-16, 4.5-17,
4.7-2,4.7-3,4.7-4,4.7-5,4.7-6, 4.7-7,4.7-8, 4.7-9, 4.7-10, 4.7-11, 4.7-12, 4.7-12, 4.7-13,

4.7-14, 4.7-24, 4.7-20, 4.7-25, 4.7-26, 4.7-27, 4.7-28, 4.7-29, 4.7-30, 4.7-31, 4.7-32, 4.7-33,

4.7-44,4.7-45, 4.9-3, 4.13-1, 4.13-2, 4.13-3, 4.13-5, 5-3, 5-10, 5-14, 5-18, 5-19,

4.7-42, 4.7-43, 5-30, 5-32, 5-34, 5-37, 5-38, 5-39, 7-11

YO0lO BYPaSS IMPIOVEMENES ......ocieeieiiieeieesiesiessie s ste e s e e steestaesteeeseeeteesteesseesseesneesneeesseeseesseesseeaneeeneeenseees ES-9, 2-11
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