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Mitigation Measure 4.7-g: Conduct Focused Surveys for Elderberry Shrubs as Needed, Implement all Woodland 
Habitat Improvements and all Management Agreements, Ensure Adequate Compensation for Loss of Shrubs, and 
Obtain Incidental Take Authorization 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

To reduce impacts on valley elderberry longhorn beetle, SAFCA shall implement the 
measures described below. 

► A qualified biologist retained by SAFCA shall conduct focused surveys of elderberry 
shrubs within 100 feet of the project footprint, in accordance with USFWS guidelines. 
All elderberry shrubs with potential to be affected by project activities shall be mapped, 
the number of stems greater than 1 inch in diameter on each shrub that requires removal 
shall be counted, and these stems shall be searched for beetle exit holes. 

► The engineering and design consultants and primary construction contractor(s) shall 
ensure, through coordination with the biologist, that construction is implemented in a 
manner that minimizes disturbance of areas that support elderberry shrubs 
(e.g., temporary fencing shall be used during construction to protect all elderberry shrubs 
that are located adjacent to construction areas but can be avoided). Shrubs that require 
removal shall be transplanted to the woodland creation areas, if feasible, when the plants 
are dormant (November through the first 2 weeks of February) to increase the success of 
transplanting. If none of the areas of suitable habitat to be created as part of the project 
would be available before the impact would occur, alternative transplantation locations 
(e.g., other SAFCA mitigation areas or TNBC preserves) shall be identified and shall be 
approved by USFWS. 

► The number of replacement elderberry plantings shall be determined based on USFWS 
guidelines, which require replacement ratios ranging from 1:1 to 8:1 for lost stems at 
least 1 inch in diameter, depending on the size of the affected stems and presence or 
absence of beetle exit holes. Associated native species shall be planted at ratios ranging 
from 1:1 to 2:1 for each elderberry planting. 

► SAFCA shall coordinate with USFWS, DFG, and SCAS (if on Airport property) to 
ensure that the NLIP’s woodland habitat improvements are created and managed. 
SAFCA shall prepare a project-specific MMP and programmatic LTMP to ensure the 
creation and long-term management of these components before construction 
commences. SAFCA shall enter into agreements with the appropriate local entity 
responsible for long-term management of these created woodland habitats and shall 
coordinate with USFWS and DFG to ensure that performance standards and long-term 
management goals that are required by regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over these 
resources will be specifically detailed and outlined in the LTMP and MMP. 
All performance standards and long-term management goals will be in full compliance 
with the ESA and CESA. SAFCA shall implement all terms and conditions of the 
management agreements USACE shall initiate consultation activities with USFWS under 
Section 7 of the ESA, and authorization for take of valley elderberry longhorn beetle 
under the ESA shall be obtained if it is determined, in consultation with USFWS, that 
shrub removal is likely to result in such take. All measures subsequently developed 
through the Section 7 consultation process shall be implemented by SAFCA. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the impact on valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle to a less-than-significant level because protocol-level surveys would be 
conducted, construction activities would avoid elderberry shrubs to the maximum extent 
feasible, elderberry shrub replacement would occur in consultation with USFWS, habitat 
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improvements would be implemented, and USACE would consult with USFWS under 
Section 7. (Similar) 

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

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for direct 
disturbance of northwestern pond turtle or burrowing owl habitat or populations. There would be no impact. 
(Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Floodwaters could inundate habitat areas and result in direct mortality of northwestern pond turtles. Burrowing 
owls could also be adversely affected by winter flooding as a result of either direct mortality or inundation and 
destruction of burrows. The magnitude of these impacts would depend upon the flooding duration, depth, rate, 
timing, and location. Therefore, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made 
because the extent of the magnitude of impact is unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is 
considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Project construction and implementation could result in the destruction of burrows occupied by burrowing owls 
should they occur within the setback levee footprint, along the existing or relocated Riverside Canal, along the 
NCC, or within active borrow areas. There is potential for direct loss of burrowing owls to occur if they are 
present within the affected habitats. 

Proposed improvements to the Sacramento River east levee would result in the permanent loss of suitable pond 
turtle habitat due to fill and realignment of portions of irrigation/drainage canals near the landside toe of the 
levees. Adverse effects on suitable turtle habitat in the Phase 4a Project footprint would include the permanent 
loss of a small amount of relatively unvegetated irrigation/drainage canals along the Sacramento River east levee 
(see Table 4.7-5 for acreage). Development of the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area would potentially convert 
potential northwestern pond turtle habitat (e.g., irrigation and drainage ditches) to non-usable habitat temporarily. 
As described in Section 2.3.3, “Borrow Sites,” in selecting borrow sites, consideration would be given to ensure 
that activities result in minimal adverse impacts to the environment. 

Habitat losses for northwestern pond turtle would be offset by the proposed habitat creation components of the 
Proposed Action, including creation of managed marsh habitat in the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area. 
Northwestern pond turtles would also benefit from the creation of canal habitat for giant garter snake 
implemented as part of the programmatic conservation strategy. There is potential, however, for direct loss of 
pond turtles to occur if they are present within the affected habitats. 

The potential for destruction of burrows occupied by burrowing owls and for the direct loss of northwestern pond 
turtles would be a potentially significant impact. (Similar) 
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Mitigation Measure 4.7-h: Conduct Focused Surveys for Northwestern Pond Turtles, Relocate Turtles, Minimize 
Potential Impacts on Burrowing Owls, and Relocate Owls as Needed 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

To reduce impacts on northwestern pond turtle and burrowing owl, SAFCA shall implement 
the measures described below. 

► A qualified biologist retained by SAFCA shall conduct surveys for northwestern pond 
turtle in aquatic habitats to be dewatered and/or filled during project construction. 
Surveys shall be conducted immediately after dewatering and before fill of aquatic 
habitat suitable for pond turtles. If pond turtles are found, the biologist shall capture them 
and move them to nearby areas of suitable habitat that would not be disturbed by project. 

► The engineering and design consultants and primary construction contractor(s) shall 
ensure, through coordination with a qualified biologist retained by SAFCA, that 
construction is implemented in a manner that minimizes disturbance of potential nesting 
habitat for burrowing owls (e.g., removal of potential nesting habitat shall be conducted 
during the non-nesting season, to the extent feasible and practicable, to minimize the 
potential for loss of active nests). 

► The biologist shall conduct preconstruction surveys to identify occupied burrowing owl 
burrows in the vicinity of construction areas. Surveys for burrowing owl shall be 
conducted before project activities are initiated at any time of year. Surveys shall be 
conducted in accordance with standardized protocols, including DFG’s Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (DFG 1995), and NBHCP requirements. If an occupied nest 
burrow is found, an appropriate buffer that minimizes potential for disturbance of the 
nest shall be determined by the biologist, in coordination with DFG. No project activities 
shall commence within the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that the nest is 
no longer active or the birds are not dependent on it. Monitoring shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist to ensure that project activity does not result in detectable adverse 
effects on the nesting pair or their young. The size of the buffer may vary, depending on 
the nest location, nest stage, construction activity, and monitoring results. If 
implementation of the buffer becomes infeasible or construction activities result in an 
unanticipated nest disturbance, DFG shall be consulted to determine the appropriate 
course of action. 

► If an occupied burrowing owl burrow that does not support an active nest is found, 
SAFCA shall develop and implement a relocation plan, in coordination with and subject 
to approval of DFG and USFWS and consistent with requirements of the NBHCP, 
DFG’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (DFG 1995), and the Airport Wildlife 
Hazard Management Plan (WHMP). Relocation is anticipated to occur through passive 
exclusion of owls from the project site (using one-way doors at the burrow entrances). 
The owls would then be able to reoccupy the area after construction is complete. 
Because the project would generally result in temporary disturbance of burrowing owl 
habitat and conversion from one suitable habitat type to another, no mitigation for 
temporary burrow or habitat loss would be required. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-
significant level for the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative because turtles would 
be physically relocated (if present) and construction would be implemented in a manner that 
reduces loss of nesting habitat and direct mortality of burrowing owls (if present). (Similar) 
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Impact 4.7-i: Temporary Construction-Related Impacts to Fish and Aquatic Habitats 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no improvements would be made to the Natomas perimeter levee system and 
there would be no potential for construction-related increases in sedimentation, turbidity, or contaminants, or 
direct disturbance to fish and aquatic habitats from perimeter levee improvements in project-related activities. 
There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
A levee failure in the Natomas Basin could result in flooding that could introduce sediments and contaminants 
into stream channels, irrigation and drainage canals, and the Sacramento and American Rivers, potentially 
resulting in the loss of fish or aquatic habitat. Because the extent and location of a levee failure and subsequent 
flooding is unknown, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this 
uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently 
Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Water Quality – Turbidity, Sedimentation, and Contaminants 

Fish population levels and survival have been linked to levels of turbidity and siltation in a watershed. Prolonged 
exposure to high levels of suspended sediment could create a loss of visual capability in fish, leading to a 
reduction in feeding and growth rates; a thickening of the gill epithelia, potentially causing the decrease of 
respiratory function; clogging and abrasion of gill filaments; and increases in stress levels, reducing the tolerance 
of fish to disease and toxicants (Waters 1995). Additionally, high levels of suspended sediments could cause the 
movement and redistribution of fish populations. Many fish are sight feeders, and turbid waters could reduce the 
ability of these fish to locate and feed on prey. Some fish, particularly juveniles, could become disoriented and 
leave areas where their main food sources are located, ultimately reducing their growth rates. Avoidance is the 
most common result of increases in turbidity and sedimentation. Fish will not occupy areas unsuitable for survival 
unless they have no other option. 

Contaminants such as bentonite slurry, fuels, oils, and other petroleum products used in construction activities 
may be toxic to fish or may alter oxygen diffusion rates and can cause acute and/or chronic toxicity to aquatic 
organisms, thereby reducing growth and/or survival. Substances contributing to sedimentation, turbidity, or 
contamination can enter waterways directly during construction activities or through surface runoff. 

Project construction activities that could result in loss of fish and aquatic habitat through temporary increases in 
sedimentation and turbidity or the release of contaminants into waterways from improvements to the perimeter 
levees include: extensive soil borrow excavation and placement for all levee improvements; construction of the 
adjacent levee along a portion of the Sacramento River east levee and raising and widening (on the waterside of 
the existing levee) of a 1,200-foot-wide portion of the existing levee in Reach 10 of the Sacramento River east 
levee including finish grading; clearing, and grubbing/stripping, degrading, and construction of slurry cutoff walls 
under the Proposed Action; finish grading, clearing, and grubbing/stripping, degrading, construction of slurry 
cutoff walls, and subsequent reconstruction of portions of the upper half of the Sacramento River east levee under 
the RSLIP Alternative; and raising of two segments of the NCC south levee, including flattening of the side 
slopes and construction of slurry cutoff walls, construction of the replacement for the South Lauppe Pumping 
Plant, modification of nine other private river pumps (Sacramento River east levee and NCC south levee), 
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site restoration, and demobilization/cleanup. These activities could impair water quality for fish if soils or 
contaminants enter waterways directly or through surface runoff and hydrologic connection. The removal and 
replacement of the South Lauppe Pumping Plant would be conducted in association with an approved bank 
protection project, which would include placement of riprap for erosion control and revegetation at River Mile 
77.2. As noted in section 2.3.2.4, “South Lauppe Pump Replacement,” the bank protection project has already 
undergone environmental review (USACE 2009). 

Modifications to pumping plants and/or their pipelines, including modification/replacement of RD 1000 Pumping 
Plant Nos. 3 and 5 pipelines (Sacramento River east levee), reconstruction of the outfall for Pumping Plant No. 3 
and removal of a deep culvert at the outfall location including cofferdam construction and dewatering, 
modifications to irrigation Pumping Plant pipelines and pumps (Riverside Pumping Plant and South Lauppe 
Pumping Plant and eight other private river pumps [Sacramento River], Odysseus private river pump [NCC], 
Bennett Pump Station [NCC], and Northern Main Pump Station [NCC]), and potential localized dredging under 
the irrigation pumping plant intakes could impair water quality for fish if soils or contaminants enter waterways 
directly or through surface runoff or the disturbing of bottom sediments (e.g., dredging, pile driving). 

Other modifications necessary for proposed levee improvements, including the relocation and construction of the 
Riverside Canal, reconstruction of the Garden Highway intersections (i.e., Powerline Road and San Juan Road), 
and construction of surface drainage outfalls could impair water quality for fish if soils or contaminants enter 
waterways directly or through surface runoff. Riverbank erosion control along 5,400 feet of riverbank (Reaches 
10–11B) under the RSLIP Alternative and at the South Lauppe Pumping Plant location, including demobilization 
and cleanup, could also impair water quality for fish if soils or contaminants enter waterways directly or through 
surface runoff or through disturbance of bottom sediments (i.e., placement of rock riprap). 

The waterways potentially affected (Sacramento River and NCC) provide or are hydrologically connected to 
waterways that provide habitat for special-status adult and juvenile Chinook salmon (all races), Central Valley 
steelhead, and green sturgeon, as well as striped bass and American shad. 

Disturbance to Fish and Aquatic Habitats 

In-water work that could cause direct disturbance or injury to fish and aquatic habitats include the following: 

► placement of riprap on the riverbank for erosion control using a barge or excavator (which would be greater 
under the RSLIP Alternative than the Proposed Action) could cause disturbance to fish and aquatic habitats; 

► potential dredging to accommodate modifications to the irrigation pumping plants (i.e., Riverside, Bennett, 
Northern Main, South Lauppe, and nine other private river pumps) could result in habitat disturbance and 
direct effects to fish and other aquatic organisms; 

► pile driving/vibratory hammer use from construction of the replacement South Lauppe Pumping Plant, 
modifications to other private river pumps, and construction of the cofferdam for the reconstruction of the 
Pumping Plant No. 3 outfall and removal of the deep culvert could result in sounds pressure effects to fish; 

► dewatering of the cofferdam at the Pumping Plant No. 3 outfall reconstruction/deep culvert removal location 
could cause fish stranding; and 

► general disturbance from the dismantling and rebuilding (welding of steel supports) of the existing South 
Lauppe Pumping Plant infrastructure cause result in habitat disturbance and direct effects on fish and other 
aquatic organisms. 

If the ABFS Project (replacement of the three irrigation pumping plants with two new irrigation pumping plants) 
does not occur prior to construction of the Phase 4a Project, modification of the Riverside, Bennett, and Northern 
Main pumping plants potentially requiring dredging would be included in the Phase 4a Project. Depending upon 
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whether or not the ABFS Project occurs before the Phase 4a Project, dredging may be necessary at the South 
Lauppe Pumping Plant replacement location, although the application of the bank stabilization materials prior to 
reconstruction may preclude the necessity for dredging for this purpose. 

The construction of a sheetpile cofferdam and dewatering at the Pumping Plant No. 3 outfall reconstruction/ 
culvert removal site could result in underwater sound pressure effects and fish stranding if fish are present in the 
immediate work area during construction activities. All in-water work would be conducted during periods when 
sensitive fish species are least likely to be present and a fish rescue plan would be implemented to minimize the 
potential for stranding of individual fish in the relatively small area within the cofferdam. Available information 
indicates that exposure of fish species to underwater sound pressure levels exceeding approximately 180 decibels 
(dB) may result in sublethal (e.g., damage to ear, hearing impairments, behavioral implications including delays 
in migration) or lethal (e.g., ruptured swim bladder, internal bleeding) effects (Laughlin 2005). These critical 
sound levels exceed levels that are anticipated to be associated with project-related construction activities, as pile 
driving activities with repetitive high peaks have been documented to generate up to about 115 dB at a distance of 
10 feet. Therefore, this activity is expected to be well below critical sound pressure levels for fish mortality or 
injury and avoidance of the construction area would be the anticipated behavioral response. 

Individual fish, if present in the immediate work area during any of the above construction activities, could be 
injured by equipment used for these activities or the sound pressure generated by them. Behavioral avoidance of 
adverse habitat conditions by fish is anticipated to be the most common result of increases in disturbance. 
Fish and other aquatic organisms displaced from their habitat due to the application of riprap, placement of 
support piles, localized dredging, cofferdam construction and dewatering, or general in-water construction 
activities could become vulnerable to predators or other unfavorable habitat conditions. Construction-related 
habitat disturbance could result in temporarily adverse affects to the aquatic food web and fish populations 
including listed species within the Phase 4a Project area boundaries. 

Impact Summary 

Potential sedimentation, increased turbidity, or the release and exposure of contaminants could adversely affect 
fish and aquatic habitats. Construction activities including rip rap placement, potential dredging, pile driving, 
cofferdam construction and dewatering, and general in-water construction could cause direct disturbance to fish 
and their aquatic habitats. Out-of-water construction activities could also occur at times of the year when there is 
potential for the presence of sensitive fish species/life stages in the Sacramento River during construction 
activities. For the above reasons, this impact would be significant (Similar) for the Proposed Action. For the 
RSLIP Alternative, the extent of application of rip rap (and therefore direct disturbance to fish and aquatic 
habitats), and removal of waterside vegetation resulting in sedimentation would be greater than for the Proposed 
Action. The impact would also be significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-i: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-a, “Implement Standard Best Management Practices, 
Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Prepare and Implement a Spill Containment Plan, 
and Comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Conditions,” Implement a Feasible 
Construction Work Window that Minimizes Impacts to Special-Status Fish Species for Any In-Water Activities, and 
Implement Operational Controls and a Fish Rescue Plan that Minimizes Impacts to Fish Associated with Cofferdam 
Construction and Dewatering 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts to fish and aquatic 
habitats related to temporary, short-term construction-related increases in sediments and 
turbidity and release of contaminants as well as direct disturbance to a less than significant 
level. These measures shall be included in construction specifications along with any 
additional measures identified in necessary permits. 
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► SAFCA shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-a, as described in Section 4.6, “Water 
Quality.” This measure requires filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the Central Valley 
RWQCB; implementing standard erosion and siltation measures and best management 
practices (BMPs); preparing and implementing a storm water pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP); preparing and implementing a spill containment plan; and complying with the 
conditions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general 
stormwater permit for construction activity. 

► SAFCA shall identify and implement feasible in-water construction work windows in 
consultation with NMFS and DFG. In-water work windows shall be timed to occur when 
sensitive fish species/life stages are not present or least susceptible to disturbance 
(e.g., July 1–October 1). This measure would reduce potential construction-related direct 
impacts to fish from dredging and/or construction of the cofferdam and dewatering, 
general in-water construction, and/or the placement of rock riprap because all in-water 
work would occur during the period of time that sensitive fish (or life stages) would be 
least likely to be present in the construction area. 

► USACE shall initiate Section 7 consultation with NMFS under Section 7 of the ESA, and 
SAFCA shall consult with DFG under CESA regarding potential construction-related 
impacts to Federally listed fish species and state-listed fish species, respectively. SAFCA 
shall implement any additional measures developed through the ESA Section 7 and 
CESA consultation processes, including Section 2081 permit conditions, to ensure that 
impacts are avoided and/or minimized. 

► The cofferdam sheetpiles at the outfall structure construction site and the piles at the 
South Lauppe Pumping Plant site shall be installed using a vibratory hammer when 
possible to minimize underwater sound pressure levels to the greatest extent feasible and 
associated effects to sensitive fish species. Vibratory hammers/pile drivers shall only be 
used during daytime hours and shall commence at low energy levels and slowly build to 
impact force. If it is determined that a higher-intensity percussion hammer or pile driver 
would be required for installing the cofferdam or pilings, avoidance of potential adverse 
effects would be achieved by consulting with NMFS, USFWS, and DFG to determine 
the appropriate actions, which may include surveying the outfall site to determine fish 
presence prior to installation, and possibly modifying the work window accordingly. 

► To reduce the potential for fish stranding or minimize the potential for harm during 
cofferdam dewatering activities, SAFCA or its contractor shall implement a fish rescue 
plan. Prior to the closure of the cofferdam in the Sacramento River, seining by a 
qualified fisheries biologist (with a current DFG collection permit) will be conducted 
within the cofferdam using a small-mesh seine to direct and move fish out of the 
cofferdam area. Upon completion of seining, the entrance to the cofferdam will be 
blocked with a net to prevent fish from entering the cofferdam isolation area before the 
cofferdam is completed. Once the cofferdam is completed and the area within the 
cofferdam is closed and isolated, additional seining will be conducted within the 
cofferdam to remove any remaining fish. Once most of the fish have been removed from 
the isolated area, portable pumps with intakes equipped with 1.75 mm mesh screen shall 
be used to dewater to a depth of 1.5–2 feet. A qualified biologist shall implement further 
fish rescue operations using electrofishing and dip nets. All fish that are captured will be 
placed in clean 5-gallon buckets and/or coolers filled with Sacramento River water, 
transported downstream of the construction area, and released back into suitable habitat 
in the Sacramento River with minimal handling. After all fish have been removed using 
multiple seine passes, electrofishing, and dip nets (as necessary) portable pumps with 
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screens (see above) will be used for final dewatering. NMFS, USFWS, and DFG shall be 
notified at least 48 hours prior to the fish rescue. 

Implementing Mitigation Measure 4.7.i would reduce the potential impacts of increased 
sedimentation, turbidity, and direct disturbance to fish to a less-than-significant level 
because the use of BMPs (e.g., source control, detention basins, revegetation, spill 
containment plan, waterside construction outside of the flood season, erosion control), an in-
water work window and operational controls and a fish rescue plan would maintain surface 
water quality conditions in adjacent receiving waters and minimize disturbance to fish and 
aquatic habitats. (Similar) 

Impact 4.7-j: Impacts to Fish Species Associated with Operation of Pump Plants and Surface Drains 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, modifications to RD 1000 Pumping Plant Nos. 3 and 5, reconstruction of the 
Pumping Plant No. 3 outfall, removal of the deep culvert at the Pumping Plant No. 3 outfall location, construction 
of drainage outfalls, and modifications to/replacement of the existing irrigation pumping plants (i.e., Riverside, 
Bennett, Northern Main, South Lauppe, and nine other private river pumps) would not occur. As a result, there 
would be no potential for impacts related to the operation of the pump plants or surface drains because no new 
facilities would be constructed and existing facilities would not be modified. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. Levee 
failure would cause flows into, and possibly out of the Natomas Basin, potentially stranding fish. Levee failure 
could also damage irrigation pump plants, and depending on the magnitude and location of the levee failure, could 
result in the pump plants being shut down for an unknown period of time. This could have an effect on fish 
entrainment as well as sedimentation, turbidity, and contaminants concentrations at the outfalls. A precise 
determination of significance of the impacts is not possible and cannot be made because the extent of the 
magnitude of impact is unknown and whether it would be adverse or beneficial. Because of this uncertainty, 
this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Interference with the Migration of Migratory Fish Species through the Creation of Attraction Flows at 
Drainage Outfalls 

The Phase 4a Project includes modification to the pipes and associated pumping facilities at RD 1000 Pumping 
Plant Nos. 3 and 5, and the reconstruction of the outfall at Pumping Plant No. 3 under both action alternatives and 
construction of several surface drainage outfalls to accommodate storm runoff from the area between the existing 
and adjacent levee in Reaches 10–11B of the Sacramento River east levee under the Proposed Action. 

Pumping Plant Nos. 3 and 5 are drainage pumping plants with their pumps located on the landside of the 
Sacramento River east levee. New discharge pipes crossing the levee would be required to raise the pipes above 
the 200-year flood level elevation to meet USACE requirements for perimeter levee integrity under flood 
conditions. Modifications to the pumps may also be required to accommodate the additional pressure from the 
increase in elevation to maintain the existing pumping rate. Relocation of the pumping plants may also be 
required on the landside of the levee. The new discharge pipes would connect to the existing pipes on the 
waterside of the levee at Pumping Plant No. 5 and the stormwater would discharge into the river through the 
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existing outfalls. The outfall at Pumping Plant No. 3 would need to be reconstructed as part of the Phase 4a 
Project and the replaced pipes would connect at the reconstructed outfall and discharge into the Sacramento River. 
The existing outfall consisting of a single pipe would be replaced by a concrete-reinforced structure with three  
36-inch openings covered by flap gates. There would be no change in the volume, timing, or quality of 
stormwater being discharged at the Pumping Plant Nos. 3 and 5 outfalls compared to the existing condition. 

Several drainage outfalls are proposed to be constructed along Reaches 10–11B of the Sacramento River east 
levee. Each drain is designed to accommodate flows generated from runoff in the localized areas between the 
existing levee and proposed adjacent levee as a result of the raise in the height of the adjacent levee. Water quality 
of the runoff is anticipated to be similar to the runoff that currently occurs on the waterside of the existing levee 
(through drainage of stormwater over the crest of the levee). Drainage pipes are anticipated to vary in size from 
12 to 15 inches in diameter. Most of the drainage outfalls would be located above the ordinary high-water mark of 
the river. 

Water quality in the discharge water from the pumping plants and drainage outfalls would be required to meet 
NPDES permit requirements (see Mitigation Measures 4.6-b and 4.7-i); therefore, operation of these facilities 
would not substantially degrade water quality in the Sacramento River. 

Anadromous salmonids, during their spawning migrations in the Sacramento River, use primarily olfactory cues 
to home to their natal streams once they reach the freshwater environment. There is the potential that the flows 
from the drainage pumps and surface drainage outfalls could create velocity gradients that could attract these fish 
to attempt to swim up the water discharge. During fall and winter, adult chinook salmon and steelhead are in the 
river migrating upstream to spawning grounds. If these fish become attracted to the flows from the outfall pipes, 
there is a potential to cause migration delays. With high river levels, the drainage outfalls could directly interface 
with Sacramento River surface water and create a condition where fish could swim directly into the pipes. 
However, because salmonids imprint on olfactory cues particular to their stream of origin, the probability of flows 
from the pump or drainage outfalls interfering with migration is low. 

Entrainment of Fish at Existing or Replaced Irrigation Pumping Plants 

The Phase 4a Project includes modification of the pumping facilities at the Bennett, Northern Main, and Riverside 
Pumping Plants to accommodate the raise in the pipes above the 200-year flood elevation. As a result of bank 
protection activities as well as the raise in the pipes, the South Lauppe Pumping Plant would need to be replaced 
either in place or at a location north of the rock slope protection area. Nine other private river pumps would also 
be modified to accommodate approved and proposed levee improvements. Operation of these modified/replaced 
facilities could entrain fish, including special-status species. Under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP 
Alternative, there are two possible scenarios with respect to this potential impact (as described in Section 2.3, 
“Proposed Action,” and Chapter 5.0, “Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts, and Other Statutory 
Requirements”). Under the American Basin Fish Screen and Habitat Improvement Project (ABFS), there is a plan 
to decommission the Bennett and Northern Main Pump Stations and the Riverside Pumping Plant and replace 
them with two new irrigation pumping plants on the Sacramento River that would be fitted with fish screens. 
The construction activities to be included in the Phase 4a Project could vary depending on the timing of the ABFS 
project in relation to Phase 4a Project activities as follows: 

► If construction of the ABFS is completed first, the decommissioning of the plants would be completed and the 
pipes beneath the levee would be removed by the responsible parties for the ABFS as needed to install a 
cutoff wall in the levee. As a result, modification or replacement of the pipes and associated pumps would not 
be required by and, therefore, would not be included in the Phase 4a Project. 

► If the ABFS is not completed first, the modifications to the pipes and associated irrigation pumping plants to 
allow them to maintain their current operation with the rise of the pipes above the 200-year flood elevation 
would be implemented along the NCC south levee and Sacramento River east levee as part of the Phase 4a 
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Project. After the ABFS project is constructed and operational, the modified pipes and pumps would be 
removed. 

Under the first scenario, the ABFS would decommission the plants and no modification and/or replacement of the 
existing discharge pipes and associated pump plants would be required. Under the second scenario, modification 
or replacement of the discharge pipes and associated irrigation pumps would be a necessary component of the 
Phase 4a Project for Riverside, Bennett, and Northern Main Pumping Plants. Replacement of the South Lauppe 
irrigation pump and infrastructure would be required to accommodate bank stabilization and would continue 
independent of the ABFS Project activities. The modifications to/replacement of the pumping plants under the 
Phase 4a Project, would not result in a change in the operation (e.g., frequency, magnitude, or duration of 
pumping). Therefore, there would be no change in the potential for fish entrainment associated with the future 
operation of these facilities compared to that under the existing condition. 

Impact Summary 

The potential for interference with the migration of fish species resulting from the modifications to Pumping Plant 
Nos. 3 and 5 or the surface drainage outlets would be low. The volume of water that would be discharged from 
the Pumping Plant Nos. 3 and 5 outfalls would not change from current levels, and, therefore, no additional 
attraction flows would be created compared to the existing condition. Further, migratory fish including 
anadromous salmonids follow olfactory cues on their upstream migrations and the stormwater discharges would 
not be expected to carry those particular cues. Modification/replacement of the irrigation pump plants including 
their intakes (Riverside, Bennett, and Northern Main Pumping Plants if the Proposed Action occurs before the 
ABFS project and South Lauppe under both timing scenarios) could result in the entrainment of fish. However, 
there would be no change in the rate or volume of water pumped compared to the existing condition. As a result, 
the potential for entrainment of fish into the pumps would be the same as under the existing condition. Therefore, 
impacts to fish species associated with modifications to/replacement of or operation of pumping plants and 
surface drains under the action alternatives would be less than significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 

Impact 4.7-k: Impacts on Successful Implementation of the NBHCP 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, without levee improvements, vegetation removal from the waterside of the 
levee would be required to conform with USACE guidance regarding levee encroachments, eliminating habitat 
for several species covered by the NBHCP. This habitat supports the majority of Swainson’s hawk nest sites in 
the Natomas Basin. As described under Impact 4.7-f, above, the impact of the loss of this vegetation on 
Swainson’s hawks would be significant and may not be mitigable. Impacts on nesting habitat for Swainson’s 
hawks in the near term (i.e., before compensation woodland plantings have developed sufficiently to provide 
replacement nesting habitat) could substantially affect the successful implementation of the NBHCP. Under the 
No-Action Alternative, therefore, this impact is considered significant. (Greater) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
TNBC’s reserve infrastructure would be subject to damage in the event of levee failure; however the extent of 
such damage is uncertain. Without flood risk reduction provided by the project, restrictions would be placed on 
new urban development and remaining habitat would not be at risk for conversion due to development. Because 
there would be no habitat loss due to urban development, implementation of this alternative would not directly 
conflict with the implementation of the NBHCP. This potential impact would be less than significant. (Lesser) 
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Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action could jeopardize successful implementation of the NBHCP through the 
conversion of habitats and land uses. 

Impact on TNBC Preserves 

The Proposed Action could encroach onto a small area of TNBC reserve land. TNBC lands in the area of potential 
overlap support grassland and cropland managed to provide Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat (TNBC 2008). 
Within this area, the Proposed Action would result in land use conversions rather than loss of habitat 
(e.g., conversion of cropland to grassland) and following project implementation, the area would still provide 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. This would be a significant impact. 

Impacts on NBHCP-Covered Species Viability 

The potential for the Proposed Action to threaten the viability of populations of certain covered species, reduce the 
effectiveness of the NBHCP’s conservation strategy, and adversely affect attainment of the goals and objectives of 
the NBHCP, could jeopardize successful implementation of the NBHCP. This would be a significant impact. 

Impacts on Habitat Availability 

The Proposed Action would not result in the development of land outside the NBHCP permit area, but it would 
result in land use conversions. Land use conversions, however, would not cause a net loss in the habitat values 
provided by these lands for NBHCP-covered species in the Natomas Basin. 

Impacts to habitat resulting from project implementation are summarized in Tables 4.7-1 through 4.7-7. Although 
temporary and permanent loss of habitat would result from implementation of the Proposed Action, the overall 
habitat quality for NBHCP species that use these habitats is unlikely to be adversely affected. This is because 
many components of the proposed project would support attainment of NBHCP goals and objectives through: 
(1) the expansion of the amount of protected habitat available for NBHCP-covered species; (2) the consolidation 
of large areas of habitat, assisting in the expansion of TNBC reserve blocks in the northwestern and southwestern 
regions of the basin; (3) the connection of core habitat reserves that are distributed throughout the basin through 
the construction of new canals and the establishment of woodland corridors; and (4) the extension of currently 
protected habitat blocks by substantially increase acreage and patch size of these habitats. 

Given the collective implementation of elements of SAFCA’s conservation strategy and proposed mitigation to 
compensate for temporary and permanent habitat loss, the proposed project would not jeopardize the 
implementation and efficacy of the NBHCP. However, if habitat creation/preservation are not effectively 
implemented to provide woodland habitat for NBHCP-covered species, an overall adverse effect could occur. 
This impact would be potentially significant. 

RSLIP Alternative 

The impacts of the Proposed Action on successful implementation of the NBHCP would also occur under the RSLIP 
Alternative, with the exception that under this alternative, there would also be extensive removal of riparian 
vegetation on the waterside of the Sacramento River east levee to conform with USACE guidance regarding levee 
encroachments. This habitat is used by a variety of species covered by the NBHCP, and supports the majority of 
Swainson’s hawk nest sites in the Natomas Basin. As described under Impact 4.7-f, above, the impact of the loss of 
this vegetation on Swainson’s hawks would be significant and may not be mitigable. Impacts on nesting habitat for 
Swainson’s hawks in the near term (i.e., before compensation woodland plantings have developed sufficiently to 
provide replacement nesting habitat) could substantially affect the successful implementation of the NBHCP. Under 
the RSLIP Alternative, therefore, this impact would be significant. (Greater) 
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Mitigation Measure 4.7-k: Ensure that Project Encroachment Does Not Jeopardize Successful Implementation of the 
NBHCP and Implement Mitigation Measures 4.7-a, 4.7-c, and 4.7-e through 4.7-h 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

To reduce impacts on the successful implementation of the NBHCP, SAFCA shall 
implement the measures described below: 

► Implement Mitigation Measures 4.7-a, 4.7-c, and 4.7-e though 4.7-h. 

► Based on the current value-per-acre, SAFCA shall contribute funds to TNBC to offset 
direct impacts to TNBC reserves on an acre-per-acre basis, drawing upon TNBC’s 
existing land surplus. 

These measures would ensure that the Proposed Action would be implemented in a manner 
that is consistent with and does not jeopardize successful implementation of the NBHCP. 
Creating woodland and aquatic movement corridors and other replacement habitats, 
conducting protocol-level surveys for special-status plants and wildlife, implementing 
construction in a manner that reduces loss of habitat and direct mortality of species, 
implementing measures that are part of the NBHCP related to special-status species, and 
creating and implementing a management plan in consultation with USFWS and DFG would 
reduce the impact on consistency with the NBHCP to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementing this mitigation measure, and Mitigation Measures 4.7-a, 4.7-c, and 4.7-e 
though 4.7-h would partially reduce the impact under the RSLIP Alternative, but not to a 
less-than-significant level. Because of the likely loss of a substantial amount of nesting 
habitat for Swainson’s hawk, these measures could be insufficient to ensure that the RSLIP 
Alternative would not jeopardize successful implementation of the NBHCP. Thus, this 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. (Greater) 

4.7.3 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to sensitive aquatic habitats or impacts related to fish 
attraction at the drainage outfalls. However, impacts on waterside woodland, wildlife corridors, Swainson’s hawk 
nesting, and valley elderberry longhorn beetle cannot be fully reduced to a less-than-significant level without the 
successful creation of waterside planting areas sufficient in size to fully and adequately compensate for the 
removal of extensive amounts of waterside vegetation along the Sacramento River east levee. Because mitigation 
cannot be required for the No-Action Alternative, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

In the event of levee failure under the No-Action Alternative, impacts to waterside woodlands, wildlife corridors, 
fish, special-status plant and animal species, and sensitive aquatic habitats are uncertain. Although there would be 
some unknown level of fish mortality through physical injury and stranding of fish entering Natomas Basin 
through a levee breach and some impacts associated with degraded water quality on fish habitat, the severity of 
flood conditions can vary substantially, and the specific effects on fish cannot be reasonably predicted. Because of 
this uncertainty, these potential impacts are considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. 
Additionally, mitigation measures cannot be required for the No-Action Alternative; therefore, impacts that result 
from the No-Action Alternative would not be mitigated. 

Under the Proposed Action, implementation of mitigation measures described above would reduce long-term 
impacts to woodlands, Swainson’s hawk, and wildlife corridors for aquatic species, bird species, fish, and special-
status species to a less-than-significant level and would not result in residual significant adverse impacts. These 
measures would also ensure that the Proposed Action would not jeopardize successful implementation of the 
NBHCP. Although no permanent impacts would occur, impacts to woodland habitats would remain significant 
and unavoidable for many years before reaching a less-than-significant level because replacement plantings would 
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require 10–15 years to mature. This temporal loss of woodland habitat would also result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts to Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat related to this temporal loss of habitat. 

Implementation of mitigation measures described above for the RSLIP Alternative would not be sufficient to fully 
mitigate impacts to woodland habitats, loss of wildlife corridors, or the likely loss of a substantial amount of 
nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk along the waterside of the Sacramento River east levee. These measures 
would also be insufficient to ensure successful implementation of the NBHCP. Residual impacts would occur 
because of the extensive loss of waterside vegetation, the temporal loss of habitat while replacement vegetation 
matures, and the limited extent of the new plantings that would reduce the value of this replacement habitat to 
wildlife and bird movement. Because no other feasible mitigation measures are available, impacts under the 
RSLIP Alternative would remain significant and unavoidable. 

With implementation of the mitigation measures described in this section, the Proposed Action and the RSLIP 
Alternative would not result in any residual significant impacts related to giant garter snake, valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle, northwestern pond turtle, burrowing owl, or fish. 

With implementation of the mitigation measures described in this section, the Proposed Action and the RSLIP 
Alternative would not result in any residual significant impacts related to sensitive aquatic habitats. In fact, 
successful implementation of the mitigation measures would have a beneficial impact on overall acreage and 
functions of waters of the United States in the Natomas Basin. 
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4.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section evaluates the Phase 4a Project’s potential effects on cultural resources. Cultural resources include 
prehistoric archaeological sites and artifacts, historic-era buildings and structures, and places used for traditional 
Native American practices or other properties with special cultural significance to Native Americans (Traditional 
Cultural Properties [TCPs]). 

This project is subject to both CEQA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 
hereinafter referred to as “Section 106”; each has specific cultural resources mitigation requirements. The 
regulatory setting for management of cultural resources is provided in Section 3.8, “Cultural Resources.” The 
requirements of the NHPA are described in Chapter 6.0, “Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and 
Regulations.” In general, the standards and process required for identifying and managing effects on cultural 
resources under the NHPA are used for determining the significance of impacts under NEPA. 

4.8.1 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

4.8.1.1 METHODOLOGY 

This section describes the methods used to identify and evaluate cultural resources that may be affected by the 
Phase 4a Project. 

Native American Tribal Consultation 

In May 2008, USACE, SAFCA, and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) became signatories to a 
Programmatic Agreement (PA), concluding compliance with Section 106 (Appendix E1). Native American tribes 
who were consulted by USACE were the Ione Band of Miwok Indians, the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok 
Indians, and the United Auburn Community, and all were invited to participate in the PA. Native American 
monitors worked with SAFCA to assist in the treatment of Native American human remains and items associated 
with Native American burials discovered during the project inventory process, as required by the PA (Section VI). 

EDAW (now AECOM) sent a letter of inquiry to the Native American Heritage Commission (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 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 project and a request for any information they 
might provide or concerns that they might have about the project. This program of correspondence did not reveal 
new resources. The complete results of this program of investigation are described in the Phase 2 EIR (SAFCA 
2007: 3.8-11). 

The NAHC also designated a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) for the project, Mr. John Tayaba of the Shingle 
Springs Band of Miwok Indians. Mr. Tayaba has been designated as the MLD because he is a member of the 
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians, and the Tribe’s aboriginal territory includes the NLIP project area. 
Mr. Tayaba is designated to determine how to reinter identified prehistoric human remains that are uncovered in 
the NLIP area with appropriate dignity per California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. Representatives 
from SAFCA, USACE, and AECOM, and Mr. Tayaba meet weekly to discuss management of cultural resources 
for the NLIP and milestones in the Section 106 process. 
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Information Center Records Searches 

Records searches were performed in 2006 and 2007 for the entire NLIP footprint, which includes the proposed 
Phase 4a Project footprint. Most of the searches were conducted at the North Central Information Center (NCIC) 
of the California Historical Resources Information System, located at California State University, Sacramento. 
The NCIC records search covered portions of the project area in Sacramento County. Records searches were also 
conducted at the Northeast Information Center (NEIC), which maintains cultural resource records for Sutter 
County. The searches at both facilities included, but were not necessarily restricted to, an examination of the 
following resources: 

► the State Office of Historic Preservation’s Historic Property Directory and Determination of Eligibility (2006), 
► the National Register of Historic Places and California Registers of Historical Resources (2006), 
► California Inventory of Historic Resources (1976 and updates), 
► Historic Properties Directory (2006), 
► California Historical Landmarks (1996 and updates), 
► California Points of Historical Interest (1992 and updates), 
► Caltrans Local Bridge Survey (1987), and 
► various historic maps. 

The record search results are described in detail in Section 3.8.2.3, “Records Search Results.” 

Inventory and Management of Resources Within the Phase 4a Project Area of Potential Effect 

SAFCA is required to perform an inventory, evaluation, and finding of effect for identified resources for the area 
of potential effect (APE) for each project phase, under the executed PA, as described below (Stipulation IV[A]). 
Inventory and evaluation typically consists of the following steps: 

► pedestrian survey of the project footprint; 

► limited shovel testing or probing where ground cover impairs surface visibility; 

► monitoring of preconstruction geotechnical borings and backhoe excavations; 

► documentation of identified resources; and 

► evaluation of identified resources by application of eligibility criteria, and where necessary, limited test 
excavation to assist in resource evaluation. 

SAFCA has completed a pedestrian survey for a portion of the Phase 4a Project footprint along the Sacramento 
River east levee. However, several proposed borrow locations remain within the Phase 4a Project footprint that 
require pedestrian inventory or additional subsurface investigation, including the majority of the Fisherman’s 
Lake Borrow Area (see Plate 2-6a), and segments along the Sacramento River east levee. SAFCA will complete 
an inventory of all project features that involve ground-disturbing work in native soils, including borrow 
locations. SAFCA will also complete evaluations, findings of effect, and treatment of identified resources where 
required. Within the portion of the Phase 4a Project footprint that has been surveyed, three identified resources 
require evaluation to determine if they are historic properties or historical resources (CA-Sac-15/H, CA-Sac-268, 
and CA-Sac-160). If they are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), SAFCA will make a finding of effect and make 
recommendations for further management in an Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP), as required under 
Stipulation V(A) of the PA. The remaining resources are either determined ineligible for listing on the NRHP or 
CRHR (CA-Sac-493H, CA-Sac-1115H), or are listed on the NRHP (CA-Sac-16/H). Because CA-Sac-16/H is 
listed on the NRHP it is automatically listed on the CRHR (California PRC Section 5024.1[d][1]), and thus is an 
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historical resource under CEQA. As described below, CA-Sac-17/H was documented in the project vicinity, but it 
has not been relocated and may have been destroyed. 

4.8.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

California Environmental Quality Act 

The Phase 4a Project would result in a significant impact on a cultural resource if it would result in a substantial 
adverse change in an historical resource, as defined under CEQA. A substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired. 

National Historic Preservation Act 

The Phase 4a Project would result in a significant impact on an historic property as defined under Section 106 if it 
would result in an adverse effect on that resource. An adverse effect would occur if the project would alter, 
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of an historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the 
NRHP in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association. 

4.8.2 IDENTIFIED RESOURCES 

Table 4.8-1 contains all identified resources, other than elements of RD 1000 (discussed separately under Impact 
4.8-a, below) in the Phase 4a Project footprint. For all resources that are determined ineligible, no further 
management is required. The Phase 4a Project is an action within a program of undertakings. The Phase 2 EIR 
and Phase 2 EIS have analyzed the impacts of the program and have identified potential impacts for several other 
identified resources within the Phase 4a Project footprint (Table 4.8-1). These program-level significance 
conclusions are summarized in Table 4.8-1. 

As described in Section 1.1.1, “Scope of Environmental Analysis,” the State CEQA Guidelines allow for tiering 
of analysis and documentation when CEQA documentation has been performed for a program of projects. 
Incorporation of previous analysis by reference is also encouraged for NEPA analysis under the CEQ regulations, 
as described in Section 1.1.1. Accordingly, for resources for which the potential impact of the program has been 
previously determined, the significance conclusion is identified in Table 4.8-1, and a citation is provided to the 
relevant document. No further analysis is provided in this document, and the reader is referred to the previous 
analysis. The list of documents in which this analysis is provided includes the Phase 2 EIR and Phase 2 EIS. 

4.8.2.2 PREHISTORIC RESOURCES 

The following prehistoric resources, which were not addressed fully in the program-level documents cited above, 
have been identified within the project footprint, as noted in Table 4.8-1. In this table, resources are organized 
approximately north to south. For all resources that may be determined eligible or are already listed on the NRHP 
or CRHR, SAFCA will determine the effect of the undertaking, subject to USACE and SHPO concurrence. If 
adverse effects are found, SAFCA would prepare and implement an HPTP in consultation with USACE and the 
SHPO. 

An analysis of these resources is required in this document to determine if the Phase 4a Project could result in a 
substantial adverse change on an historical resource under CEQA, or an adverse effect on a historic property 
under the NHPA: 

► CA-Sac-17/H. This resource consists of the remains of a mound site recorded as early as 1934 along the 
Sacramento River east levee. Site records depict the site in varying locations. AECOM conducted pedestrian 
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and subsurface inventory efforts in 2009 to relocate this resource; however, because the above-grade portion 
of this resource has been truncated, it is difficult to identify and relocate the remaining subterranean portion of 
the site, if it still exists with any degree of integrity. AECOM’s shovel testing efforts may have identified the  

Table 4.8-1 
Identified Cultural Resources in the Phase 4a Project Footprint 

Trinomial or  
P-Number Resource Type Eligibility Status 

(NRHP and CRHR) 
Previous Significance Conclusion  

after Mitigation 
 Reclamation District 

1000 
Determined eligible Less than significant  

(Phase 2 EIR, SAFCA 2007:3.8-29),  
Less than Adverse  

(Phase 2 EIS, USACE 2008:4-69) 

CA-Sac-485/H Prehistoric site Determined eligible Significant and Unavoidable  
(Phase 2 EIR, SAFCA 2007:3.8-29),  

Potentially Significant  
(Phase 2 EIS, USACE 2008:4-72) 

CA-Sac-15/H Prehistoric site Requires testing/evaluation to 
determine eligibility 

Significant and Unavoidable  
(Phase 2 EIR, SAFCA 2007:3.8-31), 

Potentially Significant1  
(Phase 2 EIS, USACE 2008:4-73) 

CA-Sac-493/H Historic debris Determined ineligible for 
listing on the NRHP and 

CRHR  
(SHPO concurrence received) 

(USACE 2008) 

Not applicable; 
no further management required 

CA-Sac-16/H Prehistoric mound site 
with spatially associated 

historic component 

Listed on the NRHP and 
CRHR 

Significant and Unavoidable  
(Phase 2 EIR, SAFCA 2007:3.8-31), 

Potentially Significant  
(Phase 2 EIS, USACE 2008:4-73) 

CA-Sac-1115H Historic farmstead Determined ineligible for 
listing on the NRHP and 

CRHR 
(SHPO concurrence received) 

(USACE 2009) 

Not applicable; 
no further management required 

CA-Sac-268 Lithic scatter Requires testing/evaluation to 
determine eligibility 

Discussed in Impact 4.8-b, below 

CA-Sac-17/H Prehistoric mound site Not relocated, requires testing/ 
evaluation to determine 

eligibility 

Potentially Significant  
(Phase 2 EIS, USACE 2008:4-73) 

Discussed in Impact 4.8-b,  
below, pursuant to CEQA 

CA-Sac-160/H2 Prehistoric mound site 
and spatially associated 

historic farmstead 

Requires testing/evaluation to 
determine eligibility 

Significant and Unavoidable  
(Phase 2 EIR, SAFCA 2007:3.8-31),  

Potentially Significant  
(Phase 2 EIS, USACE 2008:4-73) 

Notes: NRHP = National Register of Historic Places; CRHR = California Register of Historic Resources 
1 The Phase 2 EIS text states “implementation of this mitigation may not fully reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level”; 

therefore, the significance conclusion after mitigation implementation would be significant and unavoidable. 
2 Resource contains a mortuary component. 
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2008 and 2009 
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edge of the site on the edge of the AKT and Huffstutler Trust properties within the proposed Elkhorn Borrow 
Area (Plate 2-7). Absent stronger physical evidence, it is extremely difficult to say where this site is, but 
mound sites in the Sacramento Valley almost always have mortuary components. Even though the mound has 
been leveled to the current grade, it is likely that subterranean portions of the deposit contain human remains, 
if such deposits remain with sufficient integrity to allow identification and evaluation. 

► CA-Sac-268. This resource consists of a sparse scatter of debris associated with the manufacture of flaked 
stone tools. While the deposit requires testing and evaluation under the NRHP and CRHR listing criteria it 
does not evince potential to offer data in prehistoric archaeological research, and thus is not anticipated to be 
eligible or require treatment to resolve adverse effects. 

4.8.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

This section describes the impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives under consideration on cultural 
resources and outlines treatment measures that may avoid or reduce the predicted impacts. These measures would 
be implemented by USACE and SAFCA, in consultation with the SHPO and the MLD, as appropriate. The 
specific documents that will further define and describe monitoring and mitigation measures include HPTPs that 
SAFCA will prepare and the Construction Monitoring and Inadvertent Discovery Plan, in compliance with the 
PA. 

Impacts that are significant under CEQA are also considered adverse effects under the NHPA. 

Impact 4.8-a: Potential Changes to Elements of Reclamation District 1000 and Rural Landscape District 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to directly disturb elements of RD 1000 and Rural Landscape District. There would be no impact. 
(Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
A levee failure in the Natomas Basin could result in flooding that could alter elements of RD 1000. However, the 
major elements and overall character of RD 1000 are unlikely to be significantly adversely affected because levee 
systems by their nature are subject to ongoing repair and upgrades. Repairs would thus be consistent with the 
character-defining elements of the landscape. This potential impact is considered less than significant. (Lesser) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

As described in Section 3.8.2.2, “Historic Setting,” RD 1000 is a rural historic landscape district that contains 
numerous elements associated with flood damage reduction and drainage infrastructure. An evaluation of RD 
1000 was conducted both to determine the NRHP eligibility of the district and to evaluate whether the district 
would be significantly affected by flood damage reduction projects (levee modifications) planned and 
subsequently implemented by USACE as part of the American River Watershed Project (USACE 1991). RD 1000 
was identified as eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as a Rural Historic Landscape District. Because RD 1000 was 
determined eligible for listing on the NRHP, it is also listed on the CRHR and is an historical resource under 
CEQA. The finding of effect statement concluded that USACE projects would adversely affect both contributing 
and noncontributing elements of RD 1000 by allowing for greater development to occur in the region. As a result, 
mitigation measures were adopted and incorporated into USACE’s project. These consisted of Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) documentation, which was prepared by Peak & Associates (1997), videotapes of 
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historic properties, and a list of repositories where copies of the information would be made available to the 
public. 

Work associated with the Phase 4a Project under both the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative may alter 
contributing elements of RD 1000. This work includes improving the Sacramento River east levee, remediating 
seepage, and modifying pumping plants along the Sacramento River east levee, as well as relocating and 
extending Riverside Canal. 

Along the NCC south levee, the Bennett and Northern Main Pump Stations would be modified, and cutoff walls 
would be installed and the levee raised at the pump stations. These changes include construction of new features 
along contributing levees, such as adjacent levees and seepage berms (under the Proposed Action), or changes to 
the existing levee slope and crown (under the RSLIP Alternative). These changes may be consistent with the 
character-defining elements of RD 1000 because flood damage reduction infrastructure, by its nature, requires 
ongoing maintenance and alteration. However, such changes could diminish the significance or integrity of 
contributing elements of the district, under both the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative. This impact is 
considered potentially significant pending identification and evaluation of effects on contributing elements of 
RD 1000. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-a: Incorporate Mitigation Measures to Documents Regarding Any Elements Contributing to 
RD 1000 and Rural Landscape District and Distribute the Information to the Appropriate Repositories 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

The management of the cultural resources that constitute the contributing elements of RD 
1000 is governed by the PA (Appendix E1). Because the elements of the RD 1000 historic 
landscape district have already been recorded, a new inventory of these resources is not 
required under Stipulation IV(A) of the PA. After an APE has been determined per 
Stipulation III(C), a qualified architectural historian shall determine if contributing elements 
of the district are present in the APE. If contributing elements are present, the architectural 
historian shall update records for these resources and evaluate those elements to determine if 
they retain integrity. Because much of the Natomas Basin has been developed, it is possible 
that changes to the setting have diminished the integrity and thus eligibility of contributing 
elements in the APE. If the elements in the APE retain eligibility, the architectural historian 
shall make a finding of effect. 

If there is an adverse effect to a contributing element (under Section 106) or a significant 
impact on the resource’s integrity as an historical resource (under CEQA), the architectural 
historian shall review existing HAER documentation and determine whether any 
augmentation of this documentation is needed. The original documentation for the American 
River Watershed Project (completed in 1997) contemplated changes to the setting of the 
district and thus provided comprehensive documentation to record the district before 
urbanization (Peak & Associates 1997). This original documentation was intended to 
adequately recorded and preserve records of the elements that may be affected. However, if 
this documentation is not sufficient for adversely affected and contributing elements, 
SAFCA shall prepare an HPTP stipulating additional HAER documentation, or other similar 
treatment as required under Stipulation V(A). After consultation with USACE and the 
SHPO, SAFCA shall implement the required documentation or treatment prior to 
construction. Any additional documentation that is needed shall be prepared and distributed 
to appropriate public repositories. 

Implementing this mitigation and treatment measure would reduce the impacts of potential 
changes to elements of RD 1000 under both the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative 
to a less-than-significant level. If required, this treatment measure would be incorporated 
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into an HPTP developed through consultation with USACE and the SHPO. (Similar) 

Impact 4.8-b: Potential Damage or Disturbance to Known Prehistoric Resources from Ground-Disturbance or Other 
Construction-Related Activities 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to directly disturb any known historic-era resources. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Substantial flooding could result in inundation, or scour at the location of a levee break, of known subsurface 
prehistoric resources. Before construction of the levee system, these resources were subject to the effects of 
periodic flooding over several centuries and are unlikely to be adversely affected by additional episodes of 
inundation. Should a levee break occur at the location of a prehistoric site, the resource could be obliterated by the 
scourhole (potentially 1,000 feet wide and 80 feet deep) that would be created by the levee break. The magnitude 
of the impacts would depend upon the location of the levee breach, severity of the storm, and river flows at the 
time. Therefore, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this 
uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently 
Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Construction of proposed improvements may affect six identified prehistoric sites (see Table 4.8-1) under both 
the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternatives. The impact of program and project work on these sites has 
largely been addressed in previous documents (see Table 4.8-1). The following analysis focuses on the potential 
effect that the two action alternatives would have on CA-Sac-17/H and CA-Sac-268, which were not fully 
addressed in previous environmental documents, as well as the potential for an increase in the severity of impacts 
to CA-Sac-485/H. This discussion also incorporates by reference previous discussion of CA-Sac-16/H, an NRHP- 
and CRHR-listed site that is within the APE for the Phase 4a Project, and updates this analysis by examining the 
potential effect that the action alternatives would have on this important resource. 

CA-Sac-17/H, a prehistoric archaeological deposit, has not been precisely located despite extensive pedestrian 
and subsurface testing in the vicinity. Although agricultural practices appear to have largely obliterated this 
resource, it is possible that intact portions of this deposit remain. Because the original site record describes a 
mound site, any remaining portions of the resource are likely to have mortuary components. Another identified 
prehistoric resource, CA-Sac-268, consists of a sparse scatter of debris associated with the manufacture of flakes 
stone tools. It does not appear to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR; however, neither CA-Sac-17/H 
nor CA-Sac-268 have been formally evaluated for listing in accordance with the PA. Construction of proposed 
levee improvements, such as placement of seepage berms and relief wells along the Sacramento River east levee, 
excavation of inspection trenches and cutoff walls, and improvements and additions to drainage and water 
conveyance features, could result in ground disturbance that would affect these unevaluated resources. 

As noted in Table 4.8-1, the effect of program- and project-level work on CA-Sac-16/H was analyzed in the 
Phase 2 EIR (SAFCA 2007:3.8-31) and the Phase 2 EIS (USACE 2008:4-73). These documents described how 
proposed work, including levee improvements and borrow excavation, could affect this NRHP- and CRHR-listed 
resource at a program and project level. Because CA-Sac-16/H is listed on the NRHP, it is also listed on the 
CRHR and is thus an historical resource under CEQA. Proposed improvements in the Phase 4a Project footprint 
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in the vicinity of this resource would involve construction of up to 500-foot-wide seepage berms, placement of 
relief wells, and excavation of cutoff walls or inspection trenches. The presence of an existing jet fuel pipeline in 
the southeastern portion of Reach 11B of the Sacramento River east levee may also require ground-disturbing 
work in the vicinity of CA-Sac-16/H. These actions could require excavation into and disturbance of  
CA-Sac-16/H. 

The proposed construction of cutoff walls in Reach 4B overlaps with the location of CA-Sac-485/H. The 
proposed cutoff wall, which would range in depth from 20 to 75 feet, could intrude into deposits associated with 
CA-Sac-485/H that extend under the levee because the southern end of the cutoff wall overlaps slightly with the 
northern edge of CA-Sac-485/H. Because these deposits occur under the existing levee, it would not be feasible to 
perform any data recovery excavations on these deposits in advance of construction. Therefore, construction may 
result in significant impacts to CA-Sac-485/H. 

The evaluation of eligibility and determination of effects on all eligible and listed sites will be made in 
consultation with USACE and the SHPO and the MLD, as appropriate. The sites that require evaluation may be 
significant both for their data potential and for their importance to local Native American groups, and may have 
the integrity to convey this significance. Such resources would be eligible for listing on the NRHP and the CRHR. 
As described above, it is possible that ground-disturbing work associated with the Phase 4a Project may, absent 
mitigation or treatment, result in significant impacts to CA-Sac-16/H, CA-Sac-17/H, CA-Sac-268, and CA-Sac-
485/H, as well as other prehistoric sites listed in Table 4.8-1. Significant impacts may occur by conducting 
ground-disturbing construction that diminishes the data these resources may contain, or disturbing interred human 
skeletal remains and associated grave goods, under both the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative. This 
impact is considered potentially significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-b: Avoid Ground Disturbance Near Eligible and Listed Resources to the Extent Feasible, 
Prepare a Finding of Effect, and Resolve Any Adverse Effects through Preparation of an HPTP 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

Under either the Proposed Action or the RSLIP Alternative, SAFCA shall implement the 
following measures. 

► Complete an evaluation of identified resources, and determine the effect of each phase of 
work on all eligible or listed resources in accordance with Stipulation IV(A) of the PA. 

► Consult with USACE, the SHPO, the MLD, and other consulting parties such as Native 
American individuals and organizations, to develop appropriate treatment or mitigation in 
an HPTP, per Stipulation V(A) of the PA if the project would result in adverse effects on 
eligible resources. 

► Document the site and avoid further effects by protecting the resource through capping 
per management under an HPTP or other avoidance measures where feasible. Where 
physical impacts cannot be avoided and such physical impacts could damage the data 
these sites contain, including mortuary components, further mitigation may be required. 
Such mitigation may consist of data recovery excavations to retrieve those values and 
mortuary assemblages that contain significance for archaeology after consultation with 
and the agreement of the Native American MLD, where possible. 

► Monitor potentially destructive construction in the vicinity of documented resources, as 
required under the Construction Monitoring and Inadvertent Discovery Plan. 

Project implementation involves ground-disturbing work that both covers large areas of land, 
and includes deep excavation within the existing and adjacent levee footprint to provide 
necessary repairs to the flood damage reduction infrastructure in the Basin. Flood damage 
reduction measures that only involve capping of sites with minimization of vibratory and 
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compaction impacts may reduce significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. The 
complex and stratified geomorphology of the Basin as well as the magnitude of the 
construction are such that implementation of all treatment and mitigation may not fully 
reduce all impacts to known prehistoric resources under either the Proposed Action or the 
RSLIP Alternative to a less-than-significant level. For example, identified sites may have 
buried components containing mortuary elements that cannot be adequately documented 
prior to intrusive work. Therefore, these impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. (Similar) 

Impact 4.8-c: Potential Damage to or Destruction of Previously Undiscovered Cultural Resources from Ground-
Disturbance or Other Construction-Related Activities 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alterative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to directly damage or destroy previously undiscovered cultural resources. There would be no impact. 
(Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to this system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. Substantial flooding could 
occur and result in inundation of unknown subsurface prehistoric resources, or scour at the location of a levee 
break. However, before construction of the levee system, these resources would have been subject to the effects of 
periodic flooding over several centuries and are unlikely to be significantly adversely affected by additional 
episodes of inundation. Should a levee break occur at the location of a previously unidentified and significant 
prehistoric site, the resource would likely be obliterated by the scourhole (potentially 1,000 feet wide and 80 feet 
deep) that would be created by the levee break. The magnitude of the impacts would depend upon the location of 
the levee breach, severity of the storm, and river flows at the time. Therefore, a precise determination of 
significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered 
too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

The Proposed Phase 4a Project includes construction of levee improvements and seepage remediation (Reach 4B 
and Reaches 10–15 of the Sacramento River east levee), excavation of borrow sites, and changes and 
improvements to drainage infrastructure along the Sacramento River east levee, and work at the Northern and 
Bennett Pump Stations along the NCC south levee. These construction activities would involve ground 
disturbance and excavation that could damage or destroy previously undiscovered cultural resources. 

Sacramento Valley floodplains and riverbanks were extensively occupied and used by prehistoric populations. 
Prehistoric occupation sites frequently took the form of mounds constructed above the natural ground surface by 
prehistoric human populations, but the upper portions of many of these sites have been destroyed by modern 
agricultural cultivation and leveling of fields, and the remains of these sites are thus no longer easily visible above 
ground. Additionally, intermittent flooding deposited layers of alluvium over prehistoric deposits, leaving these 
resources intact below grade with no surface manifestations. Areas within the Phase 4a Project footprint are also 
commonly covered with agricultural crops or residential developments such as lawns and driveways, and other 
impervious surfaces associated with residential development. These conditions may obscure both prehistoric and 
historic archaeological deposits. 
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Because technical work necessary to identify additional resources in the Phase 4a Project footprint and overall 
NLIP footprint is ongoing, significant resources may be identified after certification and approval of this FEIS 
that would be adversely affected by construction-related and other ground-disturbing activities. It is possible that 
impacts on yet unidentified resources cannot be avoided through changes in project design or configuration of 
borrow sites identified in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives.” This impact is considered potentially significant. (Similar) 

Where cultural resources are buried below sterile soils or where mounds have been truncated with no surface 
manifestation, discovery prior to construction or other ground-disturbing activities is not always possible. 
Furthermore, proposed improvements such as cutoff walls would occur under the footprint of the existing 
Sacramento River east levee. The levee would only be degraded immediately prior to construction; thus, there are 
no feasible methods of conducting a cultural resources inventory within the footprint of these activities. 
Degrading the levee prior to construction for cultural resource investigations would not be feasible because it 
would require demolishing the levee for cultural investigations during the summer in advance of construction and 
rebuilding the levee for the flood season, at substantial expense and project delay. 

Excavation, grading, and other ground-disturbing activities required during construction of improvements and 
excavation of borrow from sites identified in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives,” could encounter and damage previously 
unknown cultural resources that may be eligible for listing on the NRHP, CRHR, or both, under both the 
Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative. This impact is considered potentially significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-c: Train Construction Workers before Construction, Monitor Construction Activities, Stop 
Potentially Damaging Activities, Evaluate Any Discoveries, and Resolve Adverse Effects on Eligible Resources, if 
Encountered. 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

Under either the Proposed Action or the RSLIP Alternative, SAFCA shall implement the 
following measures. 

► SAFCA shall complete surveys to identify cultural resources in the Phase 4a Project 
footprint, as identified in the Phase 2 EIR (SAFCA 2007:3.8-31) at the program level. 

► Mitigation Measure 3.4-d from the SEIR prepared for the Phase 2 Project is copied below 
and shall be implemented, as appropriate within the footprint of the Proposed Action 
(SAFCA 2009: 3.4-10). 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-d: Conduct Additional Backhoe and Canine Forensic Investigations 
As Appropriate 

To increase the data set for identifying buried sites under the existing levee, SAFCA shall 
recommend that the following additional mitigation measures be adopted by USACE 
during Section 106 consultation: 

► Additional inventory may be conducted at appropriate intervals along the Sacramento 
River east levee, using a backhoe excavator, to increase the sample of information at 
depths below 6 feet that cannot be reached with conventional shovel test methods. 
Such methods may be used only when necessary to address potential project-related 
effects to cultural resources because other methods are ineffective or project 
circumstances dictate that such resources must be identified in advance of 
construction. USACE and SAFCA shall consult with the MLD regarding the use of 
such methods. USACE and SAFCA recognize the Tribe’s preference for less invasive 
methods of investigation such as the use of canine forensics. 
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► Where this process or additional inventory efforts reveal other resources, SAFCA 
recommends the use of canine forensic investigations as a way of identifying interred 
human remains with minimal disturbance, and for further refinement of and 
understanding of the constituents of identified resources. 

► Before construction begins, a qualified professional archaeologist retained by SAFCA 
shall give a presentation and training session to all construction personnel so that they can 
assist with identification of undiscovered cultural resource materials and avoid them 
where possible. Such training shall note the importance of these materials to Native 
American groups that attach cultural significance to resources in the project area. 

► A qualified archaeologist shall monitor ground-disturbing construction activities along the 
Sacramento River east levee. In areas of known sacred value, such as archaeological sites 
containing Native American burials, a Native American monitor will be present to 
observe potentially destructive construction activities and to ensure proper treatment of 
human remains in accordance with State law. If a previously unidentified archaeological 
resource is uncovered during construction, construction activities shall be halted in the 
vicinity of the find and the construction contractor, SAFCA, USACE, the MLD, the 
NAHC (if appropriate), and other appropriate parties shall be notified regarding the 
discovery. Where construction would consist of cutoff walls excavated in a bentonite 
and/or cement slurry, SAFCA and USACE anticipate that it will not be possible to 
identify the precise location of any materials found in spoils or at soil mixing stations, 
thus construction cannot stop during excavation of cutoff walls if resources are discovered 
in spoils. 

► SAFCA shall then consult with USACE and the SHPO to determine the eligibility of the 
resource. If SAFCA and USACE, in consultation with the SHPO, concur that the resource 
is eligible and the project may result in adverse effects on the resource, SAFCA shall 
prepare and implement an HPTP as required under the PA, Stipulation V(A). The HPTP 
shall be prepared in consultation with USACE, the SHPO, and other appropriate 
consulting parties such as Native American individuals or organizations. 

► Work may only resume when either all necessary treatment has been performed under the 
HPTP, or construction in the vicinity will not result in adverse effects, and that work does 
not encroach within 30 meters of the known boundaries of the resource, or the boundaries 
designated by the SHPO, per the PA, Stipulation V(B)(2). All treatment stipulated in the 
HPTP shall be performed by SAFCA, in consultation with USACE. 

It may be possible to avoid resources or recover and preserve them through measures 
stipulated in an HPTP. However, as with all ground-disturbing construction impacts, there is 
always the possibility of disturbing and adversely affecting resources before they can be 
discovered and appropriately protected. There is also the possibility that design constraints 
for proposed improvements and borrow sites will preclude the ability of SAFCA and 
USACE to avoid impacts on significant resources identified during inventory efforts. 
Therefore, implementation of these mitigation measures may not fully reduce all impacts 
under the Proposed Action, or the RSLIP Alternative, or under the NLIP to a less-than-
significant level. Thus, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. (Similar) 
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Impact 4.8-d: Potential Discovery of Human Remains during Construction 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alterative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to result in the discovery of human remains. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Substantial flooding could occur and result in inundation of unknown human remains, or scour at the location of a 
levee break. However, before construction of the levee system, these resources would have been subject to the 
effects of periodic flooding over several centuries. Should a levee break occur at the location of the prehistoric 
resource site, any interred and previously unidentified burials would be obliterated by the scourhole (potentially 
1,000 feet wide and 80 feet deep) that would be created by the levee break. A precise determination of 
significance is not possible and cannot be made because it is unknown where such an event would occur and 
whether any resources would be affected. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too 
speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Prehistoric human remains have been found at several prehistoric sites in the NLIP and Phase 4a Project areas. 
Previously unknown buried human remains may be unearthed, damaged, or destroyed during excavation activities 
associated with project construction and excavation of borrow from the sites identified in Chapter 2.0, 
“Alternatives.” This work includes construction of levee improvements, seepage remediation, changes and 
improvements to drainage infrastructure along the Sacramento River east levee, and work at the Northern and 
Bennett Pump Stations along the NCC. This impact was previously analyzed by SAFCA in the Phase 2 EIR, 
which is hereby incorporated by reference, as Impact 3.8-e (SAFCA 2007:3.8-32). Mitigation Measure 3.8-e was 
adopted by the SAFCA Board of Directors and incorporated into the NLIP, and the significance conclusion 
remains unchanged under CEQA. USACE concludes that the possibility exists of inadvertently disturbing interred 
human remains under both the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative. In particular, the Proposed Action has 
a high risk of impacting previously undiscovered human remains because of the nature of the construction 
methods and procedures involved in the levee improvements. Under the Proposed Action, the existing stability 
berm along the landside of the levee would be removed and an earthen platform would be constructed to serve as 
the working area for construction of the cutoff wall, where cutoff walls are planned along the Sacramento River 
east levee. The existing level of flood protection would be reduced temporarily by removal of the stability berm 
and the levee would need to be reconstructed to at least the same level of flood protection for the following flood 
season. 

Because there is no feasible way to conduct cultural resource investigations in advance of cutoff wall 
construction, there is no way to completely investigate the exact footprint of the deep cutoff wall for human 
remains and other cultural features. In areas where seepage berms are proposed, the excavation of the inspection 
trench that would be constructed prior to placement of the berm could not be accomplished without prior removal 
of the existing stability berm. This excavation could not be conducted during the flood season because the open 
trench would aggravate existing underseepage concerns. This impact is considered potentially significant. 
(Similar) 
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Mitigation Measure 4.8-d: Stop Work Within An Appropriate Radius Around the Find, Notify the Applicable County 
Coroner and Most Likely Descendant, and Treat Remains in Accordance with State Law and Measures Stipulated in 
an HPTP Developed in Consultation between USACE, SAFCA, and the SHPO 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

If human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, under either the 
Proposed Action or the RSLIP Alternative, SAFCA shall cease all ground-disturbing 
activities within the vicinity of the find, if known. If the discovery occurs in spoils removed 
from construction of cutoff walls, the remains shall be treated in accordance with state law. 
Because cutoff walls are constructed at great depth within a slurry of soil and bentonite 
and/or cement, SAFCA and USACE anticipate that it will not be possible to pinpoint the 
location of human remains that may be disinterred during construction of these features and 
it will not be feasible or useful to stop construction. Discovered remains removed from cutoff 
wall spoils will be treated as required by state law, as follows. SAFCA’s archaeological 
monitors and/or the contractor shall notify the relevant county coroner and a SAFCA-
retained archaeologist skilled in osteological analysis to determine the nature of the remains. 
If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she must 
contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours of making that determination (Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050[c]). The NAHC will designate an MLD who may decide how to 
reinter the remains with appropriate dignity in an appropriate location. 

Prehistoric remains are usually found in the context of an archaeological site. The treatment 
of any associated site shall be in consultation with the MLD, as required under the PA and 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-c. It is unlikely, but also possible, that ground-disturbing work may 
disinter human remains associated with an historic burial, not subject to the jurisdiction of 
the NAHC. Such a resource shall be treated as an archaeological discovery as required by 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-c. 

Monitoring (Mitigation Measure 4.8-c) and discovery protocols reduce the chance of damage 
to or destruction of previously undiscovered human remains. However, it is possible that 
despite monitoring of construction and implementation of this mitigation measure, ground-
disturbing work would disinter and damage human remains under either the Proposed Action 
or the RSLIP Alternative. Therefore, implementation of this mitigation measure may not 
fully reduce the impact to potential interred human remains under the Proposed Action or the 
RSLIP Alternative to a less-than-significant level. Thus, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. (Similar) 

4.8.4 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the significance determinations for potential impacts to known and 
undiscovered cultural resources and to undiscovered human remains due to levee failure are uncertain. Because of 
this uncertainty, these impacts are considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. Additionally, 
mitigation measures cannot be required for the No-Action Alternative; therefore, impacts that result from the  
No-Action Alternative would not be mitigated. 

As described under Mitigation Measures 4.8-b, 4.8-c, and 4.8-d, potential construction impacts on known 
prehistoric resources, previously unidentified cultural resources, and interred human remains are potentially 
significant and unavoidable under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative, despite the implementation of 
all feasible mitigation measures, because there is a potential that resources could still be adversely affected. 
Therefore, significant and unavoidable impacts would likely remain even with implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures. 
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4.9 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.9.1 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Paleontological resources (fossils) are the remains or traces of prehistoric animals and plants that are 10,000 years 
old or older. This section assesses the potential for earthmoving activities associated with the Proposed Action 
and alternatives under consideration to affect scientifically important fossil remains. Plate 3-4 shows the geologic 
formations in the project area. 

4.9.1.1 METHODOLOGY 

The potential paleontological importance of the project area can be assessed by identifying the paleontological 
importance of exposed rock units within the project site. Because the aerial distribution of a rock unit can be 
easily delineated on a topographic map, this method is conducive to delineating parts of the project area that are of 
higher and lower sensitivity for paleontological resources and to delineating parts of the project area that may 
require monitoring during construction. 

A paleontologically important rock unit is one that (1) has a high potential paleontological productivity rating and 
(2) is known to have produced unique, scientifically important fossils. The potential paleontological productivity 
rating of a rock unit exposed in the project area refers to the abundance/densities of fossil specimens and/or 
previously recorded fossil sites in exposures of the unit in and near the project area. Exposures of a specific rock 
unit at the project site are most likely to yield fossil remains representing particular species in quantities or 
densities similar to those previously recorded from the unit in and near the project area. 

The following tasks were completed to establish the paleontological importance of each rock unit exposed at or 
near the project area: 

► the potential paleontological productivity of each rock unit was assessed, based on the density of fossil 
remains previously documented within the rock unit; and 

► the potential for a rock unit exposed in the project area to contain a unique paleontological resource was 
considered. 

In its standard guidelines for assessment and mitigation of adverse impacts on paleontological resources, the 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) (1995) established three categories of sensitivity for paleontological 
resources: high, low, and undetermined. Areas where fossils have been previously found are considered to have a 
high sensitivity and a high potential to produce fossils. Areas that are not sedimentary in origin and that have not 
been known to produce fossils in the past typically are considered to have low sensitivity. Areas that have not had 
any previous paleontological resource surveys or fossil finds are considered to be of undetermined sensitivity until 
surveys and mapping are performed to determine their sensitivity. After reconnaissance surveys, observation of 
exposed cuts, and possibly subsurface testing, a qualified paleontologist can determine whether the area should be 
categorized as having high or low sensitivity. In keeping with the significance criteria of the SVP (1995), all 
vertebrate fossils are generally categorized as being of potentially significant scientific value. 

4.9.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental 
checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. These thresholds also encompass the factors taken into 
account under NEPA to determine the significance of an action in terms of its context and the intensity of its 
impacts. The Proposed Action or alternatives under consideration were determined to result in a significant 
impact related to paleontological resources if they would directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site. 
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For the purposes of this analysis, an individual vertebrate fossil specimen may be considered unique or significant 
if it is identifiable and well preserved, and it meets one of the following criteria: 

► a type specimen (i.e., the individual from which a species or subspecies has been described); 

► a member of a rare species; 

► a species that is part of a diverse assemblage (i.e., a site where more than one fossil has been discovered) 
wherein other species are also identifiable, and important information regarding life history of individuals can 
be drawn; 

► a skeletal element different from, or a specimen more complete than, those now available for its species; or 

► a complete specimen (i.e., all or substantially all of the entire skeleton is present). 

For example, identifiable vertebrate marine and terrestrial fossils are generally considered scientifically important 
because they are relatively rare. The value or importance of different fossil groups varies, depending on the age 
and depositional environment of the rock unit that contains the fossils, their rarity, the extent to which they have 
already been identified and documented, and the ability to recover similar materials under more controlled 
conditions such as part of a research project. Marine invertebrates are generally common, well developed, and 
well documented. They would generally not be considered a unique paleontological resource. 

4.9.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.9-a: Disturbance of Unknown Unique Paleontological Resources during Earthmoving Activities 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no excavation activities would occur along the Natomas perimeter levee system 
or at the proposed borrow sites; therefore, no potential exists for the project to directly disturb any paleontological 
resources that may be present in those areas. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Because any paleontological resources in the Basin would be relatively deep within the ground and would have 
existed through numerous past flooding episodes, they would be unlikely to sustain damage in the event of 
flooding in the absence of improvements to the perimeter levee system. This potential impact is considered less 
than significant. (Lesser) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Areas along the Sacramento River east levee are associated with Holocene-age alluvium. By definition, sediments 
associated with Holocene-age alluvium are too young to contain paleontologically sensitive resources. Therefore, 
earthmoving activities in any of these sediments would result in no impacts on paleontological resources. 

However, because of the number of recorded fossil sites in the Riverbank and Modesto Formations within the 
Central Valley, they are both considered paleontologically sensitive rock formations under SVP criteria. The 
discovery of Pleistocene vertebrate fossil remains in sediments referable to the Riverbank and Modesto 
Formations from Sutter and Sacramento Counties, as well as from Davis, Woodland, and numerous other areas 
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throughout the Central Valley, suggests the potential exists for uncovering additional similar fossil remains during 
construction-related deep excavation within portions of the project area. 

Certain construction-related activities in the Riverbank or Modesto Formations, such as enhancing levee 
embankments or forming berms on top of the existing ground surface, would not cause significant adverse 
impacts on paleontological resources because Pleistocene-age fossils would not be encountered until 
approximately 10 feet below the surface. However, excavations deeper than 10 feet (e.g., for borrow excavation, 
installation of cutoff walls, and installation of relief wells) in the Riverbank or Modesto Formations could 
encounter and possibly damage unique paleontological resources. 

Of the areas potentially excavated as part of the project, portions of the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area and 
Northern Main Pump Station overlie paleontologically sensitive rock units. Because construction-related activities 
have the potential to encounter and damage or destroy unique paleontological resources, this impact is considered 
potentially significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-a: Conduct Construction Personnel Training and, if Paleontological Resources Are Found, 
Stop Work Near the Find and Implement Mitigation in Coordination with a Professional Paleontologist 

Proposed 
Action and 
RSLIP 
Alternative 

Before the start of construction and/or borrow activities in the Riverbank Formation or the 
Modesto Formation, construction personnel involved with earthmoving activities shall be 
informed by SAFCA of the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance and types of 
fossils likely to be seen during construction activities, and the proper notification procedures 
should fossils be encountered. This worker training may be either (1) prepared and presented 
by an experienced field archaeologist at the same time as construction worker education on 
cultural resources, or (2) prepared and presented separately by a qualified paleontologist. 

If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the construction 
crew shall immediately stop work in the vicinity of the find. SAFCA shall retain a qualified 
paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a mitigation plan in accordance with SVP 
guidelines (1995). The mitigation plan may include a field survey, construction monitoring, 
sampling and data recovery procedures, museum storage coordination for any specimen 
recovered, and a report of findings. Recommendations made by the paleontologist, in 
consultation with SAFCA, shall be implemented before construction activities can resume at 
the site where the paleontological resources were discovered. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the impact to unique, scientifically-
important paleontological resources discovered during construction or other earthmoving 
activities to a less-than-significant level. (Similar) 

4.9.3 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Under the No-Action Alternative no impacts would occur to paleontological resources. In the event of a levee 
failure, under the No-Action Alternative impacts would be less than significant. 

With implementation of the mitigation measures described in this section, project implementation would not 
result in any residual significant impacts related to paleontological resources under the Proposed Action and the 
RSLIP Alternative. 
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4.10 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

4.10.1 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

4.10.1.1 METHODOLOGY 

This section analyzes the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives under consideration on traffic 
circulation and transportation systems and potential impacts related to emergency vehicle access and construction 
traffic hazards. Impacts on flight safety related to operation of the Airport are addressed in Section 4.15, “Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials.” 

Because project operation would not generate an increase in vehicle trips, long-term project operation would have 
no impacts on transportation and circulation. Therefore, this analysis is focused on temporary and short-term 
construction-related traffic impacts. 

Instead of a traffic analysis focused on level of service, which is appropriate for projects that are focused within a 
specific, discrete area and when the exact project-related traffic routes are known, this analysis uses the traffic 
analysis methodology from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) (1989). This methodology is 
appropriate for this FEIS because the exact traffic routes are not known and construction activities would be 
dispersed over a wide area. ITE recommends using the following screening criterion for assessing the impacts of 
development projects that create permanent traffic increases: “In lieu of other locally preferred thresholds, a 
traffic access/impact study should be conducted whenever a proposed development will generate 100 or more 
added (new) peak-direction trips to or from the site during the adjacent roadway’s peak hours or the 
development’s peak hours.” For construction projects that create temporary traffic increases, this criterion is 
considered conservative by ITE (1989). 

4.10.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental 
checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. These thresholds also encompass the factors taken into 
account under NEPA to determine the significance of an action in terms of its context and the intensity of its 
impacts. The Proposed Action and alternatives under consideration were determined to result in a significant 
impact related to transportation and circulation if they would do any of the following: 

► cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system; 

► result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks; 

► substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses; 

► result in inadequate emergency access; 

► result in inadequate parking capacity; or 

► conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. 

To account for the large percentage of heavy trucks associated with a large construction project, ITE recommends 
that the threshold level (see Section 4.10.1.1, “Methodology,” above) be reduced to 50 or more new peak-
direction trips. Consequently, the Proposed Action and alternatives under consideration were determined to result 
in a significant impact on traffic (i.e., would be considered to cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in 
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relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system) if the project would result in 50 or more new 
truck trips during the a.m. or p.m. peak hour. 

The project does not involve changes to air traffic patterns or other Airport operations that would affect air traffic 
patterns, and therefore this issue is not discussed further in this FEIS. 

All construction-related vehicles (i.e., equipment and worker vehicles) would be parked at construction staging 
areas, which would be located away from any public roadways. No public parking facilities would be affected by 
the parking of project-related construction-related equipment and worker vehicles, and therefore this issue is not 
discussed further in this FEIS. 

The project would not permanently eliminate alternative transportation corridors or facilities (e.g., bike paths, 
lanes, bus turnouts). In addition, the project would not include changes in policies or programs that support 
alternative transportation. Therefore, the project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation. These issues are not discussed further in this FEIS. 

4.10.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.10-a: Temporary Increase in Traffic on Local Roadways 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to adversely affect traffic on local roadways. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Flooding of Natomas Basin roadways—Sacramento and Sutter County roadways, SR 99/70, I-5, and I-80—could 
be minor to extensive depending on the location and severity of the levee failure and the duration of flooding. 
Traffic rerouting could lead to minor to substantial traffic congestion on alternate roadways. A precise 
determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made because the extent of the magnitude of impact is 
unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful 
consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action 

Project construction would result in a temporary, but substantial, increase in traffic on local roadways. 
Construction-related traffic would consist of daily commute trips by construction workers and truck trips to haul 
materials (especially borrow) and supplies from outside the project area, as well as truck trips to haul waste 
materials off-site for disposal. Section 3.10, “Transportation and Circulation,” identifies the roadways in the 
project area (see Table 3.10-1) and includes the traffic count and level of service (LOS) data for these roadways, 
where available. Plate 2-7 shows the anticipated haul routes that would be used during construction. 

Haul routes proposed for transporting materials from borrow sites to construction areas are shown in Plate 2-7. 
Construction of the Sacramento River east levee improvements and Riverside Canal relocation and extension 
would require borrow from the Fisherman’s Lake Area, which is located in Reaches 12A–15. Other potential 
sources of soil borrow include the I-5 Borrow Area, the Elkhorn Borrow Area, South Sutter, LLC, the Airport 
north bufferlands, the Krumenacher borrow site, and the Twin Rivers Unified School District stockpile site 
(adjacent to the NEMDC west levee). Hauling from the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area would primarily take 
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place on off-road haul routes, with some truck traffic occurring on short sections of Del Paso, Powerline, and 
Radio Roads. The improvements to the Sacramento River east levee would involve haul trucks carrying borrow 
material to construction areas along unpaved access roads that would be constructed parallel to the Sacramento 
River east levee to allow equipment to move up and down the levee during construction. Because the I-5 Borrow 
Area, the Elkhorn Borrow Area, and the South Sutter, LLC borrow site are located close to construction sites 
along the Sacramento River east levee, borrow material would primarily be trucked on the off-road haul routes 
shown on Plate 2-7 or moved overland via scrapers. Truck hauling from the South Sutter, LLC borrow site and 
the Elkhorn Borrow Area could also take place on West Elkhorn Boulevard west of Schoolhouse Road. Hauling 
from the Krumenacher borrow site and the Twin Rivers Unified School District stockpile site, which are both 
located adjacent to the NEMDC west levee, would use Elkhorn Boulevard and Powerline Road. Personnel, 
equipment, and other imported construction materials would reach the construction areas and Garden Highway 
via a combination of roadways that may include SR 99/70, Elverta Road, Powerline Road, Natomas Road, East 
Levee Road, Elkhorn Boulevard, Del Paso Road, San Juan Road, El Centro Road, and West El Camino Avenue. 
Borrow material would be hauled from the Brookfield borrow site to the NCC south levee along a short section of 
Howsley Road and on off-road haul routes paralleling the levee. 

The total crew size for the Sacramento River east levee would reach up to 300 workers per shift working two 
shifts. The total crew size for the NCC south levee would reach up to 35 workers, with 10–15 of those workers 
divided between two 12-hour shifts. Construction crew members would travel to different project sites from 
different directions and by way of different sets of roadways and intersections. It is also likely that some 
ridesharing would take place and that trips would occur before and after peak hours. Therefore, traffic from 
construction crew commutes is unlikely to substantially affect local roadways, even during the peak a.m. and p.m. 
hours. 

Haul trips for borrow material are anticipated to be up to 2,200 trips per day for the Sacramento River east levee 
(Reaches 10–15) and Riverside Canal improvements (Reaches 11B–18). Many of these trips would take place 
using the off-road haul route on the landside of the existing levee toe, and scrapers may be used where borrow 
sites in the Fisherman’s Lake and I-5 Borrow Areas are close to the site of the new adjacent levee. Some trips 
from the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area would use Del Paso Road (from Powerline Road east 1 mile), Powerline 
Road (from Del Paso Road south), and Radio Road. Haul trips from the Elkhorn Borrow Area would use the off-
road landside haul route, and haul trips from the Airport north bufferlands would use a 4-mile segment of 
Powerline Road from Elverta Road south to the Sacramento River east levee in Reach 12A (see Plate 2-7). Up to 
200 trips per day would be required to haul borrow material from the Krumenacher borrow site and the Twin 
Rivers Unified School District stockpile site to the improvement areas. This hauling would use the section of 
Elkhorn Boulevard between the NEMDC and Powerline Road. Construction of the Phase 3 Project (Sacramento 
River east levee Reaches 5A–9B) and the Phase 4a Project may overlap; however, the two project phases would 
use different haul routes and therefore would not add to each other’s traffic loads on public roads. 

Haul trips for borrow material for the NCC south levee improvements would be up to 20 trips per day. Most of 
these trips would take place on off-roads between the Brookfield borrow site and the two construction sites (see 
Plate 2-7); however, a short section of Howsley Road may also be used. Construction of the Phase 3 Project 
(Pleasant Grove Creek Canal west levee) and the Phase 4a Project may overlap; however, the two project phases 
would use different haul routes and therefore would not add to each other’s traffic loads on public roads. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in a substantial increase in traffic on local roadways 
associated with truck haul trips during construction activities. In addition, temporary, short-term road closures 
would be required to accommodate construction activities on the levee and relocated Riverside Canal. The 
Proposed Action may require portions of Garden Highway south of Powerline Road to experience single-lane 
closures for 8–12 weeks for construction of cutoff walls. One-way traffic would be maintained during cutoff-wall 
construction to provide access to properties along the work area. Lane closures on the landside of Garden 
Highway may also be necessary in this area for installation of underground utilities. Relocation of the Riverside 
Canal would require road closures at San Juan, Powerline, and Radio Roads for up to 2 weeks at each crossing as 
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culverts are installed under these roads. These lane closures would be minimal in duration and extent, and 
measures would be taken to provide access outside of construction working hours for residents on the landside of 
Garden Highway. 

Temporary pipes would be installed under Garden Highway at the Riverside Pumping Plant and Pumping Plants 
Nos. 3 and 5 (see Plate 2-6a) concurrent with cutoff wall construction. In the following construction year 
permanent pipes would be installed after the levee has settled. Garden Highway would be closed to through traffic 
for up to 120 days in three locations for replacement of the temporary pipes; except for these closure points, 
Garden Highway would remain open and traffic detours would be located between Powerline Road and San Juan 
Road for the Riverside Pumping Plant, between Bayou Road and Powerline Road for Pumping Plant No. 5, and 
between Powerline Road and San Juan Road for Pumping Plant No. 3. Installation of pipes at South Lauppe Pump 
and nine other private river pumps would require Garden Highway to be closed at each location for up to 4 weeks 
with traffic control measures, including detours for through traffic. 

Compared to other local roads in the Natomas Basin, Garden Highway is a primary route for residents traveling to 
and from their homes on the west side of the Basin. These road closures would cause or contribute to temporary 
substantial increases in traffic levels as traffic is detoured or slowed on Garden Highway and other local 
roadways. This temporary impact is considered significant. 

RSLIP Alternative 

Under the RSLIP Alternative, construction-related trips would be the same as for all elements described for the 
Proposed Action, including haul trips associated with work on the NCC south levee, improvements to the 
Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 10–15), and the relocation and extension of the Riverside Canal (Reaches 
11B–18). The number of trips would be approximately 14% lower than the Proposed Action (1,900 haul trips per 
day under this alterative compared to 2,200 trips per day under the Proposed Action). However, unlike the 
Proposed Action, raising the existing Sacramento River east levee in place under the RSLIP Alternative would 
require lane or road closures along portions of Garden Highway for prolonged periods during construction, 
causing traffic and access delays on local roadways. Closures would affect 1.5- to 2-mile segments of Garden 
Highway at any one time with the duration of closure for each segment lasting approximately 8–12 weeks to 
allow for levee degradation, installation of the cutoff wall, reconstruction of the levee, and reconstruction of 
Garden Highway and connecting roadway intersections. Access to some residences located on the waterside of the 
levee would be temporarily prevented by construction of the cutoff walls, requiring some residents to relocate 
temporarily for approximately 8–12 weeks during construction. 

As described above for the Proposed Action, Garden Highway would be closed to through traffic for up to 120 
days in three locations for replacement of the temporary pipes under Garden Highway at the Riverside Pumping 
Plant and Pumping Plants Nos. 3 and 5; except for these closure points, Garden Highway would remain open and 
traffic detours would be located between Powerline Road and San Juan Road for the Riverside Pumping Plant, 
between Bayou Road and Powerline Road for Pumping Plant No. 5, and between Powerline Road and San Juan 
Road for Pumping Plant No. 3. Installation of pipes at South Lauppe Pump and nine other private river pumps 
would require Garden Highway to be closed at each location for up to 4 weeks with traffic control measures, 
including detours for through traffic. 

Compared to other local roads in the Natomas Basin, Garden Highway is a primary route for residents traveling to 
and from their homes on the west side of the Basin. The prolonged closures that would be required to raise the 
levee in place and construct cutoff walls would result in substantial traffic and access delays that, although 
temporary, would be greater than for the Proposed Action. This impact is considered significant. (Greater) 
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Mitigation Measure 4.10-a: Prepare and Implement a Traffic Safety and Control Plan for Construction-Related Truck 
Trips 

Proposed 
Action and 
RSLIP 
Alternative 

Before the start of construction in each construction season, SAFCA and its primary 
contractors for engineering and construction shall develop a coordinated construction traffic 
safety and control plan to minimize the simultaneous use of roadways by different 
construction contractors for material hauling and equipment delivery to the extent feasible 
and to avoid and minimize potential traffic hazards on local roadways during construction. 
Upon selection of borrow sites within the Elkhorn Borrow Area, the traffic safety and control 
plan shall reflect affected roadways. Items (a) through (e) of this mitigation measure, as 
listed below, shall be integrated as terms of the construction contracts. 

(a) The plan shall outline phasing of activities and the use of multiple routes to and from off-
site locations to minimize the daily amount of traffic on individual roadways. SAFCA 
shall ensure that the construction contractors enforce the plans throughout the 
construction periods. 

(b) The construction contractors shall develop a traffic safety and control plan for the local 
roadways that would be affected by construction traffic. Before the initiation of 
construction-related activity involving high volumes of traffic, the plan shall be 
submitted for review by Caltrans and the agencies of the local jurisdictions (Sutter 
County, Sacramento County, and/or City of Sacramento) having responsibility for  
roadway safety at and between project sites. The plan shall call for the following 
elements: 

► posting warnings about the potential presence of slow-moving vehicles; 

► using traffic control personnel when appropriate; and 

► placing and maintaining barriers and installing traffic control devices 
necessary for safety, as specified in Caltrans’s Manual of Traffic Controls for 
Construction and Maintenance Works Zones and in accordance with 
city/county requirements (Caltrans 1996). 

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

(c) Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.11-a “Implement Applicable District-
Recommended Control Measures to Minimize Temporary Emissions of ROG, NOX, and 
PM10 during Construction,” the track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as 
a result of operations, or erosion, shall be minimized by the use of track-out and erosion 
control, minimization, and preventive measures. Tracked-out materials shall be removed 
within 1 hour from adjacent streets anytime such material track-out extends for a 
cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet onto any paved public road during active 
operations. All visible roadway dust tracked out upon public paved roadways as a result 
of active operations shall be removed at the conclusion of each work day when active 
operations cease, or every 24 hours for continuous operations. Wet sweeping or a HEPA 
filter equipped vacuum device shall be used for roadway dust removal. 

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

(e) A Transportation Management Plan shall be prepared and submitted to Caltrans District 
3 to cover any points of access from the state highway system for haul trucks and other 
construction equipment. 

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

(g) Before the start of construction, SAFCA shall provide notification of project construction 
to all appropriate emergency service providers in Sutter County, Sacramento County, 
and/or the City of Sacramento and shall coordinate with providers throughout the 
construction period to ensure that emergency access through construction areas is 
maintained. 

(h) Before the start of construction, SAFCA and its primary contractors shall coordinate with 
Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Sacramento regarding any 
closures of any public roadways. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the impact, but not to a less-than-
significant level. However, given the high amount of hauling required for the Proposed 
Action and the RSLIP Alternative, and the limited number of roadways in the project vicinity 
that would be suitable for hauling between borrow sites and project construction sites, it is 
possible that the volume of traffic during some periods may still exceed ITE thresholds 
despite the implementation of this measure. Because no other feasible mitigation measures 
are available to fully reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, this impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

In addition to the above, the RSLIP Alternative would require the temporary closure of 1.5- 
to 2-mile segments of Garden Highway (for approximately 8–12 weeks in each segment) in 
order to accommodate the construction of cutoff walls. Even with implementation of this 
mitigation measure, there are no feasible mitigation measures available to fully reduce the 
impacts from the temporary closure of Garden Highway; therefore, this temporary, short-
term impact would remain significant and unavoidable. (Greater) 

Impact 4.10-b: Temporary Increase in Traffic Hazards on Local Roadways 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to temporarily increase traffic hazards. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. If any 
part of the levee system were to fail, flooding of Natomas Basin roadways—Sacramento and Sutter County 
roadways, SR 99/70, I-5, and I-80—could be minor to extensive depending on the location and severity of the 
failure and the duration of flooding and associated traffic hazards could be minor to severe. A precise 
determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made because the extent of the magnitude of impact is 
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unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered to too speculative for meaningful 
consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action 

During project construction along the Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 10–15), two public roadways—
Powerline Road and San Juan Road—would be reconstructed across the adjacent levee to Garden Highway. 
As described under Impact 4.10-a, high volumes of slow-moving truck traffic could be associated with the 
construction activities on some rural roadways. 

Pavement sections on the rural Sacramento and Sutter County roadways in the project area were designed to carry 
low-volume traffic. The high-volume truck traffic during construction would accelerate wear and tear on a section 
of Howsley Road north of the Brookfield borrow site and on Powerline, Del Paso, and Radio Roads, and on 
Elkhorn Boulevard. Besides shortening the life of pavement sections, high-volume truck traffic could cause road 
damage, such as cracks and potholes, which could create road hazards for other motorists. 

The combination of the high volume of slow-moving truck traffic, potentially tracking mud and debris onto 
roadways; workers entering and exiting construction sites; periodic road and lane closures associated with levee 
improvements; and potential damage to pavement would increase traffic hazards on local roadways during the 
construction period. This impact is considered significant. 

RSLIP Alternative 

Under the RSLIP Alternative, construction-related traffic hazards would be similar to but greater in magnitude 
than those described above for the Proposed Action. Construction of the RSLIP Alternative would include raising 
the existing Sacramento River east levee in place in Reaches 10–11B, which would require closure of both lanes 
of Garden Highway for prolonged periods during construction, causing traffic and access delays on local 
roadways. Additionally, Garden Highway intersections at Powerline Road and San Juan Road would be 
reconstructed to match the reconfigured profile of the raised existing levee. 

Construction workers entering and exiting construction areas at the beginning and end of work shift could also 
increase traffic hazards. In addition, trucks and other vehicles could track mud and gravel onto the local roadways, 
potentially posing driving hazards. 

Under the RSLIP Alternative, the high-volume truck traffic during construction would accelerate wear and tear on 
Howsley Road north of the Brookfield borrow site, and on Powerline and Radio Roads, and on Elkhorn 
Boulevard. Besides shortening the life of pavement sections, high-volume truck traffic could cause road damage 
such as cracks and potholes, which could create road hazards for other motorists. The potential increase in traffic 
hazards under the RSLIP Alternative is considered a significant impact. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-b: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-a, “Prepare and Implement a Traffic Safety and Control 
Plan for Construction-Related Truck Trips” 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA and its primary contractors for engineering design and construction shall implement 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-a, above. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level because a traffic safety plan would be prepared and implemented, and SAFCA would 
coordinate with the construction contractors and local and regional agencies regarding the 
distribution of traffic along haul routes and establishing alternative traffic routes. (Similar) 
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Impact 4.10-c: Temporary Disruption of Emergency Service Response Times and Access 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to directly disturb emergency service response times and access. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
A levee failure along the NCC or the Sacramento River east levee could result in minor to substantial flooding of 
the Natomas Basin, including the Airport, I-5 and I-80, and SR 99/70, as well as local roadways, which would 
result in a minor to substantial disruption of emergency service and response times. However, the potential for 
such an occurrence is uncertain, and the magnitude and duration of any related effect on traffic and circulation 
and emergency service response cannot be estimated. A precise determination of significance is not possible and 
cannot be made because the extent of the magnitude of impact is unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this 
potential impact is considered to too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action could delay emergency service response times because of the difficulty of 
emergency vehicles needing to pass through or near construction areas as discussed under Impacts 4.10-a and 
4.10-b, above. 

The Proposed Action would increase traffic on local roadways associated with construction trips. In 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. Garden Highway is the primary 
access for homes and businesses located on the water side of the levee. Temporary construction closures, 
including an approximately 8- to 12-week closure of one lane of Garden Highway downstream of Powerline 
Road, would interfere with emergency access to these residences and businesses (see also Section 4.16, 
“Socioeconomics and Population and Housing”). Installation of the permanent pipes for the pumping stations 
would take place one year following completion of levee construction as described in Impact 4.10-a, “Temporary 
Increase in Traffic on Local Roadways.” Closures of Garden Highway would be required at three different 
locations with detours provided that would maintain access; however delays in emergency service response times 
may result. Relocation of the Riverside Canal would also require road closures at San Juan, Powerline, and Radio 
Roads for up to 2 weeks at each crossing as culverts are installed under these roads. In addition, installation of 
pipes at South Lauppe Pump and nine other private river pumps would require Garden Highway to be closed at 
each location for up to 4 weeks with traffic control measures, including detours for through traffic. Because the 
Proposed Action could result in delays in emergency service response times, this impact is considered potentially 
significant. 

RSLIP Alternative 

As with the Proposed Action, the RSLIP Alternative would increase traffic on local roadways due to construction 
trips and traffic detours, including detours to accommodate permanent installation of pipes for the pumping 
stations as described under the Proposed Action. Additionally, this alternative would require long-term closure of 
Garden Highway to accommodate construction of cutoff walls in the existing levee. Closures would affect 1.5- to 
2-mile segments of Garden Highway at any one time with the duration of closure for each segment lasting 
approximately 8–12 weeks to allow for levee degradation, installation of the cutoff wall, reconstruction of the 
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levee, and reconstruction of Garden Highway and connecting roadway intersections. This would eliminate 
landside access to residences and businesses along Garden Highway in these sections; therefore, emergency 
access to residences and businesses would be severely limited during construction in this area (see also Section 
4.16, “Socioeconomics and Population and Housing”). Because the RSLIP Alternative could restrict emergency 
service response in the project area, this impact is considered potentially significant. (Greater) 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-c: Notify Emergency Service Providers about Project Construction and Maintain Emergency 
Access or Coordinate Detours with Providers 

Proposed Action SAFCA and its primary contractors for engineering design and construction shall implement 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-a, above. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the temporary impact on emergency 
service response times and access to a less-than-significant level because before project 
construction begins, SAFCA would provide notification of project construction to all 
appropriate emergency service providers in Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the 
City of Sacramento and would coordinate with providers throughout the construction period 
to ensure that emergency access through construction areas is maintained. 

RSLIP Alternative SAFCA and its primary contractors for engineering design and construction shall implement 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-a, above. Despite implementing this mitigation measure, the 
temporary impact on emergency service response time and access would be significant and 
unavoidable under the RSLIP Alternative due to the requirements for road closures of 1.5- 
to 2-mile segments of Garden Highway (for approximately 8–12 weeks in each segment) 
needed to accommodate construction of cutoff walls and Garden Highway for 60 days in 
three locations for replacement of the temporary pipes. (Greater) 

Impact 4.10-d: Conflict with Adopted Policies, Plans, or Programs Supporting Alternative Transportation 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to conflict with adopted policies, or programs supporting alternative transportation, or to prevent use of 
project are roadways by alternative modes of transportation. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. If any 
part of the levee system were to fail, flooding of Natomas Basin roadways could be minor to extensive depending 
on the location and severity of the failure and the duration of flooding and associated effects on alternative modes 
of transportation could be minor to severe. A precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be 
made because the extent of the magnitude of impact is unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact 
is considered to too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

There are no Sacramento Regional Transit bus routes serving the project area, either along Garden Highway or 
along the roads that are potential haul routes (see Plate 2-7). The Sacramento County Department of 
Transportation is in the process of updating the Sacramento County Bikeway Master Plan (Klinker, pers. comm., 
2009). At the present time there are no designated Class I (off-street), Class II (on-street with lane markings) or 
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Class III (designated on-street) bicycle routes within the Phase 4a Project area. However, future bicycle routes are 
planned in the area; a Class I off-street trail is planned along Garden Highway and on-street Class II routes are 
planned for Powerline Road, Del Paso Boulevard, and Elkhorn Boulevard (Sacramento County 2009). The project 
would not preclude future development of alternative transportation corridors or facilities (e.g., bike paths, lanes, 
bus turnouts) in the project area. In addition, the Phase 4a Project would not include changes in policies or 
programs that support alternative transportation. Therefore, the project would not conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. 

Bicycle use of roadways in the Phase 4a Project area does occur on roadways without bikeway designations. The 
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates have noted that Garden Highway is used extensively by recreational cyclists 
and increasingly by commuters (SAFCA 2009). Construction of levee improvements would require partial 
(Proposed Action) or full closure (RSLIP Alternative) of Garden Highway requiring bicyclists to use alternative 
routes or alternate modes of transportation. Additionally, the Sacramento County General Plan Circulation 
Element notes that routes used extensively for truck hauling have increased hazards for bicycles (Sacramento 
County 1993). Proposed on-road haul routes, as shown in Plate 2-7, include Elverta Road, Elkhorn Boulevard, 
Powerline Road, and Del Paso Road. Bicyclists using these routes would be exposed to increased hazards during 
construction. The potential increase in hazards for bicyclists using the Phase 4a Project area roadways would be a 
temporary, short-term construction-related significant impact. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-d: Prepare and Implement a Bicycle Detour Plan for Project Area Roadways, Including 
Garden Highway 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA shall implement the following measures to reduce temporary, short-term construction 
impacts on bicycle transportation facilities in the project area: 

► Before the start of construction, SAFCA or its primary contractor shall prepare a bicycle 
detour plan for roadways that would be affected by project construction activities, 
including Garden Highway, in consultation with the County Alternative Modes 
Coordinator and/or City of Sacramento Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator as applicable. 
The detour plan shall include posted signs clearly indicating closure points, truck haul 
routes, detour routes, and informational signs to notify motorists and bicyclists to share 
the roads. Signs shall be posted outside of the immediate project area in order to notify 
bicyclists of closure points and detours. The detour plan shall be in place before the start 
of construction and shall be maintained and implemented throughout the construction 
period. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the temporary, short-term impact from 
construction-related disruption to bicycle facilities under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP 
Alternative to a less-than-significant level because construction-related damage would be 
repaired, access restored, and detour routes, roadway markings to designate temporary bike 
lanes, and informational signs would be provided. (Similar) 

4.10.3 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Under the No-Action Alternative, impacts due to disruption of traffic circulation, traffic hazards, and emergency 
service response times and access in the event of levee failure are uncertain. Because of this uncertainty, this 
potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. Additionally, mitigation measures 
cannot be required for the No-Action Alternative; therefore, impacts that result from the No-Action Alternative 
would not be mitigated. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-a under the Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative would not fully 
reduce the impacts created from the temporary increase in traffic levels from haul trucks during construction to a 



NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project  FEIS 
USACE 4.10-11 Transportation and Circulation 

less-than-significant level; therefore, a residual significant impact would occur. While impacts related to the 
temporary disruption of emergency service response times and access would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level under the Proposed Action, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable on a temporary, short-
term basis for the RSLIP Alternative as a result of the closures of 1.5- to 2-mile segments of Garden Highway for 
approximately 8–12 weeks in each segment. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-a under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP would reduce impacts 
created from temporary traffic increase and impacts related to emergency service response times related to the 
installation of permanent pipes for the pumping stations to a less than significant level; closure of Garden 
Highway would be limited to the points where the pipes would be placed under the roadway and detours would 
maintain access for residents. 
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4.11 AIR QUALITY 

4.11.1 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

4.11.1.1 METHODOLOGY 

Almost all increased pollutant emissions that would be associated with the proposed Phase 4a Project levee 
improvements would be generated by construction-related activities. Construction emissions are described as 
“short-term” or temporary in duration. These temporary and short-term emissions, especially emissions of criteria 
air pollutants (i.e., respirable particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter [PM10]) and ozone precursors 
(e.g., reactive organic gases [ROG] and oxides of nitrogen [NOX]), have the potential to represent a significant air 
quality impact. 

Fugitive dust emissions are associated primarily with site preparation and excavation and vary as a function of 
such parameters as soil silt content, soil moisture, wind speed, acreage of disturbance area, and vehicle miles 
traveled on- and off-site. Emissions of ROG and NOX are associated primarily with gas and diesel equipment and 
asphalt paving. 

The method of analysis for temporary, short-term construction-long-term operation-related (regional); local 
mobile-source; and toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions is consistent with the recommendations of the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and the Feather River Air Quality 
Management District (FRAQMD). 

To ensure that worst case air quality impacts were captured for both the Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative, 
emissions were estimated assuming that all of the Phase 4a Project is constructed in 2010 (simultaneous with 
construction of the Phase 3 Project and 30% of the Phase 2 Project, as discussed in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives”). 
Construction elements in the Phase 2 and 3 Projects are summarized in Section 2.2.2, “No-Action Alternative—
Implementation of Natomas Levee Improvement Program Phase 1, 2, and 3 Projects Only.” It should be noted 
that emissions are estimated within the air districts that regulate them. For purposes of analyzing the impacts of 
the Phase 4a Project, it is assumed that of the 30% of the Phase 2 Project construction that may occur in 2010, 
half would occur in Sutter County and half would occur in Sacramento County. 

The Brookfield borrow site in Sutter County is the assumed source of soil borrow material for improvements to 
the NCC south levee. The Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area would be the primary source of soil borrow material 
used for the Phase 4a Project, with other potential sources of borrow listed in Table 2-10 and shown on Plate 2-7, 
in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives.” For modeling purposes and to capture worst-case impacts under both the Proposed 
Action and RSLIP Alternative, it was assumed that borrow material would be transported an average of 
approximately 4 miles round trip on 50% paved and 50% unpaved haul routes. 

The estimates assume that all construction activity would take place in a 6-month construction season. 

4.11.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental 
checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. These thresholds also encompass the factors taken into 
account under NEPA to determine the significance of an action in terms of its context and the intensity of its 
impacts. The Proposed Action or alternatives under consideration were determined to result in a significant 
impact related to air quality if they would do any of the following: 

► conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, 

► violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, 
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► result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria air pollutants for which the project region is 
nonattainment under any applicable Federal or state ambient air quality standards (including releasing 
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors), 

► result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of toxic air emissions or criteria air 
pollutants, or 

► create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

As stated in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the significance criteria established by the applicable air 
quality management districts or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the above 
determinations. Thus, the appropriate district-recommended emission thresholds as published in their respective 
CEQA guidance documents also applies to individual projects under their jurisdiction. For portions of the project 
that would occur in Sacramento County, based on SMAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento 
County (SMAQMD 2004), an air quality impact was considered significant if implementation of the Proposed 
Action or alternatives under consideration would do any of the following: 

► generate construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors that exceed the SMAQMD-
recommended threshold of 85 pounds per day (lb/day) for NOX, or result in or substantially contribute (at a 
level equal to or greater than 5%) to emissions concentrations that exceed the national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS) or California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) (e.g., 50 micrograms per cubic 
meter [µg/m3] and 2.5 µg/m3, respectively, for PM10); or 

► generate long-term regional criteria air pollutant or precursor emissions that exceed the SMAQMD-
recommended threshold of 65 lb/day for ROG and NOX, or result in or substantially contribute (at a level 
equal to or greater than 5%) to emissions concentrations that exceed the NAAQS or CAAQS (e.g., 50 µg/m3 
and 2.5 µg/m3, respectively, for PM10). 

For levee improvements conducted in Sutter County, the FRAQMD Indirect Source Review Guidelines and 
CEQA planning guidance (FRAQMD 1998, 2007) provide recommended thresholds of significance for project-
generated emissions of ozone precursors and PM10. An air quality impact was considered significant if 
implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives under consideration would result in project construction 
emissions that exceed: 

► 25 lb/day of ROG, 
► 25 lb/day of NOX, or 
► 80 lb/day of PM10. 

Project construction would conflict with applicable air quality planning efforts as specified under the Clean Air 
Act, and a conformity determination would be needed, if the following emissions thresholds were exceeded: 

► For construction-related emissions in Sacramento County: 
• 25 tons per year (TPY) of ROG, 
• 25 TPY of NOX, or 
• 100 TPY of PM10. 

► For construction-related emissions in Sutter County: 
• 25 TPY of ROG, or 
• 25 TPY of NOX. 

Project implementation would not result in any major sources of odor, and the Phase 4a Project would not involve 
operation of any of the common types of facilities that are known to produce odors (e.g., landfill, coffee roaster, 
wastewater treatment facility). Diesel exhaust, which is sometimes considered an objectionable odor source, 
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would be associated with the use of on-site construction equipment, but it would be intermittent and temporary 
and would dissipate rapidly from the source with an increase in distance. Thus, project implementation would not 
expose sensitive receptors to odorous emissions, and this issue is not discussed further in this FEIS. 

4.11.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Impact 4.11-a: Temporary Emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 during Construction 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for project-
related construction emissions. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Cleanup actions in the event of levee failure would likely require the use of construction equipment that would 
emit air quality pollutants. The amount and types of pollutants cannot be predicted and would depend on the 
magnitude of cleanup operations. A precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made 
because the extent of the magnitude of impact is unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is 
considered to too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would result in the temporary generation of ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions from 
excavation, material handling, vegetation clearing, grading, cut-fill, concrete placement, asphalt paving, motor 
vehicle exhaust associated with construction equipment, construction employee commute trips, material transport 
(especially on unpaved surfaces), and other construction activities associated with construction of the Phase 4a 
Project, including excavation and reclamation in the borrow areas listed in Table 2-10 and shown on Plates 2-6a–
6c and on Plate 2-7. Routes used for modeling haul truck trip emissions are shown on Plate 2-7. 

See Section 4.11.1.1, “Methodology,” above, for assumptions used in estimating the emissions that would be 
generated as a result of the Phase 4a Project and assumptions for borrow and hauling. 

With the exception of the two sites on the NCC south levee, the Phase 4a Project improvements described in 
Section 2.3, “Proposed Action,” would be constructed in Sacramento County and would be under the jurisdiction 
of SMAQMD. Construction on the NCC south levee would take place entirely within Sutter County and would be 
under FRAQMD’s jurisdiction. 

Worst-case daily and annual construction emissions were calculated, based on the assumptions described in 
Section 4.11.1.1, “Methodology,” above, for completion of the 2010 construction season using AP-42 emission 
factors recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for fugitive dust, and OFFROAD and 
EMFAC 2007 emission factors for mobile-equipment, as contained in the Road Construction Emissions Model 
version 6, as recommended by FRAQMD and SMAQMD. The results of the calculations are shown in Table 
4.11-1. 
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Table 4.11-1 
Summary of Maximum Daily Emissions during the  

2010 Construction Season (Combined Phase 2, 3 and 4a Projects) for the Proposed Action1 

 
Pollutant 

ROG NOX PM10 
Worst-Case Emissions within Sutter County—FRAQMD Emissions (lb/day) 

Phase 2 Emissions (30% of actions) 16.6 83.2 524.8 
Phase 3 Emissions (100% of actions) 78.5 516.6 3,885.4 
Phase 4a Emissions (100% of actions) 
NCC Phase 4a work 12.0 58.9 627.6 
Total unmitigated emissions (lb/day) 107.1 658.7 5,037.8 
FRAQMD Threshold (lb/day) 25 25 80 
Significant? Yes Yes Yes 
Total mitigated emissions (lb/day)2 101.7 527.0 1,259.5 
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated? Yes Yes4 Yes 

Worst-Case Emissions within Sacramento County—SMAQMD Emissions (lb/day) 
Phase 2 Emissions (30% of actions) 5.9 27.0 85.3 
Phase 3 Emissions (100% of actions) 98.2 623.4 5,133.1 
Phase 4a Emissions (100% of actions)    
Sacramento East Levee Reaches 10–15 153.3 909.6 8,442.2 
Riverside Canal 21.7 101.0 1,645.8 
RD 1000 Pumping Plants Nos. 3 and 5 20.3 160.7 8.7 
Fisherman’s Lake Excavation and Restoration  3.3 24.3 72.6 
Total unmitigated emissions (lb/day) 302.7 1,846.0 15,387.7 
SMAQMD Threshold – 85 -3 
Significant? – Yes Yes3 
Total mitigated emissions (lb/day)2 287.6 1,476.8 3,846.9 
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated? – No4 Yes3 
Notes: FRAQMD = Feather River Air Quality Management District; lb/day = pounds per day; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; NCC = 
Natomas Cross Canal; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or 
less; ROG = reactive organic gases; SMAQMD = Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
1 2010 construction season refers to improvements to the NCC south levee, Sacramento River east levee Reaches 1-15, GGS/Drainage 

Canal, NEMDC, PGCC, and Riverside Canal. 
2 Implementation of all recommended standard mitigation measures listed under Mitigation Measure 4.11-a would result in reductions of 

ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions by approximately 5%, 20%, 75%–85% for fugitive PM10 emissions, and 45% for mobile-source PM10 
emissions, respectively. 

3 SMAQMD does not have an adopted mass emission-based threshold for PM10. 
4 Payment into SMAQMD’s Off-site Construction Mitigation Fee Program to offset NOX emissions in excess of SMAQMD’s significance 

threshold would reduce impacts for this pollutant in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction to a less-than-significant level. Coordination of an emissions 
reduction agreement with the FRAQMD for calculation and fee payment by SAFCA to FRAQMD prior to project approval would be used to 
offset an equivalent mass of NOX emissions in excess of EPA’s applicable threshold for general conformity purposes. Successful 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-a would reduce NOX emissions in FRAQMD’s jurisdiction, but not to a less-than-significant 
level for this impact. 

See Appendix F for assumptions and modeling results for each activity and subphase. 
Source: Calculations performed by AECOM based on data provided by HDR, Wood Rodgers, and Mead & Hunt in 2009 
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Conservative assumptions were made for construction activities associated with all improvements that would 
occur under the Phase 4a Project. Therefore, emissions calculations summarized in Table 4.11-1 represent worst-
case daily emissions that could occur associated with construction of the Phase 2 (30%), 3, and 4a Projects 
potentially overlapping during 2010. See Appendix F for detailed emission sources and assumptions. Based on 
the project information presented in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives,” construction of the Proposed Action in 2010 
would result in maximum unmitigated daily emissions in excess of applicable FRAQMD thresholds for ROG, 
NOX, and PM10 and SMAQMD thresholds for NOX and PM10. Because of the large size of the project, large 
extent, and high intensity of construction activities to be conducted concurrently, as well as the existing 
nonattainment status of the project area, and based on the modeling conducted, it is foreseeable that unmitigated 
construction-generated emissions could result in or substantially contribute to a violation of air quality standards. 

SMAQMD does not have an adopted mass emission-based threshold for PM10. Instead, SMAQMD relies on a 
concentration-based threshold equivalent to the ambient air quality standard for PM10. If construction activities 
would result in or substantially contribute to a violation of the standard at or beyond the project boundary, then 
construction-generated emissions of PM10 would be significant. Because of the intensity of earthmoving activities 
that would be involved during the construction of the Sacramento River east levee and Riverside Canal 
improvements, it is likely that a substantial contribution to a violation of the applicable air quality standard would 
occur. Because the nature and intensity of construction activities and the construction equipment fleet would be 
similar during Phase 4a Project activities, worst-case daily emissions would be similar to, or slightly less than, 
those presented in Table 4.11-1 regardless of construction timing because the same extent of construction 
activities would be spread out over a longer duration, potentially resulting in less intense construction and earth 
movement on any single active day. 

The Proposed Action would result in temporary and short-term construction-related emissions that could expose 
nearby existing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and/or substantially contribute to a 
violation of an air quality standard. As a result, the Proposed Action would have a direct, temporary, short-term 
adverse effect on air quality. This impact is considered significant. 

RSLIP Alternative 

Worst-case daily and annual construction emissions associated with this alternative would occur during the levee 
construction phase during which most earthmoving activities would occur. Emissions associated with the RSLIP 
Alternative were calculated based on the difference in earth movement volumes relative to the Proposed Action. 
As for the Proposed Action, modeling for this alternative was based on the scenario described above under 
“Methodology.” The difference in ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions are modeled as a function of change in the 
number of haul trips and in the total amount of borrow material relative to the Proposed Action. 

Total unmitigated worst-case emissions under the RSLIP Alternative would be approximately the same as those 
under the Proposed Action for the 2010 construction season (see Table 4.11-2). Emissions associated with the 
RSLIP Alternative would be anticipated to expose nearby existing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations and/or substantially contribute to an air quality violation. The RSLIP Alternative would have a 
direct, adverse impact on air quality. This impact is considered significant. (Similar) 
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Table 4.11-2 

Summary of Maximum Daily Emissions during the  
2010 Construction Season (Combined Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects) for the RSLIP Alternative1 

 
Pollutant 

ROG NOX PM10 

Worst-Case Emissions within Sutter County—FRAQMD Emissions (lb/day) 

Total unmitigated emissions (lb/day) 71.8 426.2 3,289.4 

FRAQMD Threshold (lb/day) 25 25 80 

Significant? Yes Yes Yes 

Total mitigated emissions (lb/day)2 68.2 341.0 822.4 

Significant with mitigation incorporated? Yes Yes4 Yes 

Worst-Case Emissions within Sacramento County—SMAQMD Emissions (lb/day) 

Total unmitigated emissions (lb/day) 280.5 1,743.5 13,580.4 

SMAQMD Threshold – 85 –3 

Significant? – Yes Yes3 

Total mitigated emissions (lb/day)2 266.5 1,394.8 3,395.1 

Significant with Mitigation Incorporated? – No4 Yes3 

Notes: FRAQMD = Feather River Air Quality Management District; lb/day = pounds per day; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; NOX = 
oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic 
gases; RSLIP Alternative = Raise and Strengthen-Levee-in-Place Alternative; SMAQMD = Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District 
1 2010 construction season refers to improvements to the NCC south levee, Sacramento River east levee Reaches 1-15, GGS/Drainage 

Canal, NEMDC, PGCC, and Riverside Canal. 
2 Implementation of all recommended standard mitigation measures listed under Mitigation Measure 4.11-a would result in reductions of 

ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions by approximately 5%, 20%, and 75%–85% for fugitive PM10 emissions, and 45% for mobile-source PM10 
emissions, respectively. 

3 SMAQMD does not have an adopted mass emission-based threshold for PM10. 
4 Payment into SMAQMD’s Off-site Construction Mitigation Fee Program to offset NOX emissions in excess of SMAQMD’s significance 

threshold would reduce impacts for this pollutant in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction to a less-than-significant level. Coordination of an emissions 
reduction agreement with the FRAQMD for calculation and fee payment by SAFCA to FRAQMD prior to project approval would be used to 
offset an equivalent mass of NOX emissions in excess of EPA’s applicable threshold for general conformity purposes. Successful 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-a would reduce NOX emissions in FRAQMD’s jurisdiction, but not to a less-than-significant level 
for this impact. 

See Appendix F for assumptions and modeling results for each activity and subphase. 
Source: Calculations performed by AECOM based on data provided by HDR, Wood Rodgers, and Mead & Hunt in 2009 
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Mitigation Measure 4.11-a: Implement Applicable District-Recommended Control Measures to Minimize Temporary 
Emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 during Construction 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA shall implement mitigation measures as recommended by FRAQMD or SMAQMD, 
as applicable, and shall comply with all applicable rules and regulations of FRAQMD or 
SMAQMD, as described below. 

Construction in Sutter County (FRAQMD) 

For portions of the project occurring in Sutter County, FRAQMD’s Indirect Source Review 
Guidelines and online CEQA guidance provide mitigation measures for reducing short-term 
air quality impacts. As recommended by FRAQMD, SAFCA shall ensure that the following 
mitigation measures are implemented during all project construction activities to the extent 
practicable. In addition, construction of the proposed levee improvements are required to 
comply with all applicable FRAQMD rules and regulations, in particular Rule 3.0 (Visible 
Emissions), Rule 3.16 (Fugitive Dust Emissions), and Rule 3.15 (Architectural Coatings). 

1. SAFCA shall implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan that includes the following 
measures: 

► All earthmoving operations should be suspended when winds exceed 20 miles per 
hour or when winds carry dust beyond the property line despite implementation of all 
feasible dust control measures. 

► Construction sites shall be watered as directed by the Sutter County Department of 
Public Works or FRAQMD and as necessary to prevent fugitive dust violations. 

► An operational water truck shall be on-site at all times. Apply water to control dust 
as needed to prevent visible emissions violations and off-site dust impacts. 

► On-site dirt piles or other stockpiled particulate matter shall be covered, wind breaks 
installed, and water and/or soil stabilizers employed to reduce wind blown dust 
emissions. Incorporate the use of approved nontoxic soil stabilizers to all inactive 
construction areas according to manufacturers’ specifications. 

► All transfer processes involving a free fall of soil or other particulate matter shall be 
operated in such a manner as to minimize the free-fall distance and fugitive dust 
emissions. 

► Apply approved chemical soil stabilizers to all inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas that remain inactive for 96 hours), including unpaved roads 
and employee/equipment parking areas, according to the manufacturers’ 
specifications. 

► To prevent track-out, wheel washers shall be installed where project vehicles and/or 
equipment exit onto paved streets from unpaved roads. Vehicles and/or equipment 
shall be washed before each trip. Alternatively, a gravel bed or rumble strip may be 
installed as appropriate at vehicle/equipment site exit points to effectively remove 
soil buildup on tires and tracks to prevent/diminish track-out. 
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► Paved streets shall be swept frequently (at least once per day by water sweeper with 
reclaimed water recommended; wet broom) if soil material has been carried onto 
adjacent paved, public thoroughfares from the project site. 

► Provide temporary traffic control as needed during all phases of construction to 
improve traffic flow, as deemed appropriate by the Sutter County Department of 
Public Works and/or Caltrans and to reduce vehicle dust emissions. An effective 
measure is to enforce vehicle traffic speeds at or below 15 miles per hour on unpaved 
roads. 

► Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces to 15 miles per hour, where feasible, 
and reduce unnecessary vehicle traffic by restricting access. Provide appropriate 
training, on-site enforcement, and signage. Where restricting vehicle speeds on 
unpaved surfaces to 15 miles per hour would make timely completion of the project 
infeasible, SAFCA shall cooperate with FRAQMD to implement alternative dust 
control measures that would be at least as effective in reducing fugitive dust 
emissions. Such measures may include increased frequency in applying water to the 
unpaved roads in the vicinity of sensitive receptors and reducing speeds in the 
vicinity of sensitive receptors. 

► Reestablish ground cover on the construction site as soon as possible, through 
seeding and watering. 

► Open burning is yet another source of fugitive gas and particulate emissions, and it 
shall be prohibited at the project site. No open burning of vegetative waste (natural 
plant growth wastes) or other legal or illegal burn materials (trash, demolition debris, 
etc.) may be conducted at the project site. Vegetative wastes should be chipped or 
delivered to waste to energy facilities (permitted biomass facilities), mulched, 
composted, or used for firewood. It is unlawful to haul waste materials off-site for 
disposal by open burning. 

2. Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed FRAQMD Regulation III, 
Rule 3.0, Visible Emissions Limitations (40% opacity or Ringelmann 2.0). Operators of 
vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits shall take action to repair the 
equipment within 72 hours or remove the equipment from service. Failure to comply 
may result in a notice of violation. 

3. SAFCA shall be responsible for ensuring that all construction equipment is properly 
tuned and maintained before and during on-site operation. 

4. Minimize idling time to 10 minutes, to conserve fuel and minimize emissions. 

5. Use existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than 
temporary diesel-powered generators. 

6. Portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment units used at the project work 
site, with the exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles, may require California 
Air Resources Board (ARB) Portable Equipment Registration with the state or a local 
district permit. The owner/operator shall be responsible for arranging appropriate 
consultations with ARB or FRAQMD to determine registration and permitting 
requirements before equipment is operated at the site. 
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7. SAFCA shall assemble a comprehensive inventory list (i.e., make, model, engine year, 
horsepower, and emission rates) of all heavy-duty off-road (portable and mobile) 
equipment (50 horsepower [hp] and greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more 
hours for the construction project and apply the following mitigation measure: 

► Reduce NOX emissions from off-road diesel-powered equipment: SAFCA shall 
provide a plan for approval by FRAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (equal 
to or greater than 50 hp) off-road equipment to be used in the construction project, 
including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, shall achieve a project wide 
fleet-average 20% NOX reduction and 45% particulate reduction1 compared to the 
most recent ARB fleet average at time of construction. 

Implementing the FRAQMD-recommended measures is expected to achieve at least 
a 75% reduction in fugitive dust emissions, 5% reduction in ROG emissions from 
construction equipment, 20% reduction in NOX emissions from construction 
equipment, and 45% reduction in PM10 emissions from construction equipment 
(SMAQMD 2004). The resulting maximum average daily construction-generated 
emissions in Sutter County, with mitigation incorporated, are conservatively 
calculated to be as high as 102 lb/day of ROG, 527 lb/day of NOX, and 1,260 lb/day 
of PM10 for the Proposed Action, and 68 lb/day of ROG, 341 lb/day of NOX, and 822 
lb/day of PM10 for the RSLIP Alternative. 

SAFCA shall implement the following measure to further mitigate NOX emissions through 
off-site reductions: 

8. SAFCA shall enter into a voluntary emissions reduction agreement with the FRAQMD 
to mitigate the portion of construction-generated emissions of NOX that exceeds EPA’s 
applicable threshold for general conformity purposes. The calculation of the fee shall be 
determined in coordination with the FRAQMD and paid prior to the occurrence of any 
construction-related activities within areas under the jurisdiction of the FRAQMD. 

Implementation of the mitigation measures described above would reduce project-generated 
construction-related emissions, but emissions would remain in excess of the FRAQMD-
recommended thresholds of 25 lb/day for ROG and NOX and 80 lb/day for PM10. Therefore, 
although the impact would be reduced, implementing the mitigation measures described 
above would not reduce project-generated construction-related emissions of ROG and PM10 
in Sutter County to levels less than FRAQMD’s significance thresholds. It should be noted 
that not meeting FRAQMD-suggested impact criteria, postmitigation, is not a violation of 
any FRAQMD rules or guidelines, and authorization to construct would be provided by 
FRAQMD if the listed mitigation measures are implemented. Nevertheless, because this 
mitigation would not reduce temporary construction-related impacts in Sutter County below 
the FRAQMD-recommended thresholds, this impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. (Similar) 

Construction in Sacramento County (SMAQMD) 

For portions of the project occurring in Sacramento County, SMAQMD’s Guide to Air 
Quality Assessment in Sacramento County (SMAQMD 2004) provides mitigation measures 

                                                      
1 Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late-model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, 

engine retrofit technology (Carl Moyer Guidelines), and after-treatment products; voluntary off-site mitigation projects; providing 
funds for air district off-site mitigation projects; and/or other options as they become available. FRAQMD should be contacted to 
discuss alternative measures. 
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for reducing short-term air quality impacts. As recommended by SMAQMD, SAFCA shall 
ensure that the following mitigation measures are implemented during all project 
construction activities to the extent practicable and feasible. 

► SAFCA shall prepare a construction emissions dust control plan(s) in accordance with 
SMAQMD recommendations that reduces fugitive dust emissions by at least 85% (or 
shall provide calculations based on SMAQMD-approved methodologies showing that 
emissions would be reduced to less than 100 tons per year assuming a conservative 
reduction of 75% with typical mitigation). All grading operations shall be suspended 
when fugitive dust levels exceed levels specified by SMAQMD rules. SAFCA and its 
primary construction contractors shall ensure that dust is not causing a nuisance beyond 
the property line of the construction site. 

► If overlapping construction phases in Sacramento County create unmitigated PM10 
emissions in excess of 400 TPY SAFCA shall use advanced dust suppressant materials 
(such as EnviroTac II) on all unpaved roadways and stockpiled materials to ensure 95% 
or greater control of fugitive dust and a reduction of PM10 emissions below 100 TPY.  
Overlapping Phases where this would apply includes all work on the Sacramento River 
east level for the Phase 3 and 4a Projects. 

► SAFCA shall develop a plan, in consultation with SMAQMD, demonstrating that the 
heavy-duty (>50 hp), off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project (including 
owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles) shall achieve a project-wide fleet-average 
20% NOX reduction and 45% particulate reduction compared to the most recent ARB 
fleet average at the time of construction.2 

► A comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment equal to or greater 
than 50 hp that will be used for an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of 
project construction shall be submitted to SMAQMD. The inventory shall be updated 
and submitted monthly throughout the duration of the project, except that an inventory 
shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction operations occur. 
At least 48 hours before heavy-duty off-road equipment is used, SAFCA shall provide 
SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline, including the start date, and the 
name and phone number of the contractor’s project manager and on-site foreman. 

► Emissions from off-road, diesel-powered equipment used on the project site shall not 
exceed 40% opacity for more than 3 minutes in any 1 hour. Any equipment found to 
exceed 40% opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and SMAQMD 
shall be notified of noncompliant equipment within 48 hours of identification. A visual 
survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at least weekly. A monthly summary 
of visual survey results shall be submitted to SMAQMD throughout the construction 
period, except that the monthly summary shall not be required for any 30-day period in 
which no construction operations occur. The monthly summary shall include the quantity 
and type of vehicles surveyed, as well as the dates of each survey. SMAQMD and/or 
other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. 

► SAFCA shall pay SMAQMD an off-site mitigation fee for implementation of any 
proposed alternatives for the purpose of reducing impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
Based on the construction information presented in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives” and the 
emissions calculations shown in Appendix F, if the Proposed Action is implemented, the 

                                                      
2 Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of late-model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, 

particulate-matter traps, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or such other options as become available. 
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specific fee amount to offset NOX emissions for elements of the 2010 construction phase 
that would occur in Sacramento County would be $737,248 (see Appendix F for fee 
calculations) plus a 5% administrative fee of $36,862. Thus, the total mitigation fee for 
project-related work conducted in Sacramento County during the 2010 construction 
season is currently estimated to be $774,110 for the Proposed Action. Calculation of fees 
associated with subsequent improvement plans/project phases shall be conducted at the 
time of project approval. The applicable fee rate shall be determined and the total fee 
shall be calculated based on the fee rate in effect at the time that subsequent 
environmental documents are prepared. The fee for subsequent construction projects 
shall be remitted to SMAQMD before groundbreaking. 

SAFCA shall pay into SMAQMD’s off-site construction mitigation fund to further mitigate 
construction-generated emissions of NOX that exceed SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold 
of 85 lb/day. The calculation of daily NOX emissions is based on the cost to reduce 1 ton of 
NOX at the time when the document is prepared (currently $16,000 per ton). The 
determination of the final mitigation fee shall be conducted in coordination with SMAQMD 
before any demolition or ground disturbance occurs for any project phase. 

Calculation of and payment of the fee for all subsequent project phases shall also be included 
in the CEQA MMRP for the project. 

Implementing the SMAQMD-recommended measures is expected to achieve at least a 75–
85% reduction in fugitive dust emissions, 5% reduction in ROG emissions from construction 
equipment, 20% reduction in NOX emissions from construction equipment, and 45% 
reduction in PM10 emissions from construction equipment (SMAQMD 2004). The resulting 
maximum average daily construction-generated emissions with mitigation incorporated are 
shown in Table 4.11-1. 

Implementation of the mitigation measures described above would reduce project-generated 
construction-related emissions in Sacramento County to a less-than-significant level for 
NOX. However, it is anticipated that the project could still result in emissions that 
substantially contribute to a violation of the ambient air quality standard for PM10. Therefore, 
although the impact would be reduced, implementing the mitigation measures described 
above would not fully reduce project-generated construction-related emissions of PM10 in 
Sacramento County to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, construction-related emissions 
for PM10 would remain significant and unavoidable. (Similar) 

All Project Construction 

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

► Open burning of removed vegetation shall be prohibited. Vegetation material shall be 
chipped on-site or delivered to waste-to-energy facilities to the extent feasible. 

► An operational water truck shall be on-site at all times. Water shall be applied to control 
dust as needed to prevent dust impacts off-site. Unpaved areas subject to vehicle traffic, 
including employee parking areas and equipment staging areas, shall be stabilized by 
being kept wet, treated with a chemical dust suppressant or soil binders, or covered. 

► The track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as a result of operations, or 
erosion, shall be minimized by the use of track-out and erosion control, minimization, 
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and preventive measures, and removed within 1 hour from adjacent streets such material 
anytime track-out extends for a cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet onto any 
paved public road during active operations. All visible roadway dust tracked out upon 
public paved roadways as a result of active operations shall be removed at the conclusion 
of each work day when active operations cease, or every 24 hours for continuous 
operations. Wet sweeping or a HEPA filter equipped vacuum device shall be used for 
roadway dust removal. 

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

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

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

► Vehicle speeds on unpaved roadways shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. 

► Idling time for all heavy-duty equipment shall be limited to 5 minutes. 

► Install ARB-certified Level 3 diesel particulate filters (DPF) on a minimum of 15% of 
the total number of off-road (non-street legal) diesel-powered construction equipment 
pieces with an engine size equal to or greater than 50 hp throughout the duration of the 
project. For fleets with 6 or fewer total applicable equipment pieces, a DPF shall be 
installed on a minimum of one engine. All DPFs shall be kept in working order and 
maintained in operable condition according to manufacturer’s specifications. At the time 
of writing, a list of ARB-certified Level 3 DPF can be found at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ 
diesel/verdev/level3/level3.htm. 

► Install Level 3 ARB-certified DPF that are functional and kept in working order to meet 
manufacturer’s specifications throughout the duration of the project on at least 15% of 
the total pieces of off-road (non-street legal) construction equipment on the project site 
over 50 hp (a minimum of one diesel particulate filter for fleets with 6 or less total 
pieces). 

Since publication of the DEIS/DEIR, SMAQMD has also recently released draft BMPs for 
consideration as practical alternatives to reduce construction-generated greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions. SAFCA shall 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; 
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► 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. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the impact under the Proposed Action 
and the RSLIP Alternative, but not to a less-than-significant level. This impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. (Similar) 

Impact 4.11-b: General Conformity with the Applicable Air Quality Plan 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no construction emissions 
associated with such construction would result. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
A levee failure in the Natomas Basin could result in flooding, necessitating emergency procedures. Extensive 
construction required to repair infrastructure damages would result in ozone precursor emissions and PM10. 
A precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made because the extent of the magnitude of 
impact is unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered to too speculative for 
meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action 

The General Conformity Rule, which addresses whether a project conforms to the State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) approved and promulgated under Section 110 of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), applies to Federal 
actions that would generate emissions of criteria air pollutant or precursor emissions in nonattainment or 
maintenance areas. The Sacramento and Sutter County portions of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) are 
currently designated as serious nonattainment areas with respect to the national 8-hour ozone standard. In 
addition, the Sacramento County portion of the SVAB is designated as moderate nonattainment for the national 
PM10 standard, while Sutter County is unclassified for PM10. General conformity requirements would apply to 
actions where the total project-generated direct or indirect emissions would be equal to or exceed the applicable 
emissions levels, known as the de minimis thresholds, or would be greater than 10% of the area’s annual 
emissions budget, known as regionally significant thresholds. If either of the thresholds is exceeded, a conformity 
determination would be needed prior to project approval. The de minimis thresholds applicable to Sacramento and 
Sutter Counties are provided in Section 4.11.1.2, “Thresholds of Significance,” above. 

As discussed above, ozone precursor emissions of ROG and NOX would occur associated primarily with 
construction equipment exhaust and asphalt paving. Fugitive PM10 emissions are associated primarily with site 
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preparation and earthmoving activities. Because general conformity is determined by calendar year, total 
emissions were calculated for the 2010 calendar year using a worst-case assumption (i.e., that all of the levee 
improvements for 30% of the Phase 2 Project, 100% of the Phase 3 Project, and 100% of the Phase 4a Project 
would occur simultaneously with all activities in the 2010 calendar year at a minimum). 

Construction-generated emissions that would occur during calendar year 2010 under worst-case assumptions for 
air quality analysis are shown in Table 4.11-3, and are categorized by the respective jurisdiction in which they 
would occur. Total worst-case emissions for Sutter and Sacramento Counties combined, with mitigation proposed 
under Mitigation Measure 4.11-a implemented, were calculated to be 20 TPY of ROG, 138 TPY of NOX, and 84 
TPY of PM10. See Table 4.11-3 for detailed emissions that would occur in each jurisdiction. See Appendix F for 
detailed emission sources and assumptions. 

Based on the project information presented in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives,” construction of the Phase 4a Project 
would result in maximum unmitigated and mitigated annual emissions in excess of the de minimis threshold for 
NOX in the Sutter County portion of the SVAB, as summarized in Table 4.11-3. Based on the modeling 
conducted, it is foreseeable that unmitigated construction-generated emissions would result in or substantially 
conflict with applicable air quality planning efforts. However, with implementation of mitigation identified under 
Impact 4.11-a, emissions would be reduced below the Federal de minimis thresholds. 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. 

If the Phases 2, 3, and 4a Projects were not constructed during the same calendar year, then emissions would be 
less than those presented in Table 4.11-3, and would also be below the Federal de minimis thresholds. 

Finally, project operation (discussed under Impact 4.11-c, below) would result in minimal emissions of pollutants 
for which the region is in nonattainment. As noted above, USACE is coordinating with EPA and has prepared a 
conformity determination, which is required before a ROD can be issued for the Phase 4a Project. For this reason, 
this impact is considered less than significant. 

RSLIP Alternative 

According to current Federal standards, a conformity determination is required only for the Proposed Action. 
However, for purposes of this analysis, the emissions of criteria air pollutant or precursor emissions under the 
RSLIP Alternative were calculated and are shown in Table 4.11-3. Because the emissions under this alternative 
would fall below the Federal de minimis threshold, implementation of the RSLIP Alternative would not conflict 
with implementation of the SIP, and therefore if selected in place of the Proposed Action, a conformity 
determination would not be required. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 
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Table 4.11-3 

Summary of Maximum Annual Construction Emissions during the  
2010 Calendar Year Associated with the Combined Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects 

 
Pollutant 

ROG NOX PM10 
Worst-Case Emissions within Sutter County—FRAQMD Emissions (TPY) 

Phase 2 Emissions (15% of actions) 0.8 4.2 28.4 

Phase 3 Emissions (100% of actions) 7.8 54.7 377.1 

Phase 4a Emissions (100% of actions) 

NCC Phase 4a work 0.3 1.4 4.2 

Total unmitigated emissions (tons/year) 8.9 60.3 409.7 

General Conformity Thresholds: De minimis/ Regional Significance (TPY) 25/377 25/740 - 

Significant? No Yes - 

Total mitigated emissions (TPY)1 8.5 48.2 20.5 

Significant with mitigation incorporated? No No 2 - 

Worst-Case Emissions within Sacramento County—SMAQMD Emissions (TPY) 

Phase 2 Emissions (15% of actions) 0.3 1.4 3.8 

Phase 3 Emissions (100% of actions) 6.3 41.2 356.0 

Phase 4a Emissions (100% of actions) 

Sacramento River East Levee Reaches 10–15 9.8 56.9 811.6 

Riverside Canal 1.0 5.4 60.5 

RD 1000 Pumping Plants Nos. 3 and 5 0.6 4.8 0.3 

Fisherman’s Lake Excavation and Restoration 0.3 1.9 5.1 

Total unmitigated emissions (tons/year) 18.3 111.6 1,237.3 

General Conformity Thresholds: De minimis/Regional Significance (TPY) 25/2,351 25/2,985 100/1,622 

Significant? No No Yes 

Total mitigated emissions (TPY)1 17.4 89.3 61.9 

Significant with Mitigation Incorporated? No No2 No1 

Notes: FRAQMD = Feather River Air Quality Management District; TPY = tons per year; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; NOX = oxides 
of nitrogen; PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive organic gases; 
SMAQMD = Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
1 Implementation of all recommended standard mitigation measures and advanced dust suppressant applications listed under Mitigation 

Measure 4.11-a would result in reductions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions by approximately 5%, 20%, 75–95% for fugitive PM10 
emissions, and 45% for mobile-source PM10 emissions, respectively. 

2  Payment into SMAQMD’s Off-site Construction Mitigation Fee Program to offset NOX emissions in excess of SMAQMD’s significance 
threshold would reduce impacts for this pollutant in SMAQMD’s jurisdiction to a less-than-significant level. Coordination of an emissions 
reduction agreement with the FRAQMD for calculation and fee payment by SAFCA to FRAQMD prior to project approval would be used to 
offset an equivalent mass of NOX emissions in excess of EPA’s applicable threshold for general conformity purposes. Successful 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-a would reduce NOX emissions in FRAQMD’s jurisdiction, but not to a less-than-significant 
level for this impact. 

See Appendix F for assumptions and modeling results for each activity and subphase. 
Source: Calculations performed by AECOM based on data provided by HDR, Wood Rodgers, and Mead & Hunt in 2009 
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Impact 4.11-c: Long-Term Changes in Emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 Associated with Project Implementation 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no long-term changes in 
emissions related to the project would occur. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Efforts to reconstruct the levee would depend on the extent and location of damage. Equipment such as pumping 
plants would likely be used, generating short-term emissions of air quality pollutants. Upon completion of levee 
repairs, generation of these emissions would not be substantially greater than in a no-action, no-flood scenario. 
However, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made because the extent of the 
magnitude of impact is unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative 
for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Long-term project operation would not result in increased regional emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 from 
mobile-, stationary-, or area-source emissions. Project implementation would require a negligible increase in 
operational maintenance activities at the proposed facilities, and associated vehicle trips. In addition, the levee 
system would not require extensive landscape maintenance or other activities that would result in a substantial net 
increase in emissions in comparison with existing conditions. 

Furthermore, project implementation would not result in the operation of any new major stationary emission 
sources. Modifications to pump stations at the NCC south levee and along the Sacramento River east levee would 
require replacement of some motors; however, these motors operate on electricity. Modifications may also 
include the addition of diesel-powered backup generators, but these additions would be minor stationary sources 
of emissions. The diesel-powered backup generators would be used in emergency situations and would be tested 
monthly. Stationary equipment such as diesel-powered generators would be subject to the applicable air district’s 
permitting process and Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and offset requirements. The applicable air 
district’s permitting process would ensure that emissions from equipment are within acceptable limits. Emissions 
of ozone precursors and PM10 associated with pump station operation would be negligible. No other stationary 
sources of emissions would be associated with the action alternatives. Thus, long-term operational emissions of 
criteria air pollutants or precursors would not result in or substantially contribute to a violation of the applicable 
air quality standards. Because project operation would not result in a direct, adverse impact on air quality, this 
impact is considered less than significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 

Impact 4.11-d: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Toxic Air Emissions 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for direct 
exposure of sensitive receptors to project-related toxic air emissions. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 
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Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. In the event of a 
flood, toxic air emissions could be associated with the use of equipment during cleanup operations. However, 
effects on sensitive receptors would depend on many factors (e.g., magnitude and duration of emissions, 
proximity to sensitive receptors), and therefore the magnitude of the impact cannot be predicted. For these 
reasons, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, 
this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Project construction and operation would generate emissions of diesel PM, which is identified by ARB as a TAC. 
TAC emission sources are discussed separately below. Neither FRAQMD nor SMAQMD has any current 
guidance on TAC emissions from mobile equipment, and neither has a threshold of significance for exposure to 
emissions from this equipment. 

Project construction would result in the temporary and short-term generation of diesel exhaust emissions from the 
use of off-road diesel equipment required for site grading and excavation, paving, and other construction 
activities, in addition to diesel-fueled on-road haul trucks used for hauling borrow material. The dose to which the 
receptors are exposed (a function of concentration and duration of exposure) is the primary factor used to 
determine health risk (i.e., potential exposure to TAC emission levels that exceed applicable standards). 
According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments (HRAs) that 
determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions should be based on a 70-year exposure period; 
however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project 
(Salinas, pers. comm., 2004). 

The duration of mobilized equipment used near sensitive receptors located along the levee system and borrow 
sites would be short (less than 2 full years for the Phase 4a Project). Each construction season would last 
approximately 6 months. In addition, as improvements are completed, mobile equipment would progress along 
the levees and canal alignments and would not operate near (within approximately 500 feet of) any one sensitive 
receptor for more than a maximum of a few weeks at a time. Sensitive receptors located near (within 500 feet of) 
the borrow areas would likely experience longer exposure periods than receptors located along the levee 
alignments but would be located a greater distance from most of the borrow activities (see Plates 6a–6d for a 
depiction of the project area). The project would represent less than 0.1% of the 70-year exposure period for any 
nearby sensitive receptor in the area. Because the exposure period for receptors in the vicinity of the project 
would be minimal, and because the local air districts do not have guidance for preparation of HRAs for 
construction equipment, an HRA is not recommended for the action alternatives’ construction activities. 

As discussed under Impact 4.11-c, above, the pump stations at the NCC south and along the Sacramento River 
east levee to be modified as part of the Proposed Action or the RSLIP Alternative would be minor stationary 
sources of TAC emissions in Sutter and Sacramento Counties. Diesel-powered backup generators would be used 
in emergency situations and would be tested monthly. Consequently, diesel PM emissions associated with the 
modified pump stations would be infrequent. Furthermore, this category of stationary source (i.e., portable 
equipment), in addition to any other stationary sources that may emit TACs (i.e., dry cleaners), would be subject 
to FRAQMD and SMAQMD permitting and toxic best available control technology (T-BACT) requirements. 
If the implementation of T-BACT would not reduce emissions to an acceptable level, then FRAQMD and 
SMAQMD would deny the required permit for the stationary source (in this case, the diesel-powered backup 
generators). Therefore, operation of these stationary sources would not result in the exposure of sensitive 
receptors to substantial concentrations of TACs. No other stationary sources of emissions would be associated 
with any of the action alternatives. Thus, this impact is considered to be less than significant. (Similar) 
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Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 

4.11.3 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

In the event of a levee failure under the No-Action Alternative, impacts due to temporary construction emissions, 
lack of general conformity with the Air Quality Plan, long-term emissions, and exposure of sensitive receptors to 
toxic air emissions are uncertain. Because of this uncertainty, these potential impacts are considered too 
speculative for meaningful consideration. Additionally, mitigation measures cannot be required for the No-Action 
Alternative; therefore, impacts that result from the No-Action Alternative would not be mitigated. 

Because of the intensity of construction operations, time constraints to which it is assumed all action alternatives 
must adhere to avoid other environmental impacts and adverse weather conditions, and the nonattainment status 
of the project area, Mitigation Measure 4.11-a is not expected to be sufficient to reduce the Phase 4a Project 
emissions of ROG or PM10 associated with the Proposed Action or the RSLIP Alternative below the applicable 
threshold. As described under Impact 4.11-a and summarized in Tables 4.11-1 and 4.11-2, emissions of ROG and 
PM10 that would occur in Sutter County would still exceed the applicable FRAQMD significance criteria of 25 
and 80 lb/day, respectively. Similarly, mitigated emissions of PM from earth-moving activities in Sacramento 
County would still be expected to result in or substantially contribute to a violation of applicable air quality 
standards. Because the impacts cannot be fully mitigated, this impact would be significant and unavoidable for the 
Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative. 
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4.12 NOISE 

4.12.1 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

4.12.1.1 METHODOLOGY 

Construction-related and stationary-source noise impacts were calculated based on the Federal Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment methodology (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2006). Reference emission 
noise levels and usage factors were based on the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Roadway 
Construction Noise Model. The FHWA Roadway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) was used to 
calculate traffic noise levels along haul routes, based on estimates described in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives.” 

4.12.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental 
checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. These thresholds also encompass the factors taken into 
account under NEPA to determine the significance of an action in terms of the context and intensity of its 
impacts. The Proposed Action or alternatives under consideration were determined to result in a significant 
impact related to noise if they would do any of the following: 

► result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project; 

► expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels; 

► expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; 

► for a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels; or 

► for a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels. 

The following considerations apply to the first three significance thresholds: 

► Temporary, short-term construction noise impacts: Temporary, short-term construction noise impacts are 
considered significant if construction-generated noise levels exceed the applicable standards at nearby noise-
sensitive land uses. 

► Noise impacts from haul truck traffic: For all affected residential land uses, noise that would be generated 
by haul truck traffic is considered significant if it would cause the overall exterior noise level to exceed the 
“normally acceptable” exterior land use compatibility noise standard of 60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) 
Ldn/CNEL (day-night average noise level/community noise equivalent level) for residential land uses or 
would exceed the interior noise standard of 45 dBA Ldn/CNEL in any inhabitable residence. 

► Exposure of sensitive receptors to, or generation of, excessive vibration levels: Short- and long-term 
vibration impacts would be significant if project construction or operation would result in the exposure of 
sensitive receptors to, or would generate, vibration levels that exceed Caltrans’ recommended standard of 
0.2 inches per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) with respect to the prevention of structural damage 
for normal buildings (Caltrans 2002), or FTA’s maximum acceptable vibration standard of 80 vibration 
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decibels (VdB) with respect to human response for residential uses (i.e., annoyance) (FTA 2006) at any 
nearby existing sensitive land uses. 

Portions of the Phase 4a Project activities would be located inside the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(ALUCP) area. In some areas, construction would occur as close as 3,000 feet from the Airport. 

There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the Phase 4a Project area. Therefore, this issue is not discussed 
further in this FEIS. 

Local Noise Standards 

City of Sacramento 

The City of Sacramento General Plan Noise Element establishes an exterior noise level of 60 dBA Ldn and an 
interior noise level of 45 dBA Ldn as acceptable. 

The City’s exterior noise standard, as stated in the City’s noise ordinance, is 55 dBA during the hours of 7:00 a.m. 
to 10:00 p.m. for residential and agricultural uses. The standard then adjusts to 50 dBA between 10:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. for residential and agricultural uses. The noise ordinance also exempts construction noise during the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday and from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The 
ordinance further states that the operation of an internal combustion engine is not exempt if the engine is not 
equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers in good working order (8.68.080 Exemptions, Noise Control 
Standards, City of Sacramento Municipal Code). 

Sacramento County 

The Sacramento County General Plan Noise Element states that noise created by new non-transportation noise 
sources may not exceed the standards outlined in Table 4.12-1 when measured at the property line of the noise-
sensitive land use. 

Table 4.12-1 
Local Government Non-transportation Noise Standards (dBA) 

Noise Element 
Jurisdiction/ 

Land Use Category 

Maximum Allowable Exterior Noise Levels 
Daytime 

7:00 a.m.–7:00 p.m. 
Evening 

7:00 p.m.–10:00 p.m. 
Nighttime 

10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m. 
Sutter County Daytime Hourly Evening Hourly Nighttime Hourly 

Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 
50 70 50 70 45 65 

Construction noise is not exempt from Sutter County noise standards during any hours of the day.  
Sacramento County 

Residential Areas 
Hourly Hourly Hourly 

L50 Lmax L50 Lmax L50 Lmax 
50 70 50 70 45 65 

Construction noise is exempt from the Sacramento County noise regulations provided that 
construction does not take place before 6:00 a.m. or after 8:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 
before 7:00 a.m. or after 8:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday. 

City of Sacramento 
Residential Areas 

Exterior Ldn/CNEL Interior Ldn/CNEL 
60 45 

Construction noise is exempt from the City of Sacramento noise regulations provided that 
construction does not take place before 7:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, and 
before 9:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Sunday. 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel; L50 = noise level exceeded 50% of the time; Lmax = maximum noise level; Ldn = day-night average noise 
level; CNEL = community noise equivalent level; Leq = energy-equivalent noise level 
Source: City of Sacramento 2009, Sacramento County 1993, Sutter County 1996 
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The Sacramento County noise ordinance states that a standard of 55 dBA is applied during the hours of 7:00 a.m. 
and 10:00 p.m. and a standard of 50 dBA is applied during the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. for residential 
and agricultural uses. The noise ordinance also states that construction activities are exempt during the hours of 
6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and from 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays 
(Chapter 6.68 Noise Control, County of Sacramento Code). 

Sutter County 

The Sutter County General Plan Noise Element has established noise standards for noise-sensitive land uses. The 
County has established an exterior noise level of 60 dBA Ldn and an interior noise level of 45 dBA Ldn. For non-
transportation noise sources, the standards outlined in Table 4.12-1 would apply. Sutter County does not contain 
any provisions that would exempt construction noise within the County; therefore, the standards shown in Table 
4.12-1 would also apply to construction noise. 

General 

Construction noise may affect sensitive receptors in unincorporated areas of Sutter and Sacramento Counties and 
in the City of Sacramento. These jurisdictions either have non-transportation noise standards based on time of day 
and land use sensitivity or provide exemptions for construction as long as those activities occur during the 
daytime. Residential areas are considered the most noise-sensitive land use, and the most restrictive noise 
standards apply. 

Noise generated by a transportation source is also regulated according to land use. All the jurisdictions with 
standards for transportation noise impacts have adopted a normally acceptable Ldn/CNEL noise standard of 60 
dBA for residential land uses and a conditionally acceptable Ldn/CNEL noise standard of 65 dBA, provided that 
the best available noise reduction measures have been applied. Many of the jurisdictions have adopted a 
maximum Ldn/CNEL noise limit of 70 dBA for playgrounds, parks, and riding stables. 

For the purposes of this analysis, the local noise level standards presented above and in Table 4.12-1 are applied 
to evaluate the impacts of noise generated by construction equipment, and the local noise level standards 
presented above are applied to evaluate the impacts of noise generated by construction-related truck trips. 

4.12.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.12-a: Generation of Temporary, Short-Term Construction Noise 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to generate temporary, short-term construction noise. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. Noise-
sensitive land uses (in this case, primarily residential uses) are scattered throughout the area in which repair-
related construction would occur. However, levee failure would likely result in evacuation of people (i.e., 
sensitive receptors) from damaged levee locations. Without sensitive receptors, potential impacts related to 
temporary, short-term construction noise would be less than significant. (Lesser) 
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Proposed Action 

Construction of improvements to levees, drainage and irrigation infrastructure, and pumping plants; excavation of 
borrow sites; and development of habitat restoration areas under the Proposed Action would generate short-term, 
temporary and intermittent noise at or near the individual noise-sensitive locations. Much of the construction 
activity would proceed in a linear manner along the levee and canal alignments and would have the maximum 
noise impact on individual residences for approximately 2–3 weeks in most locations. Construction of the 
adjacent levee and associated cutoff walls and seepage berms would take place in Reaches 10–15 of the 
Sacramento River east levee. A cutoff wall would be installed in the adjacent levee in Reach 4B. The Riverside 
Canal would be relocated and extended in Reaches 11B–17, with a parallel underground pipe extension that 
would be located in Reaches 15–18B between landside residences and the new levee toe. A piped section is also 
being considered in Reaches 12B–13 to avoid residences. Noise levels would fluctuate depending on the 
particular type, number, and duration of use of various pieces of construction equipment, and the physical location 
of construction activities. On-site equipment required for construction activities is anticipated to include 
excavators, backhoes, bulldozers, scrapers, rollers, graders, loaders, compactors, and various trucks. Drilling 
augers and associated support equipment would also be needed for well replacement activities and new well 
drilling needed to supply water for habitat mitigation. Individual equipment maximum noise levels produced by 
these operations could range from 79 to 90 dBA without the implementation of feasible noise control at a distance 
of 50 feet from the nearest noise source, as indicated in Table 4.12-2. 

Table 4.12-2 
Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels1 

Equipment Type Typical Noise Level (dB) at 50 feet Equipment Type Typical Noise Level (dB) at 50 feet 
Air Compressor 78 Generator 81 

Asphalt Paver 77 Grader 85 

Backhoe 78 Hoe Ram Extension 90 

Compactor 83 Jack Hammer 89 

Concrete Breaker 82 Pneumatic Tools 85 

Concrete Pump 81 Pile Driver 101 

Concrete Saw 90 Rock Drill 81 

Crane, Mobile 81 Scraper 84 

Dozer 82 Trucks 74–81 

Front-end Loader 79 Water Pump 81 

Groundwater Well 
Drilling Operations2 

77   

Notes: dB = A-weighted decibels (dBA) 
1 All equipment fitted with properly maintained and operational noise control device, per manufacturer specifications. Noise levels listed are 

the actual measured noise levels for each piece of heavy construction equipment. 
2 Groundwater well drilling noise was measured by AECOM for the Phase 2 EIR Addendum on May 27, 2009. 
Sources: Bolt, Beranek, and Newman 1981; FTA 2006; AECOM 2009 

 

Noise-sensitive land uses (in this case, primarily residential uses) are scattered throughout the areas in which 
construction would occur. Waterside residences and a few landside residences are located along the Sacramento 
River east levee Reaches 10–15 (see Plate 2-6a); some of the landside residences would be removed before 
construction of levee improvements would take place in this area. Other scattered residences are present near the 
NCC pumping plants (Plate 2-6d), Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area, and Riverside Canal, but are typically more 
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than one-half mile from work areas; however, several residences are as close as 50–100 feet from the canal, levee, 
and borrow areas where construction activity would occur. Several residences in Reaches 8, 12B, and 13 of the 
Sacramento River east levee would be subject to noise disturbance from a variety of construction activities, 
including borrow excavation and hauling, canal construction, habitat well drilling, cutoff wall installation and/or 
seepage berm, or levee construction. Three properties with residences located in Reaches 12B and 13 are situated 
between the levee (and off-road haul route) and the Riverside Canal alignment, and are located approximately 500 
feet from the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area. Two landside residences in Reach 8 are located within 500 feet of 
the South Sutter, LLC borrow site and adjacent to the levee and off-road haul route. The proximity of these 
residences to more than one construction activity would likely prolong their exposure to daytime construction 
noise in comparison with other sensitive receptors. The duration of this exposure would range from several weeks 
to several months, depending on the extent to which schedules for the various construction activities listed above 
are staggered over the construction season. 

Construction noise attributable to the Phase 4a Project was estimated using the FTA noise methodology for the 
prediction of stationary noise sources (FTA 2006). Table 4.12-3 shows the results for the various stages of 
construction activities associated with the proposed levee and canal improvements, based on the equipment 
requirements for construction shown in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives,” and the distances to the 45-dBA and 50-dBA 
noise contours assuming no intervening barriers. Appendix G shows the complete listing of inputs and the 
methodology for predicting noise levels from construction. 

Table 4.12-3 
Predicted Noise Levels Attributable to Major Construction Activities 

Action Project 
Improvement Type 

Resulting Noise Level in dBA Leq  
at 100 Feet 

Distance to Noise Contour 
(Feet) 

50 dBA1 45 dBA1 
Clearing and Grubbing/Stripping Levee, Canal 77.6 2,386.3 4,243.5 

Landside Structures Removal Levee 76.6 2,073.9 3,687.9 

Stability Berm Excavation Levee 77.9 2,472.5 4,396.9 

Adjacent Levee Construction Levee 77.9 2,472.5 4,396.9 

Cutoff wall Construction Levee 77.3 2,313.5 4,114.1 

Groundwater Well Drilling Operations2 Levee 70.8 1,035.0 1,815.0 

Garden Highway Reconstruction Levee 76.1 2,019.1 3,590.6 

Levee Degrading Canal 76.7 2,172.6 3,863.4 

Pipeline Removal Canal 75.6 1,912.2 3,400.4 

Cutoff Wall Construction Canal 76.0 1,989.7 3,538.2 

Levee Crown Reconstruction Canal 75.1 1,805.7 3,211.0 

Borrow Site Excavation Canal 75.9 1,964.8 3493.9 

Site Restoration, Demobilization Levee, Canal 75.9 1,970.2 3,503.6 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel; Leq = energy-equivalent noise level 
1 Distances to noise contours do not take into account intervening topography or existing structure facades. 
2 Groundwater well drilling noise was measured by AECOM for the Phase 2 EIR Addendum on May 27, 2009.The equation: Leq(equipment) 

= E.L.+10*log (U.F.) - 20*log (D/50) - 10*G*log (D/50) 
Source: FTA 2006; Data modeled for SAFCA by AECOM in 2009 
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As shown in Table 4.12-3, the predicted highest noise level associated with construction activities would be 
77.9 dBA Leq at 100 feet from construction activities without noise control device outfitting for heavy 
construction equipment, for the levee improvement, canal improvement, and pumping station construction 
activities. In some work locations, construction noise would be temporary and short term, and impacts would 
generally not result in sleep disruption or annoyance. In other instances, the levee itself may serve as a sound 
barrier that provides some protection to sensitive land uses. For instance, this may occur when construction 
activity takes place at the landside toe of the Sacramento River east levee in reaches where there are waterside 
residences. 

Assuming a standard exterior-to-interior attenuation rate of 25 dBA for typical residential buildings with doors 
and windows closed, noise generated by construction equipment could result in interior noise levels that exceed 
the interior noise standard of 45 dBA Ldn/CNEL for residential land uses established by the City of Sacramento, 
Sacramento County, and Sutter County. Although construction activity is expected to take place during daytime 
hours in Sacramento County, Sutter County, and the City of Sacramento, because of the need to complete levee 
improvements outside of the flood season and because of other environmental and engineering constraints on 
project schedule, as described in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives,” it is possible that construction may need to be 
conducted 24 hours per day, 7 days per week (24/7). For example, 24/7 construction would be needed for 
installation of cutoff walls in Reach 4B and in portions of Reaches 10–15 of the Sacramento River east levee, as 
well as for modifications to Pumping Plant Nos. 3 and 5. In addition, up to three days of 24-hour construction 
would be required for drilling of groundwater wells to replace existing wells located within the proposed levee 
footprint and for new wells to supply water for habitat mitigation. Additionally, up to 2 weeks of continuous 
(i.e., 24/7) pump testing for each well would be needed. Therefore, noise may be generated by construction 
equipment operating near homes during the more noise-sensitive early morning and nighttime hours (i.e., during 
hours that are not exempted by the applicable local ordinances in the City and County of Sacramento) and could 
result in sleep disturbance at nearby residences. 

The standard for exterior night time noise levels established by Sacramento County and the City of Sacramento is 
60 dBA Ldn. Noise models indicate that noise levels from cutoff wall construction equipment (deep soil mixing 
equipment or long-stick excavators) would be at or below 60 dBA Ldn at a distance of 500 feet from the 
construction equipment. Based on this distance of 500 feet from construction equipment, in the worst case, 
residents in the vicinity of cutoff wall construction could be affected by round-the-clock construction for 
approximately one week as the cutoff wall is installed along the levee. Residents are located within 500 feet of 
Pumping Plant No. 3 in Reach 13 of the Sacramento River east levee, where a cutoff wall would also be 
constructed. Construction at Pumping Plant No. 3 would occur 24/7. Because the pumping plant and cutoff wall 
construction activities would not overlap, 24/7 construction in this reach could take place throughout the entire 6-
month construction season. 

The 500-foot distance is modeled based on the assumption that sensitive receptors are located in the line-of-sight 
from the noise source. Additional reductions in noise levels would come from natural sound barriers, such as 
existing levees or other structures, including dwellings. For example, cutoff walls along the Sacramento River 
east levee would be constructed on the landside of the levee (near the toe of the existing levee) at an elevation 
below the crown of the levee. Therefore, the existing levee would provide some shielding to residents on the 
water side of Garden Highway, reducing exterior noise levels at 500 feet by an additional 10–12 dB below the 
predicted level of 60 dBA Ldn. This estimate is based on the assumption that cutoff wall construction equipment 
would generate noise at the level of 10 feet above ground surface, and the height of the existing levee is 25 feet 
above ground surface. Waterside residences would be out of the line-of-sight of this equipment. 

Because of their proximity to residences, construction activities associated with the proposed levee and canal 
improvements as well as borrow site excavation could result in temporary, short-term noise levels that exceed the 
applicable daytime and nighttime standards for non-transportation sources (Table 4.12-3), resulting in increased 
annoyance and/or sleep disruption to occupants of residential dwellings and other sensitive receptors. Residences in 
Reaches 8 and 12B–13, which would be in proximity to multiple construction activities, including borrow site 
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excavation and off-road materials hauling, could experience prolonged exposure (several weeks to several months) 
to noise levels exceeding applicable daytime standards because of the potential for those activities to be staggered 
over the construction season. This temporary, short-term impact is considered significant. 

RSLIP Alternative 

Under the RSLIP Alternative, residences along the Sacramento River east levee would be exposed to the highest 
noise levels shown in Table 4.12-3 without the benefit of the shielding that would be provided by the levee itself. 
As a result, this alternative would likely cause greater noise disturbance to residents along the Sacramento River 
east levee than under the Proposed Action. This temporary, short-term impact is considered significant. (Greater) 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-a: Implement Noise-Reducing Construction Practices, Prepare and Implement a Noise 
Control Plan, and Monitor and Record Construction Noise Near Sensitive Receptors 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA and its primary contractors for engineering design and construction shall ensure that 
the following measures are implemented at each work site in any year of project construction 
to avoid and minimize construction noise effects on sensitive receptors. These measures are 
consistent with SAFCA’s standard contract specifications for noise control. 

All Project Construction 

The primary construction contractors shall employ noise-reducing construction practices. 
Measures that shall be used to limit noise shall include the measures listed below: 

► Equipment shall be used as far away as practical from noise-sensitive uses. 

► All construction equipment shall be equipped with noise-reduction devices such as 
mufflers to minimize construction noise and all internal combustion engines shall be 
equipped with exhaust and intake silencers in accordance with manufacturers’ 
specifications. 

► Equipment that is quieter than standard equipment shall be used, including electrically 
powered equipment instead of internal combustion equipment where use of such 
equipment is a readily available substitute that accomplishes project tasks in the same 
manner as internal combustion equipment. 

► Construction site and haul road speed limits shall be established and enforced. 

► The use of bells, whistles, alarms, and horns shall be restricted to safety warning purposes 
only. 

► Noise-reducing enclosures shall be used around stationary noise-generating equipment 
(e.g., compressors and generators). 

► Fixed construction equipment (e.g., compressors and generators), construction staging and 
stockpiling areas, and construction vehicle routes shall be located at the most distant point 
feasible from noise-sensitive receptors. 

► When noise sensitive uses are within close proximity and subject to prolonged 
construction noise, noise-attenuating buffers such as structures, truck trailers, or soil piles 
shall be located between noise generation sources and sensitive receptors. 
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► Before construction activity begins within 500 feet of one or more residences or 
businesses, written notification shall be provided to the potentially affected residents or 
business owners, identifying the type, duration, and frequency of construction activities. 
Notification materials shall also identify a mechanism for residents or business owners to 
register complaints with the appropriate jurisdiction if construction noise levels are overly 
intrusive. The distance of 500 feet is based on the 60-dBA contour of the loudest 
anticipated construction activity. 

► If noise-generating activities are conducted within 100 feet of noise-sensitive receptors 
(the 70-dBA noise contour of construction noise), the primary contractor shall 
continuously measure and record noise levels generated as a result of the proposed work 
activities. Sound monitoring equipment shall be calibrated before taking measurements 
and shall have a resolution within 2 dBA. Monitoring shall take place at each activity 
operation adjacent to sensitive receptors. The recorded noise monitoring results shall be 
furnished weekly to SAFCA. 

► The primary contractor shall prepare and implement a detailed noise control plan based on 
the proposed construction methods. This plan shall identify specific measures to ensure 
compliance with the noise control measures specified above. The noise control plan shall 
be submitted to and approved by SAFCA before any noise-generating construction 
activity begins. 

24/7 Project Construction 

In addition to the noise-reducing measures listed above, SAFCA shall implement the 
following measures concerning 24/7 project construction:  

► When construction of cutoff walls takes place during nighttime hours (between 10:00 p.m. 
and 6:00 a.m.), SAFCA shall honor requests from affected residents to provide reasonable 
reimbursement of local hotel or short-term rental stays for the period of time that cutoff 
wall construction takes place within 500 feet of the residents requesting reimbursement. 

► When construction of groundwater wells (including up to 2 weeks of continuous pump 
testing for each well) or modifications to Pumping Plant Nos. 3 and 5 takes place during 
nighttime hours (between 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.) and the resulting noise levels exceed 
the applicable County noise standard (i.e., 45 dBA Leq and 65 dBA Lmax for Sutter County 
and 45 dBA L50 and 65 dBA Lmax for Sacramento County), SAFCA shall honor requests 
from affected residents to provide reasonable reimbursement of local hotel or short-term 
rental stays for the period of time that construction of groundwater wells or modifications 
to Pumping Plant Nos. 3 and 5 takes place within 500 feet of the residents requesting 
reimbursement. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the impact, but may not reduce noise 
levels at all times to a less-than-significant level because of the close proximity of noise-
sensitive receptors to construction activities and the limited feasibility of mitigating 
construction noise to acceptable levels, especially during nighttime hours. Therefore, this 
temporary, short-term impact would remain significant and unavoidable. (Similar) 
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Impact 4.12-b: Temporary, Short-term Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to or Temporary, Short-term Generation of 
Excessive Groundborne Vibration 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to directly expose sensitive receptors to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration. There would be 
no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. Noise-
sensitive land uses (in this case, primarily residential uses) are scattered throughout the areas in which repair-
related construction would occur. However, levee failure would likely result in evacuation of people 
(i.e., sensitive receptors) from damaged levee locations. Without sensitive receptors, potential impacts related to 
the generation of excessive groundborne vibration would be less than significant. (Lesser) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Construction activities for the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative have the potential to result in varying 
degrees of temporary ground vibration, depending upon the specific construction equipment used and operations 
involved. Vibration generated by construction equipment spreads through the ground and diminishes in 
magnitude with increases in distance. Table 4.12-4 displays vibration levels for typical construction equipment. 

Table 4.12-4 
Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Levels 

Equipment PPV at 25 feet (in/sec)1 Approximate Lv at 25 feet2 
Large bulldozer 0.089 87 

Trucks 0.076 86 

Jackhammer 0.035 79 

Small bulldozer 0.003 58 

Notes: 
1 Where PPV is the peak particle velocity. 
2  Where Lv is the velocity level in decibels and based on the root mean square velocity amplitude. 
Source: FTA 2006 

 

On-site construction equipment would include excavators, backhoes, bulldozers, scrapers, rollers, graders, loaders, 
compactors, and various trucks. With the exception of pile driving, the most intense generation of ground vibration 
would be associated with large bulldozers that generate levels of 0.089 in/sec PPV and 87 vibration decibels 
(VdB). These levels would attenuate to 0.031 in/sec PPV or 78 VdB at a distance of 50 feet. Because there are no 
residential buildings closer than 50 feet to the construction areas, vibration generated by other off-road 
construction equipment would not exceed the Caltrans (0.2 in/sec PPV) or FTA (80 VdB) standards. Ground 
vibration would also be generated by haul trucks operating on area haul routes. As shown in Table 4.12-4, 
vibration levels generated by trucks could reach as high as 0.076 in/sec PPV or 86 VdB at a distance of 25 feet. 
At a distance of 50 feet, these levels would attenuate to 0.027 in/sec PPV and 77 VdB. Because levels would be 
less than Caltrans’ and FTA’s standards, this temporary, short-term impact related to vibration from other 
construction equipment is considered less than significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 
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Impact 4.12-c: Temporary, Short-term Exposure of Residents to Increased Traffic Noise Levels from Truck Hauling 
Associated With Borrow Activity 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for borrow 
hauling activity caused by the project to directly increase traffic noise levels. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Repairs would result in a substantial increase in vehicle trips. It is unknown how a flood would affect roadways 
within the Natomas Basin, or if borrow material sites would be the same or in close proximity to those examined 
for the Phase 4a Project. Traffic noise levels, as a result of flooding in Natomas during a catastrophic flood, are 
unpredictable; therefore, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of 
this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently 
Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Construction during all construction years under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative would generate 
high volumes of haul truck trips for borrow activities on area roads, as shown on Plate 2-7 and described in 
Section 4.10, “Transportation and Circulation.” Associated traffic noise levels were estimated using the FHWA 
Federal Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA 1978) and are displayed in Table 4.12-5. These 
estimates are based on the amount of borrow material to be hauled, number of days of construction, and the hours 
per day in which hauling would occur. 

Table 4.12-5 
Summary of Modeled Haul Truck Noise Levels1 

Phase 4a Project Area Number of One-Way Trips 
Required per Hour 

Resulting Noise Level (dBA Leq 50 
Feet from Haul Route Centerline) 

Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area 573 71.5 

Krumenacher Borrow Site and Twin Rivers 
Unified School District Stockpile Site 36 59.4 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = energy-equivalent noise level 
1 Traffic noise levels were modeled using the Federal Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA 1978). Calculated noise levels do not 

consider any shielding or reflection of noise by existing structures or terrain features or noise contribution from other sources. Estimates 
are based on the amount of borrow material to be hauled, number of days of construction, and the number of hauling hours per day as 
provided in Chapter 2.0, “Alternatives,” and assuming a speed of 25 mph. See modeling results in Appendix G for further detail. 

Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2009 

 

As shown in Table 4.12-5, noise levels attributable to Phase 4a Project haul truck traffic would be approximately 
71.5 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet from the roadway centerline for material brought from the Fisherman’s Lake 
Borrow Area and 59.4 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet from the roadway centerline for material brought from the 
Krumenacher borrow site and the Twin Rivers Unified School District stockpile site. Borrow material transported 
from the I-5 Borrow Area would be moved within the footprint of levee construction, and noise levels from this 
activity are shown in Table 4.12-3. 
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Because most of the project area roadways currently serve a limited volume of residential and agricultural traffic, 
it is assumed that the modeled noise levels represent substantial increases compared to existing traffic noise 
levels. Not only would the Proposed Action result in substantially more vehicle trips on some roads along the toe 
of the Sacramento River east levee near residences, but the vehicles would be predominantly haul trucks, which 
generate considerably more noise than passenger vehicles. Predicted traffic noise levels along haul routes related 
to construction in Reaches 10–15 would exceed local exterior noise standards at residential land uses located 
along designated haul routes (Plate 2-7). Specifically, residences located along Del Paso Road, San Juan Road, 
El Centro Road, and Powerline Road would experience an increase in traffic noise levels due to hauling activities. 
The nearest residential land uses situated along San Juan Road are located 50 feet from the centerline and could 
experience haul truck traffic noise levels of 71.5 dB from borrow activities associated with the Fisherman’s Lake 
Borrow Area. 

Hauling from the Krumenacher borrow site and the Twin Rivers Unified School District stockpile site would be 
approximately 36 one-way trips per hour and would travel west along Elkhorn Boulevard to Powerline Road and 
then south down Powerline Road. The nearest residential land uses situated along Elkhorn Boulevard are located 
100 feet from the centerline of the road and could experience haul truck traffic noise levels of 53.4 dB. Hauling 
from the Krumenacher borrow site and Twin Rivers Unified School District stockpile site for construction in 
Reaches 10–15 of the Sacramento River east levee would not result in a substantial increase in roadway noise 
levels or a violation of applicable noise standards. 

Assuming a standard exterior-to-interior attenuation rate of 25 dBA for residential buildings, noise generated by 
haul trucks supplying material for the Sacramento River east levee improvements could result in maximum 
interior noise levels of 46.5 dBA Leq. The 24-hour average exterior noise levels (Ldn ) associated with daily haul 
truck trips, assuming haul trucks would be operational for 10 daytime hours, would be 43.1 dB Ldn. Based on 
these results, haul truck noise levels are not expected to result in an exceedance of the interior noise standard of 
45 dBA Ldn/CNEL for residential land uses established by Sutter County, Sacramento County, and the City of 
Sacramento for transportation noise sources, although they would exceed local exterior noise standards at 
residential land uses, as noted above. In addition, although hauling activity is expected to take place during 
daytime hours, because of the need to complete levee improvements outside of the flood season and because of 
other environmental constraints on project schedule, it may be necessary to conduct some hauling activity during 
some noise-sensitive early morning and nighttime hours, potentially resulting in sleep disturbance at nearby 
residences. Although truck hauling for the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects may overlap in time, the haul routes used 
for these phases are not the same; therefore, noise generated by truck hauling from the Phase 2 and 3 Projects 
would not increase the contribution to the noise generated by the Phase 4a Project, and vice versa. For both the 
Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative, this impact is considered potentially significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-c: Implement Noise-Reduction Measures to Reduce the Impacts of Haul Truck Traffic Noise 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA and its primary contractors for engineering design and construction shall ensure that 
the measures listed below are implemented at each work site in any year of project 
construction to minimize construction traffic noise effects on sensitive receptors: 

► All heavy trucks shall be equipped with noise-control (e.g., muffler) devices in 
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. 

► All haul trucks shall be inspected before use and a minimum of once per year to ensure 
proper maintenance and presence of noise-control devices (e.g., lubrication, nonleaking 
mufflers, and shrouding). 

► Before haul truck trips are initiated during a construction season on roads within 160 feet 
of residences (the 60-dBA noise contour of haul truck traffic), written notification shall be 
provided to the potentially affected residents identifying the hours and frequency of haul 
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truck trips. Notification materials shall also identify a mechanism for residents to register 
complaints with the appropriate jurisdiction if haul truck noise levels are overly intrusive 
or occur outside the exempt daytime hours for the applicable jurisdiction. 

These measures would reduce interior and exterior noise levels generated by haul truck 
traffic that passes noise-sensitive receptors. However, the mitigated noise levels may not 
meet the applicable standards for local exterior noises for residential land uses. Therefore, 
implementing this mitigation measure would partially reduce the temporary traffic noise 
impact from hauling activities, but not to a less-than-significant level because there are no 
other feasible mitigation measures available to fully reduce this impact. Thus, this impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. (Similar) 

Impact 4.12-d: Long-Term Increases in Project-Generated Noise 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for long-
term increases in project-generated noise. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. Efforts to reconstruct 
the levee would depend on the extent and location of damage. Equipment such as pumping plants would likely be 
used, generating short-term noise. Upon completion of levee repairs, noise generation would not be substantially 
greater than in a no-action, no-flood scenario. However, a precise determination of significance is not possible 
and cannot be made because the extent of the magnitude of impact is unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this 
potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

The proposed modifications to the NCC Bennett Pump Station and Northern Main Pump Station would be located 
on the south side of the NCC in Reaches 2 and 3, respectively. The proposed modifications to the RD 1000 
Pumping Plants No. 3 and 5, and the Riverside Pumping Plant, would be located on the east bank of the 
Sacramento River in Reaches 10, 13, and 14, respectively. These new pumping stations would involve the long-
term operation of noise-generating stationary equipment. RD 1000 Pumping Plant No. 3 would contain three new 
pumps and associated infrastructure. RD 1000 Pumping Plant No. 5 would contain four new pumps and 
associated infrastructure. Engineering details required for the Bennett, Northern, and Riverside Plants are not 
available at this time. Such equipment could result in noise levels in the range of 78–88 dBA at 3–5 feet from the 
source depending on the exact type and size (EPA 1971). 

Any pumps that would be replaced as part of the proposed modifications would be similar in size to the pumps 
that are currently operating at these stations. The only increase in stationary and area source noise associated with 
the proposed pump station modifications would be from additional mechanical equipment, such as an emergency 
standby generator. The generator would be used only during emergency situations and during monthly testing. 
Operational noise levels associated with proposed pumping station improvements would be in compliance with 
applicable performance standards at nearby receptors. Therefore, this impact related to long-term operational 
noise is considered less than significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 
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Impact 4.12-e: Temporary Exposure of People Working in the Project Area to Excessive Airport Noise Levels 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, people would not be working 
in the project area and workers would not be exposed to excessive Airport noise levels. There would be no 
impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. If a 
flood were to occur, the location of workers reconstructing the levee would depend on the location of damage. 
Provided that repair locations are in close proximity to the Airport, it is considered highly unlikely for aircraft 
operations to be occurring post-flood event. This potential impact would be less than significant. (Similar) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Construction activities for the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative would result in exposing people 
working in the Phase 4a Project area to excessive Airport noise levels. Portions of the Phase 4a Project 
construction area would be located within the 65 dB, 70 dB, and 75 dB Ldn/CNEL Airport noise level contours, 
specifically Reaches 10–11B and the I-5 Borrow Area. The Sacramento County General Plan Land Use 
Compatibility for Airport Noise chart (pages 21–23 of the Sacramento County General Plan) lists a variety of 
land uses and the acceptable Airport noise levels applicable for each land use. Construction areas are not 
specifically stated in this list; however, it is assumed to fall in the category of industrial and manufacturing, which 
allows an acceptable airport noise level of up to 85 dB Ldn/CNEL. As stated above, construction areas would only 
be exposed to noise levels of up to 75 dB Ldn/CNEL. Therefore, construction areas would not exceed the 
recommended land use compatibility for Airport noise for the Phase 4a Project under the Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative. This temporary, short-term impact is considered less than significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 

4.12.3 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

No residual significant noise impacts would occur under the No-Action Alternative because there would be no 
noise impacts associated with No Project Construction and impacts associated with Potential Levee Failure are 
too speculative for meaningful consideration; therefore, it is currently unknown what the residual impact would 
be. Additionally, mitigation measures cannot be required for the No-Action Alternative; therefore, impacts that 
result from the No-Action Alternative would not be mitigated. 

Under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative, the adverse effects of both temporary, short-term exposure 
of sensitive receptors to construction noise and exposure of residents to increased traffic noise levels from hauling 
activity would be significant. Implementing Mitigation Measures 4.12-a and 4.12-c would reduce this impact, but 
not to a less-than-significant level, because the mitigation would not fully reduce exterior noise to levels that are 
below established standards. Therefore, the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative would result in a 
temporary, short-term significant and unavoidable impact on noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., nearby residents). 
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4.13 VISUAL RESOURCES 

4.13.1 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

4.13.1.1 METHODOLOGY 

Evaluation of the project’s potential impacts on visual resources was based on a review of scenic vistas and 
landscapes that could be affected by project-related activities. Visual contrasts were examined, which included 
evaluations of changes in form, size, colors, project dominance, view blockage, and duration of impacts. Other 
elements such as natural screening by vegetation or landforms, placement of the Phase 4a Project in relation to 
existing structures, and sensitivity of viewer groups were also considered. 

4.13.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental 
checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. These thresholds also encompass the factors taken into 
account under NEPA to determine the significance of an action in terms of its context and the intensity of its 
impacts. The Proposed Action or alternatives under consideration were determined to result in a significant 
impact related to visual resources if they would do any of the following: 

► have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

► substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock outcrops, and historic buildings, 
within a state scenic highway; 

► substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or 

► create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

There are no designated state scenic highways in the project area (Caltrans 2007); therefore, this issue is not 
discussed further in this FEIS. 

4.13.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.13-a: Alteration of Scenic Vistas, Scenic Resources, and Existing Visual Character of the Project Area 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for impacts 
on adjacent trees on the landside of the Sacramento River east levee. On the waterside of the levee, trees and 
vegetation would continue to be removed in compliance with USACE guidance regarding levee encroachments. 
The quality of the views of the waterside of the levee would be degraded for recreational users of the river and for 
residents living along the waterside of the Sacramento River east levee as a result of these actions. Therefore, this 
is considered a potentially significant impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Damage caused by flooding could result in damage to structures, vegetation, and woodlands. Sensitive viewers, 
such as residents and recreational users, could lose aspects of visual coherence, vividness, and unity. However, if 
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a levee failure were to occur, damage to visual resources would depend on extent and duration of a flood event 
and subsequent repair. Because the effects of a levee failure are unpredictable, a precise determination of 
significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered 
too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action 

The Sacramento River east levee improvements would entail constructing an adjacent levee which would widen 
the levee embankment and flatten its landside slope. Pump stations located in the Phase 4a Project area would also 
be modified. These alterations to the existing levee and pump stations would result in views similar to existing 
conditions at the conclusion of construction activities. The temporary construction activities and presence of 
construction equipment would substantially degrade the visual character or quality along the landside of the 
Sacramento River east levee. Upon completion of project construction, visual resource qualities and character 
would return to preexisting conditions. 

The construction of an adjacent levee and installation of seepage cutoff walls would enable SAFCA to retain the 
mature riparian tree corridor along the waterside of the Natomas Basin levees. However, the Proposed Action 
would require the removal of several woodland groves and individual trees on the landside toe of the Sacramento 
River east levee and along the alignment of the relocated and extended Riverside Canal. Many of these trees 
tower above the surrounding features and are striking, distinctive elements in local settings along the levee 
system, visible to residents on both sides of the levee and travelers along Garden Highway and other local 
roadways, including I-5. As reminders of the oak woodlands that formerly occupied much of the region and 
sometimes the only remnants of farmsteads that once stood in locations along the levee toe, these trees have a 
high aesthetic value. Additionally, a small amount of waterside vegetation would be removed at Garden Highway 
waterside drainage outlets (Reaches 10–11B of the Sacramento River east levee), Pumping Plants Nos. 3 and 5, 
and the Riverside Pumping Plant. Under the Proposed Action, vegetation would be cleared up to 660 feet from the 
landside toe of the existing Sacramento River east levee. 

The total extent of tree removal for the Proposed Action is described in Table 4.7-2, under Impact 4.7-a, “Loss of 
Woodland Habitat.” As described in Section 2.3.4, “Habitat Improvements,” the Landside Improvements Project 
would preserve and create woodland groves throughout the western Natomas Basin near the Sacramento River 
east levee. Table 4.7-3 shows the estimated long-term impacts of the Phase 4a Project on woodlands and total 
compensation included in all phases of the NLIP. Sites for woodland plantings would primarily be located within 
a 100- to 200-foot-side corridor on the landside of the new Riverside Canal in Reaches 12–14A, and possibly in 
some locations between the Riverside Canal and the Operations and Maintenance/Utility Corridor. Compared to 
existing woodland groves in the Natomas Basin, the groves created by the Landside Improvements Project would 
have larger patch sizes, a wider range of age classes, and a greater diversity of woodland species. 

In time, these new woodlands would enhance the visual qualities of the landscape; however, it would take many 
years for the new plantings to reach the size of the existing trees that are proposed to be removed, which in some 
cases are likely 100 years old or older. The removal of the existing trees would substantially degrade the quality 
of scenic resources and the existing visual character and quality of local sites and their surroundings. 

The raised and widened Sacramento River east levee would be noticeable to travelers on Garden Highway, but 
variations in the height and width of flood damage reduction features are common throughout the flood damage 
reduction system, and the levees themselves are not distinctive scenic resources. For this reason and the reasons 
stated with regard to changes in views from the landside of the levees, these changes in the appearance of the 
flood damage reduction system would not represent a substantial change in scenic vistas or the character or 
quality of views. 

The potential borrow sites for the Phase 4a Project are listed in Table 2-10 and shown on Plate 2-7. The proposed 
borrow operations would lower the elevation of borrow sites by about 5 feet over very large areas. The majority 
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of the sites would be returned to preproject conditions (field crops, fallow fields, rice, or grazing) (see Table 2-10 
for details regarding borrow pit depth, area of excavation, and postreclamation uses). The proposed elevation 
changes would not be discernible at the scale at which they would be implemented (hundreds of acres), and the 
proposed postconstruction land cover types would be consistent with adjacent land uses and overall land cover 
types in the surrounding portions of the Natomas Basin. Therefore, the long-term impacts at the borrow sites are 
considered less than significant. However, in the short term, the presence of construction equipment and the loss 
of vegetative cover would temporarily degrade the visual character of the borrow sites, resulting in a short-term, 
temporary significant impact. 

The NCC south levee improvements involving levee raises and cutoff walls in two locations would result in minor 
temporary changes in views of the south levee. Upon completion of the construction, visual resource qualities and 
character would return to preexisting conditions. Other infrastructure changes including realignment and relocation 
of power poles, irrigation systems, and pumps would not substantially alter the visual character of the project area. 

Overall, alteration of scenic vistas, scenic resources, and existing visual character of the project area as a result of 
temporary construction and excavation activities, and as a result of tree removal, would be a significant impact. 

RSLIP Alternative 

The RSLIP Alternative is similar to the Proposed Action except that the Sacramento River east levee would be 
raised and widened in place, requiring 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. The total amount of tree loss that would result from the RSLIP Alternative is described in Table 4.7-2, 
under Impact 4.7-a “Loss of Woodland Habitat.” Viewer sensitivity would be high for Sacramento River 
recreational users and for residents living on the waterside of the levee. This alternative would include offsetting 
the removal of trees with woodland planting; however, purchase of credits from a local mitigation bank would be 
necessary to fully offset the removal of trees from the waterside of the existing levee. As noted above, 
replacement plantings would require many years to achieve the same size and aesthetic value as the existing 
mature vegetation that would be removed. Woodland compensation efforts would not fully compensate for the 
extensive loss of mature waterside vegetation. The loss of high aesthetic qualities due to removal of mature 
waterside vegetation combined with high viewer sensitivity of recreational users of the Sacramento River and 
residents on the waterside of the levee would be a significant impact. (Greater) 

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available. 

Impact 4.13-b: New Sources of Light and Glare that Adversely Affect Views 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to change light and glare along the perimeter levee system. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Damage to the infrastructure in the Natomas Basin could result in a short-term decrease in nighttime lighting due 
to power outages. However, depending on the extent and location of levee failure and subsequent flood damage, 
emergency lighting could be required for nighttime security and construction. Because the effects of a levee 
failure are unpredictable, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of 
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this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered to be too speculative for meaningful consideration. 
(Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

No new permanent sources of light or glare would be associated with the Proposed Action or the RSLIP 
Alternative. However, equipment staging areas would be lit as necessary for security reasons during construction. 
With the exception of construction of the cutoff walls, groundwater wells, and pumping plant modifications 
(which would require construction to be conducted 24 hours per day, 7 days per week [24/7 construction]), 
construction is not generally anticipated to be conducted after 8:00 p.m.; however, it is possible that occasional 
construction activities may be required during nighttime hours (except for borrow areas in the Airport Critical 
Zone, namely, the I-5 Borrow Area), in which case additional construction areas may require temporary nighttime 
lighting. Security and construction night lighting would be used at locations requiring 24/7 construction. 

Residences are located on the landside of the Sacramento River east levee close to the proposed levee 
improvement sites in the Phase 4a Project area; however, the landside construction areas could often be screened 
from direct views of the construction area by trees, depending on tree height and proximity to the construction 
areas, and proximity of residences to the construction area. Where many residences are present on the waterside 
of the levee, the existing levee itself, trees, and other vegetation could partially shield residences from lighting 
used on the landside of the levee, where the work would be performed. Security night lighting also would be 
provided at the modified pumping plants, although they would be situated such that no residences would be 
affected by this source of night light. 

Construction work would typically move in a linear fashion along the levees, and construction activities generally 
would not take place in any one location for more than a few weeks. Therefore, where nighttime construction 
lighting (if needed) would be clearly visible from nearby residences, the activity would be short-term and 
temporary and therefore would not constitute a substantial source of light or glare. However, nighttime lighting 
related to 24/7 project construction in particular could create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect nighttime views in the area. 

An additional source of construction-related light and glare would occur as a result of well abandonment and new 
or replacement construction, as described in Section 2.3.2.5, “Development of New and Replacement 
Groundwater Wells.” Approximately 13 existing groundwater wells on the landside of the Sacramento River east 
levee would require abandonment and replacement outside of the levee footprint. In addition to replacement 
wells, five new wells would be constructed to provide a water supply for habitat mitigation features. The well 
construction would extend approximately three weeks. Nighttime construction lighting would be required for up 
to three days for each well to allow drilling activities to continue 24 hours per day, which is required to avoid 
collapse or seizing of drill equipment within the hole. Development and test pumping would also continue 24 
hours per day for several days per new well because continuous pumping is required to obtain accurate results. 

The introduction of new light and glare, primarily with nighttime construction on the Sacramento River east levee 
and for well construction activities, would be a temporary but significant impact. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-b: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.15-f, “Coordinate Work in the Critical Zone with Airport 
Operations and Restrict Night Lighting within and near the Runway Approaches,” and Direct Lighting Away from 
Adjacent Properties 

Proposed 
Action and 
RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.15-f, “Coordinate Work in the Critical Zone 
with Airport Operations and Restrict Night Lighting within and near the Runway 
Approaches,” set forth in Section 4.15, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” In summary, 
this mitigation requires that no borrow activities shall be conducted within the Airport 
Critical Zone during nighttime hours; and, that all project-related nighttime lighting that is in, 
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or is aligned with, the Airport runway approach zone shall be directed downward to avoid 
potential interference within nighttime aircraft operations. As discussed in Section 4.15, 
“Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.15-f would 
reduce lighting impacts associated with the Airport to a less-than-significant level. (Similar) 

Additionally, SAFCA shall implement the following measures to reduce the impacts of light 
and glare associated with project construction activities: 

(a) SAFCA shall require that nearby residents be notified in advance of nighttime 
construction activities. 

(b) SAFCA shall require that construction and security lighting be shielded and directed 
downward to minimize the spill of light onto adjacent properties. 

Implementing these measures would reduce the impacts of light and glare for nearby 
residents, but not to a less-than-significant level; therefore, this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. (Similar) 

4.13.3 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Impacts related to degradation of visual resources in the project area in the event of levee failure are uncertain. 
Because of this uncertainty, these potential impacts are considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. 
Additionally, mitigation measures cannot be required for the No-Action Alternative; therefore, impacts that result 
from the No-Action Alternative would not be mitigated. 

Under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative, adverse impacts on visual resources due to construction 
activities and equipment on the levees would be significant. Measures to screen residences from construction sites 
and equipment staging and storage areas would reduce these impacts, but screening may not be feasible at all 
construction locations; therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Similarly for visual 
degradation due to light and glare, screening and directing lighting away from adjacent properties would reduce 
the impacts of light and glare for nearby residents, but not to a less-than-significant level; therefore, this impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative, adverse effects on scenic resources and visual character of 
the Sacramento River east levee area from the removal of a substantial number of trees along the landside and 
waterside of this levee would be significant. The Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative include measures to 
limit the extent of impacts on visual resources caused by the short-term loss of woodland areas (e.g., transplanting 
existing trees outside the project footprint where feasible) and to offset them over the longer term (through 
substantial woodland planting). However, no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the short-term impacts 
from Impact 4.13-a to a less-than-significant level; thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable in the 
short term. For the Proposed Action, with the new acres of woodland plantings that would be installed as 
described in Section 4.7, “Biological Resources,” the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
over the long term. With the RSLIP Alternative, mitigation measures would not be sufficient to fully mitigate 
impacts on woodland habitats as a result of the loss of waterside vegetation. The impact would remain significant 
and unavoidable under the RSLIP Alternative. 
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4.14 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

4.14.1 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

4.14.1.1 METHODOLOGY 

Impacts on utilities and service systems that would result from project implementation were identified by 
comparing existing service capacity and facilities against project implementation. Evaluation of potential utility 
and service systems impacts was based on a review of documents pertaining to the Natomas Basin. Additional 
information was obtained through consultation with appropriate agencies, such as Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District, Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, and NCMWC. 

4.14.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental 
checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. These thresholds also encompass the factors taken into 
account under NEPA to determine the significance of an action in terms of its context and the intensity of its 
impacts. The Proposed Action or alternatives under consideration were determined to result in a significant 
impact related to utilities and service systems if they would do any of the following: 

► exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable regional water quality control board; 

► require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; 

► exceed water supplies available to service the project from existing entitlements and resources, such that new 
or expanded entitlements would be needed; 

► result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project that it has 
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments; 

► generate waste materials that would exceed the permitted capacity of local landfills or fail to comply with 
Federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste; or 

► result in substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or altered governmental 
facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for 
public services such as fire protection, police protection, schools, or parks. 

The Phase 4a Project would not involve any changes in land use that would increase short-term or long-term 
demand for public services, including fire and police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities, thus 
necessitating the construction of new or altered government service facilities. Similarly, the Phase 4a Project 
would not result in demand for increased natural gas facilities, electrical transmission lines, communication 
systems, water infrastructure, sewer lines, or solid-waste services beyond their current capacity. Therefore, 
thresholds related to increasing demands on existing public services and utilities do not apply to this analysis and 
are not addressed further in this FEIS. 
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4.14.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.14-a: Potential Temporary Disruption of Irrigation Water Supply 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to cause construction-related disruption to irrigation water supply. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
A levee failure in the Natomas Basin could cause flooding that would damage canals, potentially disrupting 
irrigation of cropland. However, the potential for such an occurrence is uncertain, and the magnitude and duration 
of any related effect on these services cannot be predicted. Because the effects of a levee failure are unpredictable, 
a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, this 
potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

RSLIP Alternative 

Irrigation and drainage pipeline penetrations of the Sacramento River east levee Reaches 10–15 would be raised 
as part of the project to meet current USACE regulations. Wells and pumps in the footprint of the proposed flood 
damage reduction facilities would be removed and replaced in locations farther from the project footprint. The 
Riverside Canal, which is constructed above the surrounding terrain, would be relocated away from the toe of the 
Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 13–17 with an extension through Reach 11B–12B and an underground pipe 
section in Reaches 15–18B), and the replacement canal would need to be operable and lateral irrigation canals 
connected to it before the existing canals are demolished. Additional buried irrigation lines may exist that would 
need to be removed or reconnected. 

Substantial temporary interruptions of irrigation supply could occur if irrigation infrastructure is damaged or 
otherwise rendered inoperable at a time when it is needed (e.g., reconnections to water supply sources are not 
completed by the time crop irrigation must begin). Given the extent and intensity of project construction 
activities, it is possible that these activities could impede the repair of damaged infrastructure or cause a delay in 
the provision of irrigation supply. This temporary impact is considered potentially significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.14-a: Coordinate with Irrigation Water Supply Users Before and During All Irrigation 
Infrastructure Modifications and Minimize Interruptions of Supply 

Proposed 
Action and 
RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA and its primary contractors for engineering design and construction shall ensure that 
the measures listed below are implemented to minimize the potential for irrigation water 
supply interruptions during construction activities. 

► Coordinate the timing of all modifications to irrigation supply infrastructure with the 
affected infrastructure owners and water supply users, either directly or through 
NCMWC. 

► Include detailed scheduling of the phases of modifications/replacement of existing 
irrigation infrastructure components in project design and in construction plans and 
specifications. 
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► Plan and complete modifications of irrigation infrastructure for the nonirrigation season to 
the extent feasible. 

► Provide for alternative water supply, if necessary, when modification/replacement of 
irrigation infrastructure must be conducted during a period when it would otherwise be in 
normal use by an irrigator. 

► Ensure either that (1) users of irrigation water supply do not, as a result of physical 
interference associated with the project, experience a substantial interruption in irrigation 
supply when such supply is needed for normal, planned farming operations (i.e., a 
decrease in level of service in comparison with the existing level of service), or (2) users 
of irrigation water supply that experience a substantial decrease in an existing level of 
service that meets the established standards for the project area are compensated in kind 
for losses associated with the reduction in level of service. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the potential temporary impact of 
disruptions to irrigation supply to a less-than-significant level because SAFCA would 
coordinate with water supply providers and consumers to minimize interruptions, would 
conduct work during the nonirrigation season whenever feasible, and would ensure that 
essential water supply necessary during the irrigation season is provided by an alternative 
supply if an interruption is unavoidable. (Similar) 

Impact 4.14-b: Potential Disruption of Utility Service 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to disrupt utility service. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. A 
levee failure in the Natomas Basin could result in minor to substantial flooding that could substantially interrupt 
utilities and public services. However, the potential for such an occurrence is uncertain, and the magnitude and 
duration of any related impact on these services cannot be predicted. Therefore, a precise determination of 
significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered 
too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Project implementation would encroach upon multiple types of utility equipment and facilities. Along the 
Sacramento River east levee Reaches 10–15, project implementation would infringe upon electric conduits, 
telephone conduits, conductors, irrigation pipes, and at least one gas line, as well as other pipelines and 
underground utilities. Project construction activities, including grading and excavation, could damage identified 
and unidentified utility equipment and facilities. In addition, required relocation of existing electrical and 
telephone lines and gas pipelines could result in interruptions in service. 

As described in Section 3.14, “Utilities and Service Systems,” a jet fuel pipeline runs from the Port of Sacramento 
north to the Airport, crossing underneath the Sacramento River and continuing north from the landside toe of the 
Sacramento River east levee at a depth of 5–10 feet below ground surface through Reach 11B. To protect cultural 
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resources, a 500-foot-wide seepage berm may be required to be installed over this pipeline, which would block 
access to a shut-off valve that is located approximately 300 feet from the toe of the existing levee. To allow access 
to this valve from the top of the berm, SAFCA would install either a concrete access vault or a new riser stem and 
other necessary devices. This work is not expected to affect transportation of jet fuel to the Airport. 

However, earthmoving activities and the use of heavy equipment on the ground surface level near the pipeline 
could damage the jet fuel pipeline and potentially interfere with jet fuel delivery to the Airport. Construction 
activities related to relocation of power poles, use of heavy construction equipment (i.e., backhoes), ground 
clearance prior to construction of the levee improvements, placement of fill material and grading of levee and 
berm structures, and shallow (1 foot deep) excavation for the relocated Riverside (highline) Canal could 
inadvertently damage the jet fuel pipeline and disrupt delivery of jet fuel to the Airport, or cause an accidental 
upset, as described in Section 4.15, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” 

Detailed project design would include consultation with all known service providers to identify infrastructure 
locations and appropriate protection measures, and consultation would continue during construction to ensure 
avoidance/protection of facilities as construction proceeds to minimize service disruptions. The extent and 
intensity of project construction activities, however, may affect service providers’ abilities to quickly repair 
damage and/or restore interrupted service. This impact is considered potentially significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.14-b: Verify Utility Locations, Coordinate with Utility Providers, Prepare and Implement a 
Response Plan, and Conduct Worker Training with Respect to Accidental Utility Damage and Implement Mitigation 
Measure 4.15-c, “Review Design Specifications and Prepare and Implement an Impact Avoidance and Contingency 
Plan in Consultation with Wickland Pipelines, LLC” 

Proposed 
Action and 
RSLIP 
Alternative 

Before construction begins, SAFCA and its primary contractors shall coordinate with 
USACE, the CVFPB, and applicable utility providers to implement orderly relocation of 
utilities that need to be removed or relocated. Power pole relocations shall be coordinated 
with SMUD and SACDOT to avoid conflicts with the SACDOT-proposed bike/pedestrian 
path. Existing main electrical power transmission lines and poles on the waterside of the 
existing Garden Highway levee that do not need to be relocated or replaced to accommodate 
the project may be left in place. No new main electrical power transmission lines and poles 
shall be installed on the waterside of Garden Highway. Consistent with sound engineering 
practices that prioritize the following, individual service lines shall: (1) use existing 
configurations and facilities, and (2) any new poles shall be placed on the landside of Garden 
Highway, subject to the approval of USACE, the CVFPB, and any other regulatory public 
agencies and utility companies. SAFCA shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.15-c, 
“Review Design Specifications and Prepare and Implement an Impact Avoidance and 
Contingency Plan in Consultation with Wickland Pipelines, LLC.” 

► SAFCA and its primary construction contractors shall provide the following: 
Notification of any potential interruptions in service shall be provided to the appropriate 
agencies and affected landowners. 

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

► Before the start of construction, a response plan shall be prepared to address potential 
accidental damage to a utility line. The plan shall identify chain of command rules for 
notification of authorities and appropriate actions and responsibilities to ensure the safety 
of the public and workers. Worker education training in response to such situations shall 
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be conducted by the contractor. The response plan shall be implemented by SAFCA and 
its contractors during construction activities. 

► Utility relocations shall be staged to minimize interruptions in service. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the impact from disruption of utility 
services to a less-than-significant level because SAFCA and its primary contractors would 
coordinate with utility service providers and consumers to minimize interruptions to the 
maximum extent feasible, and a response plan to address service interruptions would be 
prepared and implemented. (Similar) 

Impact 4.14-c: Increases in Solid Waste Generation 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, there would be no increase in 
solid waste generation related to project implementation. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Cleanup operations following flooding are likely to generate very high levels of solid waste; the amount of waste 
would depend on the extent, depth, and duration of flooding and the types of property damaged. Waste materials 
could exceed the permitted capacity of local landfills or fail to comply with Federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. A precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made 
because the extent of the magnitude of impact is unknown. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is 
considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

There would be no long-term generation of solid waste associated with project operation. Temporary, short-term 
project construction activities would generate over 100,000 cubic yards of solid waste during construction of the 
Phase 4a Project. Some residences, agricultural structures, and appurtenances in or near the footprint of the 
proposed flood damage reduction facilities on the landside of the Sacramento River east levee Reaches 10–15 
would be relocated if feasible and in accordance with landowner preferences, but others would be demolished. 
Other materials, such as asphalt, concrete, pipes, and gravel, would need to be removed from the footprint of the 
proposed flood damage reduction facilities. 

Waste materials (including cleared vegetation) would be hauled off-site to a suitable disposal location. Excess 
earth materials (organic soils, roots, and grass from borrow sites and the adjacent levee foundation; and excavated 
materials that do not meet levee embankment criteria) would be used in the reclamation of borrow sites or hauled 
off-site to a suitable disposal location. Hazardous materials (e.g., building materials containing lead paint or 
asbestos) encountered during the removal of residences and other structures would be disposed of in accordance 
with regulatory standards (see Mitigation Measures 4.15-b[1] and 4.15-b[2] in Section 4.15, “Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials”). The location of the landfill used for disposal of spoil material and other construction-
related waste would be determined by the construction contractor at the time of construction activity based on 
capacity, type of waste, and other factors. Only those landfills determined to have the ability to accommodate the 
construction disposal needs of the alternatives would be used. It is likely that Kiefer Landfill, owned and operated 
by Sacramento County, would be used for all or a part of the construction waste. Kiefer Landfill, which accepts 
10,815 tons per day (TPD) of solid waste, is located about 15 miles southeast of the city of Sacramento 
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(approximately 40 miles southeast of the NCC south levee). With a permitted capacity of more than 117 million 
cubic yards through 2035 and a remaining capacity of nearly 113 million cubic yards as of 2005 (California 
Integrated Waste Management Board 2009), Kiefer Landfill would be able to accommodate the project’s 
construction disposal needs. Similarly, the Western Regional Landfill in Placer County, approximately 15 miles 
from the NCC, would be able to accommodate the project disposal requirements, accepting 1,900 TPD with a 
maximum permitted capacity of more than 36 million cy and a remaining capacity of more than 29 million cy 
(California Integrated Waste Management Board 2009). Project construction and operation would not cause 
existing regional landfill capacity to be exceeded; therefore, this temporary, short-term impact is considered less 
than significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 

4.14.3 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Impacts associated with disruption to irrigation supply and utility services, and increases in solid waste generation 
as a result of the No-Action Alternative are uncertain. Because of this uncertainty, these potential impacts are 
considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. Additionally, mitigation measures cannot be required for 
the No-Action Alternative; therefore impacts that result from the No-Action Alternative would not be mitigated. 

Implementation of the mitigation measures described in this section for the Proposed Action and the RSLIP 
Alternative would reduce the impacts of a potential temporary, short-term disruption of the irrigation supply and 
the provision of other utility services to less-than-significant levels; therefore, there would be no residual 
significant impacts. 
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4.15 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

4.15.1 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

4.15.1.1 METHODOLOGY 

This section addresses potential sources of hazards and risks associated with hazardous materials that may be 
associated with implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives under consideration. This analysis is 
based on a review of: 

► Natomas Levee Improvement Program Initial Site Survey and Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 
Volumes 6, 9, 10, 11, and 12 (Kleinfelder 2009a); and 

► Borrow Site Environmental Conditions: South Sutter Property (APNs 201-0250-015, 201-0270-002 and -
037), Novak Property (APN 225-0090-040), Huffstutler/Johnson Trust Property (APNs 225-0110-019, -020, -
037) Sacramento County, CA (Kleinfelder 2009b; Appendix I). 

Evaluation of the project’s potential impacts on Airport safety was based on a review of the regulations pertaining 
to the Phase 4a Project area, including the Airport’s WHMP (SCAS 2007) and the FAA’s Advisory Circular (AC) 
150/5200-33B on hazardous wildlife attractants on or near airports (FAA 2007). 

Potential sources of wildfire hazards and risks associated with implementation of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives under consideration were also evaluated. This evaluation was based on a review of historic local 
weather conditions, historic ignition sources, topography, vegetation, and fire history. Fire hazard severity zones, 
which are established by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, were identified and compared 
to the Phase 4a Project area. 

4.15.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental 
checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. These thresholds also encompass the factors taken into 
account under NEPA to determine the significance of an action in terms of its context and the intensity of its 
impacts. The Proposed Action or alternatives under consideration were determined to result in a significant 
impact related to hazards and hazardous materials if they would do any of the following: 

► create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment; 

► emit hazardous emissions or involve the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; 

► be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to the public or the environment; 

► impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan; 

► result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in a project area that is located within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public-use airport; or 
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► result in a significant impact related to wildfire hazards if they would expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death from wildland fires. 

There are no established thresholds for wildlife strikes. For this analysis, airport safety was analyzed within the 
Airport Critical Zone and the Airport Operations Area. The FAA recommends a separation distance of 10,000 feet 
between the Airport Operations Area and hazardous wildlife attractants (FAA 2007); this area is identified as the 
Critical Zone. Additionally, the FAA recommends a distance of 5 statute miles between the farthest edge of the 
Airport Operations Area and hazardous wildlife attractants (FAA 2007). 

4.15.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.15-a: Accidental Spills of Hazardous Materials 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities and thus no accidental spills of hazardous materials 
related to this project would occur. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
A levee failure in the Natomas Basin could result in flooding that could upset stored hazardous materials and 
spread agricultural pesticides, oil, gasoline, and other hazardous materials in flood waters, creating hazardous 
conditions for the public and the environment. However, the potential for such an occurrence is uncertain, and the 
magnitude and duration of any related risks cannot be predicted. Because the effects of a levee failure are 
unpredictable, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this 
uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently 
Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Project-related construction and maintenance activities would involve the use of potentially hazardous materials, 
such as fuels (gasoline and diesel), oils and lubricants, and cleaners (which could include solvents and corrosives 
in addition to soaps and detergents), that are commonly used in construction projects. Bentonite (a nonhazardous 
material) and/or cement would be used where cutoff walls are being constructed to remediate levee seepage 
conditions. Construction contractors would be required to use, store, and transport hazardous materials in 
compliance with Federal, state, and local regulations during project construction and operation. Risks to water 
quality associated with incidental releases of these materials on project sites are addressed in Section 4.6, “Water 
Quality.” 

Compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce the potential for accidental release of hazardous 
materials during their transport and during project construction activities. Consequently, the risk of significant 
hazards associated with the transport, use, and disposal of these materials is low. This impact is considered less 
than significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 
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Impact 4.15-b: Exposure to Hazardous Materials Encountered at Project Sites 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to expose people to hazardous materials encountered at project sites. The Natomas Basin is largely 
agricultural and this type of land use can often involve the application of pesticides, residues of which may remain 
in soils for years. Soil testing performed by Kleinfelder in 2009 for the Phase 4a Project indicates the presence of 
pesticide residues, including arsenic, dieldrin, and toxaphene, within the Phase 4a Project footprint (Kleinfelder 
2009b). Elevated concentrations of arsenic in soil can be a result of historic arsenic-containing pesticide 
application; however, arsenic can also occur naturally in certain soils, including those found in the Phase 4a 
Project footprint and throughout California (see Section 3.4.3, “Soils”; USGS 1984, DTSC undated as cited in 
Kleinfelder 2009b). The concentrations of this naturally occurring arsenic in the Phase 4a Project footprint soils 
exceed some screening levels (e.g., EPA Region 5 Ecological Screening Levels) (Kleinfelder 2009b). Humans 
may be exposed to these potentially hazardous materials through direct contact with soil, groundwater leaching, or 
exposure to airborne dust created by typical agricultural crop management practices, such as disking. Plants and 
animals may be exposed to these potentially hazardous materials through contact with surface soils or through 
contact with storm water or irrigation runoff that could carry the materials into ponds, drainages, and other 
waterways. Because of this risk, the continued presence of pesticide residues and the existing levels of arsenic in 
soil on land used for agricultural purposes is considered to be a potentially significant impact. (Similar) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. A 
levee failure in the Natomas Basin could result in flooding known sites of hazardous materials, potentially 
exposing the public and the environment to both known hazardous conditions (discussed in Section 3.15, 
“Hazards and Hazardous Materials”) and potentially unknown hazardous conditions in areas that have not been 
evaluated under a Phase I and/or II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA). Underseepage and boils, resulting 
from high river stages, may force groundwater to the surface within or adjacent to areas containing pesticide 
residues or contaminated soils. This could transport sediments containing hazardous materials from agricultural 
fields into waterways. However, the potential for such an occurrence is uncertain, and the magnitude and duration 
of any related risks cannot be predicted. Because the effects of a levee failure are unpredictable, a precise 
determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, this potential 
impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Potential Exposure to Existing, On-Site Hazardous Materials 

As described in Section 3.15, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” Phase I ESAs have been completed for 
portions of the Phase 4a Project footprint. The Phase I ESAs disclose the potential presence of the following 
hazardous materials that may be encountered during project construction: arsenic, dieldrin, and toxaphene in the 
soil; asbestos in underground pipelines and building materials; lead-based paint in building materials; 
underground storage tanks (USTs) and aboveground storage tanks (ASTs); oil and gas wells; and PCBs in pole-
mounted transformers (Kleinfelder 2009a). See Section 3.15, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” for the site-
specific conditions at each Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) included in the Phase I ESAs. Many parcels within 
the Phase 4a Project footprint have not yet been evaluated for the potential presence of hazardous materials. Areas 
that have not been evaluated include several parcels within the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area and the I-5 
Borrow Area. 
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Soil testing analysis performed by Kleinfelder in 2009 for the Phase 4a Project indicates that pesticide residues, 
including arsenic, dieldrin, and toxaphene are present on several of the Phase 4a Project borrow sites (namely, the 
South Sutter, LLC borrow site in the Elkhorn Borrow Area and the Novak and Huffstutler Trust/Johnson 
properties in the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area) in concentrations exceeding the San Francisco Regional Water 
Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB’s) environmental screening levels (ESLs).1 Residual pesticide concentrations 
are generally at higher concentrations within the upper 6 to 18 inches of topsoil (see Section 3.15, “Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials,” for detailed information). As described above under the No-Action Alternative, soils in the 
Phase 4a Project footprint, and soils throughout California in general, are known to contain naturally occurring 
concentrations of arsenic (USGS 1984 and DTSC undated, as cited in Kleinfelder 2009b:Table 1). Construction 
workers could be exposed to pesticide residues in the soil by accidental ingestion of soil, absorption through the 
skin, or from inhalation of soil particles. The general public, however, could only be exposed to these pesticide 
residues through inhalation (dust) because they would not have direct contact with on-site, pesticide-laden soils 
(Kleinfelder 2009b). 

Table 4.15-1 presents soil testing results for the South Sutter, LLC borrow site and the Novak and Huffstutler 
Trust/Johnson properties and compares these results to human health and ecological risk levels (see Section 3.15, 
“Hazard and Hazardous Materials,” for quantitative data). It is important to note that concentrations of pesticide 
residues found on these sites do not constitute a reportable condition because the pesticides appear to have been 
properly applied for agricultural purposes and were not detected at levels exceeding the California hazardous 
waste threshold limits, nor are they an imminent threat to public health, welfare, or the environment based on risk 
evaluations, as discussed below (Kleinfelder 2009b:5). 

Table 4.15-1 
Soil Testing Results 

Human Health Risk (Construction Worker Contact) 

Property Arsenic Dieldrin Toxaphene 

South Sutter, LLC Less than Screening Levels Less than Screening Levels Less than Screening Levels 

Novak property Less than Screening Levels Less than Screening Levels Less than Screening Levels 

Huffstutler Trust/Johnson property Exceeds Screening Levels Less than Screening Levels Less than Screening Levels 

Ecological Risk 
Property Arsenic Dieldrin Toxaphene 

South Sutter, LLC Less than Screening Levels Less than Screening Levels1 Less than Screening Levels1

Novak property Less than Screening Levels Less than Screening Levels Exceeds Screening Levels 

Huffstutler Trust/Johnson property Exceeds Screening Levels Exceeds Screening Levels Less than Screening Levels 
1 Ecological risk considered the average concentration compared to the project-specific screening levels of 11.3 mg/kg for arsenic; 0.0024 

mg/kg for dieldrin; and 0.119 mg/kg for toxaphene. 
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2009 based on data provided in Kleinfelder 2009b:9, 11, and 13 and Tables 1 and 2 

 

Exposure of Construction Workers to Hazardous Materials through Direct Contact 

Only one site evaluated at the time of release of the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR (August 2009)––the Huffstutler 
Trust/Johnson property––contains elevated levels of pesticide residues (i.e., arsenic) that could affect human 
health through direct contact, including accidental ingestion. Similar conditions with respect to pesticide residue 

                                                      

1 Levels were compared to San Francisco RWQCB’s ESLs because the Central Valley RWQCB does not provide limits specific to the 
Central Valley. 
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may be found on other agricultural parcels in the Phase 4a Project footprint because much of the Natomas Basin 
has been and/or continues to be in agricultural use. Earthmoving activities on the Huffstutler Trust/Johnson 
property would expose construction workers to elevated levels of hazardous materials and would be considered a 
significant impact. 

Exposure of Construction Workers and the General Public to Hazardous Airborne Particulates through 
Inhalation 

Earthmoving activities may potentially expose construction workers to soils containing arsenic at concentrations 
that exceed preliminary human health risk screening levels. According to calculations performed by Kleinfelder, 
however, earthmoving activities are not expected to disperse concentrations of hazardous materials into the air 
that would exceed relevant ambient air quality limits for construction workers (see Table 4.15-2) (Kleinfelder 
2009b:19–20). In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-a, “Implement Applicable District-
Recommended Control Measures to Minimize Temporary Emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 during 
Construction,” would reduce fugitive dust emissions associated with earthmoving activities (Kleinfelder 2009:21). 
Thus, earthmoving activities, with implementation of appropriate dust control measures, would not affect human 
health or the general public, both because of the multiple conservative assumptions used to estimate the risk and 
because the general public would be further away than construction workers from construction activities (and 
dispersal into the air would further reduce ambient air concentrations). Without implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.11-a, however, exposure of construction workers and the general public to hazardous materials found 
on these sites would be significant impact. 

Table 4.15-2 
Anticipated Pesticide Residue Concentration in Ambient Air During Earthmoving Activities 

 
Maximum Detected 
Soil Concentration 

(mg/kg) 

Construction Worker Neighboring Resident 

Calculated Ambient 
Air Concentration 

(µg/m3) 1 
Ambient Air 

Thresholds (µg/m3) 2 
Calculated Ambient 
Air Concentration 

(µg/m3) 3 
Ambient Air 

Thresholds (µg/m3) 4 

Arsenic 43 0.043 10 0.013 0.015 

Dieldrin 0.10 0.0001 500 0.00003 0.00053 

Toxaphene 0.22 0.00022 250 0.000066 0.0076 

Notes: mg/kg = milligram per kilogram µg/mg = microgram per milligram; EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1 Construction worker calculated ambient air concentrations based on the following equation: (soil concentration mg/kg x 1,000 µg/mg) / 

(Particulate Emission Factor of 1,000,000 m3/kg).  
2 Construction worker ambient air thresholds are from the U.S. Occupational Health and Safety Administration permissible exposure limits 

(as cited in Kleinfelder 2009b:Table 1). 
3 Neighboring resident calculated air concentrations are based on an 8-hour Fenceline Particulate Not Otherwise Specified Level of 0.3 

mg/m3 and calculations cited in Kleinfelder 2009b: Table 3. 
4 Neighboring resident ambient air thresholds are from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment reference exposure levels 

and EPA regional screening levels for air concentrations (as cited in Kleinfelder 2009b). 
Source: Kleinfelder 2009b:19–20 

 

Exposure of Construction Workers to Hazardous Materials in Building Materials and Utilities, Oil and Gas 
Wells, USTs, and PCBs in Transformers 

Construction workers could encounter hazardous materials in building materials and utilities, oil and gas wells, 
USTs, and PCBs in transformers during levee construction, demolition activities, and borrow activities; therefore, 
construction workers could be exposed to unacceptable levels of hazardous materials associated with existing and 
former land uses during Phase 4a Project demolition and relocation activities. In addition, project demolition and 
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relocation activities also may create a potential for construction workers to be exposed to hazardous materials 
associated with existing and former agricultural and rural residential structures. These materials may include 
asbestos in underground pipelines, asbestos and lead-based paint in building materials, and/or PCBs in pole-
mounted transformers. Finally, not all areas of the Phase 4a Project footprint have been evaluated with respect to 
the potential presence of hazardous materials. Therefore, this impact is considered to be significant. 

Exposure of Ecological Receptors to Hazardous Materials 

A review of preliminary risk screening levels indicates that concentrations of on-site pesticide residues could pose 
a risk to ecological receptors (i.e., wildlife in land and aquatic habitats). This exposure could occur through 
leaching of pesticide residues into groundwater or through runoff of soils containing pesticide residue into surface 
water bodies. Borrow activities would reduce the distance from the ground surface to the groundwater table by 
removing approximately 2–3 feet of soil. Respreading topsoil onto borrow sites could potentially increase the risk 
of pesticide residues and other contaminants leaching into the groundwater because the migration distance to the 
water table would be reduced (Kleinfelder 2009b:24-25). However, according to calculations performed by 
Kleinfelder, borrow material activities on the South Sutter, LLC borrow site and the Novak property would not be 
expected to affect groundwater or pose an unacceptable ecological risk, because the levels of potentially 
hazardous materials are less than project-specific screening levels and within DTSC’s normal concentrations for 
agricultural sites (Kleinfelder 2009b: 31). Because the Huffstutler Trust/Johnson property would be used for 
habitat following completion of borrow activities, there could be an ecological risk posed by arsenic and dieldrin 
(Kleinfelder 2009: 31). Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-a, “Implement Standard Best 
Management Practices, Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and Comply with 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Conditions,” which would reduce the potential for runoff 
of soils containing hazardous materials during construction, impacts after construction from respreading of topsoil 
containing pesticides residue would pose a risk to ecological receptors (Kleinfelder 2009b:32). Therefore, this 
impact is considered to be significant. 

Impact Summary 

Because sampling results at the Huffstutler Trust/Johnson property exceed construction worker contact levels of 
health risk for arsenic, construction workers could be exposed to unacceptable levels of hazardous materials 
associated with existing and former land uses during Phase 4a Project demolition and relocation activities. Upon 
completion of construction activities, respreading topsoil onto the Huffstutler Trust/Johnson property would pose 
a risk to ecological receptors. In addition, project demolition and relocation activities may also create a potential 
for construction workers to be exposed to hazardous materials associated with existing and former agricultural 
and rural residential structures. These materials may include asbestos in underground pipelines, asbestos and lead-
based paint in building materials, and/or PCBs in pole-mounted transformers. Finally, not all areas of the Phase 4a 
Project footprint have been evaluated with respect to the potential presence of hazardous materials. Therefore, this 
impact is considered to be significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.15-b(1): Implement Mitigation Measure 4.11-a, “Implement Applicable District-Recommended 
Control Measures to Minimize Temporary Emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 during Construction,” and Mitigation 
Measure 4.6-a, “Implement Standard Best Management Practices, Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan, and Comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Conditions”; and 
Complete Phase I and/or II ESAs and Implement Recommended Measures 

Proposed 
Action and 
RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.11-a, “Implement Applicable District-
Recommended Control Measures to Minimize Temporary Emissions of ROG, NOX, and 
PM10 during Construction,” set forth in Section 4.11, “Air Quality.” In summary, this 
mitigation measure requires preparation of a construction emissions dust control plan in 
accordance with SMAQMD’s recommendations to reduce fugitive dust emissions. SAFCA 
and its primary construction contractors shall ensure that dust is not causing a nuisance 
beyond the property line of the construction site. This measure, in combination with the 
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measures, below, that constitute the remainder of Mitigation Measure 4.15(b)(1), would 
reduce the health risk impact to construction workers from inhalation of hazardous materials 
to a less-than-significant level by reducing the amount of potentially contaminated 
construction site dust to which construction workers would be exposed.2 (Similar) 

SAFCA shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-a, “Implement Standard Best Management 
Practices, Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and Comply with 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Conditions,” set forth in Section 
4.6, “Water Quality.” In summary, this mitigation measure requires implementation of 
standard erosions, siltation, and good housekeeping best management practices; preparation 
and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan; and compliance with the 
conditions of the NPDES general stormwater permit for construction activity. As discussed 
in Section 4.6, “Water Quality,” implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-a would reduce 
water quality impacts from temporary construction activities to a less-than-significant level 
because SAFCA would conform with applicable local and state regulations regulating 
construction discharges. (Similar) 

Before the start of any construction activities, SAFCA shall ensure that Phase I ESAs are 
completed for all sites subject to ground disturbance, and that any additional site evaluations 
that be recommended in the Phase I ESAs are conducted. For the following sites where 
Phase I ESAs have been completed, the following additional evaluations (as recommended in 
the applicable Phase I ESAs) shall be completed prior to start of construction or earthmoving 
activities: 

APN 201-0330-019 

► Conduct a limited Phase II ESA to evaluate for pesticide residues, and the possible 
presence of petroleum and/or other hazardous materials associated with on-site ASTs 
and drums. 

APNs 225-0010-038, 225-0010-041, and 225-0010-043 

► Conduct a limited Phase II ESA to evaluate for pesticide residues, and the possible 
presence of petroleum and/or other hazardous materials associated AST tanks and an on-
site vehicle. 

► Conduct a geophysical survey to assess the presence of a possible UST and if present, 
collect soil and/or groundwater samples to evaluate if contamination exists. 

APNs 225-0090-014, 225-0110-050, 225-0101-007, 225-0101-057, 225-0101-058, 
225-0101-061, 225-0110-018, and 225-0110-051 

► Conduct a limited Phase II ESA to evaluate for pesticide residues. 
 

                                                      

2 As discussed in Section 4.11, “Air Quality,” implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-a would reduce project-generated construction-
related emissions in Sacramento County, but it is anticipated that the Phase 4a Project could nonetheless result in emissions that 
substantially contribute to a violation of the ambient air quality standard for PM10. Although the impact would be reduced with 
implementation of this mitigation measure, construction-related emissions for PM10 would remain significant and unavoidable because 
there is no feasible mitigation that would fully reduce project-generated construction-related emissions of PM10 in Sacramento County to 
a less-than-significant level. 
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APN 225-0090-040 (Novak Property) 

► As recommended in the Phase I ESA (Kleinfelder 2009a), a limited Phase II ESA was 
completed to evaluate for pesticide residues. The possible presence of petroleum and/or 
other hazardous materials associated with on-site ASTs, car batteries, burn areas, and 
drums shall be evaluated before the start of earth-moving activities. 

APN 225-0090-069 

► Conduct a limited Phase II ESA to evaluate for pesticide residues. 

► Conduct a geophysical survey to assess the presence of a possible UST and if present, 
collect soil and/or groundwater samples to evaluate if contamination exists. 

APNs 225-0101-003, 225-0101-004, 225-0101-005, 225-0101-006 

► Conduct a limited Phase II ESA to evaluate for pesticide residues. 

► Conduct a geophysical survey to assess the presence of a possible UST and if present, 
collect soil and/or groundwater samples to evaluate if contamination exists. 

APN 225-0210-026 

► Conduct a limited Phase II ESA to evaluate for pesticide residues and residual chemical 
concentrations related to petroleum product surface staining. 

APNs 225-0110-019, 225-0110-020, and 225-0110-037 (Huffstutler Trust/ 
Johnson Property) 

► Conduct additional Phase II ESA work to further evaluate for potentially hazardous 
materials discussed in the Phase I ESA, including potential hydrocarbon contamination, 
miscellaneous refuse, unlabeled containers, and compounds found in aboveground and 
underground structures. 

► Retain an Industrial Hygienist to prepare a Construction Worker Health and Safety Plan. 
The Construction Worker Health and Safety Plan Shall include, but shall not be limited 
to: personal protective equipment for workers, a delineation of the horizontal and vertical 
extent of elevated arsenic levels, a list of required monitoring equipment to be onsite 
during contaminated soil excavation (e.g., air quality meter), and proper procedures in 
the event that stained soil is encountered. 

► Retain a qualified professional to conduct an Ecological Risk Assessment. The 
Ecological Risk Assessment shall include, but shall not be limited to: potential chemicals 
of concern, biological characterization of the site, identification of potential exposure 
pathways, ecological receptors, and recommendations for and implementation of 
remediation, if necessary. 
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APNs 201-0250-015, 201-0270-002, and 201-0270-037 (South Sutter, LLC 
Borrow Site) 

► Conduct a Phase II ESA to evaluate for potentially hazardous materials discussed in the 
Phase I ESA, including potential miscellaneous refuse, unlabeled containers, and ASTs 
may have impacted the soil. 

► Remove, as appropriate, items on site, such as the AST, car batteries, unlabeled storage 
tanks, debris, and water wells in accordance with regional, local, state, and Federal 
regulations. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the potentially significant impact from 
exposure of construction workers and the general public to known hazardous materials at 
project sites under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative to a less-than-significant 
level because steps would be taken to reduce the opportunity of hazardous materials to 
become airborne or enter waterways; consultation with appropriate Federal, state, regional, 
and local agencies would occur; on-site contamination would be removed and properly 
disposed of by a licensed contractor in accordance with Federal, state, regional, and local 
regulations; and any additional site evaluations would be conducted and recommendations 
implemented. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.15-b(2): Complete Investigations Related to the Extent to Which Soil and/or Groundwater May 
Have Been Contaminated in Areas Not Covered by the Phase I and/or II ESAs and Implement Required Measures 
(e.g., Site Management and/or Other Contingency Plans) 

Proposed 
Action and 
RSLIP 
Alternative 

For parcels that will be used for Phase 4a Project borrow activities or where earthmoving 
activities would occur, SAFCA shall ensure that the contractor complete the following prior 
to start of construction and earthmoving activities: 

► Prepare a site management plan, subject to SAFCA review and approval that contains 
protocols and procedures for excavation, use, disposal, and handling of soil containing 
pesticide residues or contaminants, and for identifying possible contamination during 
construction. The plan shall include measures for the safe transport, use, and disposal of 
pesticide residue impacted soil and building debris removed from the site. Soil reuse may 
include: containing portions of the affected topsoil within the core of seepage berms, 
with an overlay of clean soil to prevent surface runoff caused by rainfall erosion on the 
topsoil materials; rip, mix, and/or amend affected topsoil that is re-spread onto borrow 
sites, levee, and/or berm surfaces, to provide a plant growth medium and reduce the 
concentration of pesticide residues in the soil; establish native perennial grasses and 
other perennial vegetation cover (e.g., hay, alfalfa) on these planted surfaces to reduce 
sediment runoff that may be caused by rainfall erosion or surface irrigation; and improve 
the drainage of agricultural lands used as borrow/mitigation sites to reduce ponded water 
and minimize the discharge of sediments into nearby drainages. In the event that 
impacted groundwater is encountered during site excavation activities, the contractor 
shall report the chemical concentrations to the appropriate regulatory agencies, dewater 
the excavated area, and treat the groundwater to remove the chemicals before discharge. 
The contractor shall be required to comply with applicable Federal, state, regional, and 
local laws. The plan shall outline measures for specific handling and reporting 
procedures for hazardous materials and disposal of hazardous materials removed from 
the site at an appropriate off-site disposal facility. The plan shall include, but shall not be 
limited to: delineations of the horizontal and vertical extent and concentration of soil 
contamination; a list of required monitoring equipment to be onsite during soil 
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excavation (e.g., an air quality meter shall be used at the fenceline during dust-producing 
activities); sampling and analysis protocol for additional soil investigations; a list of 
necessary agencies to be contacted if chemical concentrations in water, air, and/or soil 
exceed set threshold limits; and a list of necessary permits, reports, or other compliance 
mechanisms. 

► Retain an industrial hygienist to prepare a construction worker health and safety plan. 
The construction worker health and safety plan shall include, but not be limited to: 
personal protective equipment for workers, a delineation of the horizontal and vertical 
extent of elevated arsenic levels, a list of required monitoring equipment to be on-site 
during contaminated soil excavation (e.g., air quality meter), and proper procedures in 
the event that stained soil is encountered. 

► Retain a qualified professional to conduct an ecological risk assessment on sites found to 
contain levels of contaminant exceeding pertinent ecological risk levels. The ecological 
risk assessment shall include, but not be limited to: potential chemicals of concern, 
biological characterization of the site, identification of potential exposure pathways, 
ecological receptors, and recommendations for and implementation of remediation, 
where feasible and practicable. 

► Retain an air quality specialist to monitor the concentration of particulates of concern in 
the air at the project fenceline, adjacent to residential property to ensure compliance with 
Federal, state, regional, and local regulations, to the extent feasible and practicable. 
Airborne particulate monitoring should be performed in the on-site worker’s breathing 
zone using the Particulate Not Otherwise Specified (NOS) concentrations standard of 5 
mg/m3 as well as at the project boundaries using the Fenceline Particulate NOS goal of 
0.3 mg/m3. 

► Retain a licensed contractor to remove USTs, ASTs, and stained soils in accordance with 
applicable Federal, state, regional, and local regulations. 

► Retain a licensed contractor to remove and dispose of asbestos cement pipe found within 
the project area in accordance with applicable Federal, state, regional, and local 
regulations. 

► Retain a licensed contractor to remove septic systems, water wells, and other 
underground structures, as needed, in accordance with applicable Federal, state, regional, 
and local regulations. 

► Retain an asbestos specialist who is certified by the Cal/OSHA The asbestos specialist 
shall investigate whether asbestos-containing materials or lead-based paints are present 
before demolition of on-site buildings and utilities. If materials containing asbestos or 
lead are found, they shall be removed by an accredited contractor in accordance with 
EPA and Cal/OSHA standards. In addition, activities (construction or demolition) in the 
vicinity of these materials shall comply with Cal/OSHA asbestos and lead worker 
construction standards. The materials containing asbestos and lead shall be disposed of 
properly at an appropriate off-site disposal facility. 

► Obtain an assessment conducted by the Sacramento Municipal Utility District and/or 
Pacific Gas & Electric Company pertaining to the contents of the existing pole-mounted 
transformers that would be relocated as part of the Phase 4a Project. The assessment 
shall determine whether existing on-site electrical transformers contain PCBs and 
whether there are records of spills from such equipment. If equipment containing PCBs 
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is identified, the maintenance and/or disposal of the transformer shall be subject to the 
regulations of the Toxic Substances Control Act under the authority of the Sutter County 
Environmental Health Division and Sacramento County Environmental Management 
Department. 

► Identify oil and gas well locations. Prepare and implement a California Department of 
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources well review program, if necessary. 

► Notify the appropriate Federal, state, regional, and local agencies, as required, if 
evidence of previously undiscovered soil or groundwater contamination (e.g., stained 
soil, odorous groundwater) is encountered during construction activities. Areas with 
chemical concentrations exceeding regulatory levels shall be cleaned up in accordance 
with recommendations made by the Sutter County Environmental Health Division, 
Sacramento Environmental Management Department, Central Valley RWQCB, DTSC or 
other appropriate Federal, state, regional, or local regulatory agencies as generally 
described above. 

► Implement Mitigation Measure 4.14-b, “Verify Utility Locations, Coordinate with Utility 
Providers, Prepare and Implement a Response Plan, and Conduct Worker Training with 
Respect to Accidental Utility Damage,” as set forth in Section 4.7, “Utilities and Service 
Systems.” 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the significant impact from exposure of 
unknown hazardous materials at the project site under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP 
Alternative to a less-than-significant level because potentially hazardous materials would be 
identified; a Site Management Plan that specifies remediation activities and procedures to 
appropriately identify, stockpile, handle, reuse and/or remove and dispose of hazardous 
materials would be prepared and implemented; monitoring activities would ensure that 
construction workers and the general public are not exposed to unsafe levels of hazardous 
substances; and hazardous substances that are encountered would be removed and properly 
disposed of by licensed contractors in accordance with Federal, state, regional, and local 
laws and regulations. (Similar) 

Impact 4.15-c: Risk of Accidental Release of Jet Fuel from Construction Near an Existing Pipeline in Reach 11B of the 
Sacramento River East Levee 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for 
accidental upset of the jet fuel pipeline. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
A levee failure in the Natomas Basin could result in flooding that could damage the jet fuel pipeline. Because the 
effects of a levee failure are unpredictable and because the magnitude, extent, and severity of an accidental upset 
if it were to occur is too speculative, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. 
Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. 
(Currently Unknown) 
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Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

A 12-inch diameter pipeline that supplies jet fuel, primarily consisting of kerosene, from the Port of Sacramento 
to the Airport traverses the Phase 4a Project footprint through Reach 11B of the Sacramento River east levee. The 
pipeline, which is owned and operated by Wickland Pipelines, LLC, descends below the Sacramento River from 
West Sacramento and, near entry into the Natomas Basin, ascends for approximately 500 feet, where it remains 
approximately parallel to the ground surface at a depth of 5–10 feet below ground surface until reaching the 
Airport. A shut-off valve is located at the point where the pipeline becomes parallel to the ground surface, 
approximately 300 feet from the existing landside toe of the levee. Because a 500-foot-wide seepage berm may be 
required in Reach 11B, a new riser stem may be installed on the shut-off valve to maintain access to it (see 
Section 2.3.1.1, “Sacramento River East Levee,” for more detail). It is expected that installation of the riser stem 
could be completed without interfering with the distribution of jet fuel. Construction specifications for the riser 
extension would be reviewed by Wickland Pipelines, LLC, which would also supervise the construction activities 
affecting the pipeline. 

Other construction activities that would take place in the vicinity of the pipeline would include relocation of 
power poles, ground clearance prior to construction of the levee improvements, placement of fill material and 
grading of levee and berm structures, and shallow (1 foot deep) excavation for the relocated Riverside (highline) 
canal. Construction of the seepage berm would involve grading and vegetation removal, followed by spreading 
and compacting of borrow material. Clearing and grading activities generally would not penetrate more than a few 
inches below the ground surface. However, the removal of several trees along Powerline Road by using backhoes 
could damage the pipeline through direct disturbance several feet below ground or by exerting uneven pressure to 
the pipeline. 

Damage to the pipeline could result in a substantial release in jet fuel. According to Wickland Pipelines, LLC’s 
Oil Spill Contingency Plan, the worst case discharge scenario could result in the release of up to 32,172 gallons of 
jet fuel. A release of jet fuel could contaminate groundwater, surface water, soil, and air, and potentially affect 
aquatic and terrestrial wildlife and vegetation in the vicinity of the rupture. Additionally, release of jet fuel into 
the environment could cause a variety of adverse health effects to people within the vicinity, which could range 
from skin irritation to coma and death. Jet fuel also contains naphthalene, a chemical that may be carcinogenic to 
humans with repeated or prolonged exposure. 

An accidental release could provide fuel for a potential fire. Construction equipment or construction practices 
could provide an ignition source for the jet fuel, particularly on days in which temperatures are higher, allowing 
for the fuel to vaporize. Depending upon the size, location, and extent of the release, a jet-fuel-fire could result in 
substantial loss, injury, or death, and produce chemicals that could adversely affect air quality (e.g., carbon 
monoxide, airborne solids) (Chevron Energy Research & Technology Company 2003). 

Because there is a potential for accidental damage during construction to the jet fuel pipeline that could result in a 
spill of a hazardous substance into the environment that could adversely affect human health and the natural 
environment, this impact is considered to be potentially significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.15-c: Review Design Specifications and Prepare and Implement an Impact Avoidance and 
Contingency Plan in Consultation with Wickland Pipelines, LLC 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

Prior to issuance of construction contract bid requests for the Phase 4a Project, SAFCA and 
its engineering and design consultants shall ensure that Wickland Pipelines, LLC has 
approved design specifications and impact avoidance and safety measures for construction 
activities within 50 feet of the jet fuel pipeline (CCR Title 8, Section 1541). Construction 
specifications to be approved with Wickland Pipelines, LLC include, but are not limited to, 
the type of construction and equipment (e.g., bulldozers, graders, excavators) and the 
location and depth of earth-moving activities near the pipeline (i.e., 50 feet). All excavation 
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and construction in the vicinity (i.e., 50 feet) of the jet fuel pipeline shall be undertaken in 
strict conformity with the most recent version of the Best Practices of the Common Ground 
Alliance available. 

Prior to the start of earthmoving activities, an impact avoidance and contingency plan shall 
be prepared and implemented by SAFCA in consultation with Wickland Pipelines, LLC. The 
plan shall include, but shall not be limited to: 

► a contingency plan for actions to take in the event of damage to the pipeline or release of 
jet fuel, which shall include chain of command and notification procedures, worker 
safety, pipeline security, wildlife care, response procedures, necessary permits for 
response actions, and waste handling and disposal; 

► a worker health and safety plan and worker training that shall consider personal 
protective equipment, operations safety within 50 feet of the pipeline, and a contact list 
for reporting and obtaining medical service; and 

► a method to provide the Airport with jet fuel in the event that the pipeline incurs 
substantial damage. 

Agreements made between SAFCA, SAFCA’s contractor, and Wickland Pipelines, LLC 
shall be in compliance with applicable Federal and state regulations (e.g., Hazardous Liquid 
Pipeline Safety Act, Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002, Cal OSHA regulations). 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact of accidental 
release of jet fuel due to damage of the jet fuel pipeline under the Proposed Action and the 
RSLIP Alternative to a less-than-significant level because excavation and construction 
activities within 50 feet of the jet fuel pipeline will be implemented in conformity with the 
Best Practices of the Common Ground Alliance, and an impact avoidance plan and design 
specifications would be agreed upon by SAFCA and Wickland Pipelines, LLC prior to 
issuance of construction bid requests, ensuring contractor compliance with avoidance and 
safety measures related to the jet fuel pipeline. (Similar) 

Impact 4.15-d: Interference with an Adopted Emergency Evacuation Plan 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to interfere with adopted emergency evacuation plans. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. A 
levee failure in the Natomas Basin could result in flooding that could damage roadways. Road closures could 
create increases in traffic levels that could interfere with the use of main roadways for emergency evacuation 
routes. Because the effects of a levee failure are unpredictable, a precise determination of significance is not 
possible and cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative for 
meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 
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Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

The Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative would increase traffic on local roadways associated with 
construction trips. In 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. This impact is considered significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.15-d: Notify State and Local Emergency Management Agencies about Project Construction and 
Coordinate Any SR 99/70 Detours with these Agencies to Ensure That Any Need for Emergency Use Is Not 
Significantly Impaired 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA shall implement Mitigation Measures 4.10-a and 4.10-c, set forth in Section 4.10, 
“Traffic and Circulation,” to avoid impairment of the use of SR 99/70 as an emergency 
evacuation route. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the impact from the potential 
interference with an adopted emergency evacuation plan under the Proposed Action and the 
RSLIP Alternative to a less-than-significant level because the appropriate state and local 
agencies would be involved in implementing detours to ensure acceptable traffic flow and 
reduce the risk of impairment to emergency evacuation routes. (Similar) 

Impact 4.15-e: Hazardous Emissions or Handling of Hazardous or Acutely Hazardous Materials, Substances, or 
Waste within One-Quarter Mile of an Existing or Proposed School 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to release hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
A levee failure in the Natomas Basin could result in flooding that could damage the Natomas Basin in such a way 
that hazardous substances could be emitted or handled within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 
Because the effects of a levee failure are unpredictable, a precise determination of significance is not possible and 
cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful 
consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Natomas Middle School, located at 3700 Del Paso Road, is located within one-quarter mile of a portion of the 
Fisherman’s Lake Area. In addition, the Natomas Unified School District is planning to construct a high school 
and elementary school (West Lakeside) to be located on parcels within one-quarter mile of the Fisherman’s Lake 
Area. The Twin Rivers Unified School District is planning to open a high school to be located on the parcel 
containing the Twin Rivers Unified School District soil stockpile and adjacent to the Krumenacher Borrow Site. 
Construction and maintenance activities and borrow excavation would involve the use of potentially hazardous 
materials, such as fuels (gasoline and diesel), oils and lubricants, and cleaners (which could include solvents and 
corrosives in addition to soaps and detergents), that are commonly used in construction projects. Additionally, 
undocumented contaminated soil or water may be found during construction. Because the potential exists for 
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exposure to both known and previously unknown hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of a school during 
construction activities, this impact is considered significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.15-e: Notify the Natomas Unified School District and Applicable Schools with Jurisdiction within 
One-Quarter Mile of Project Construction Activities 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA shall provide written notification of the project to each of the affected schools and 
the Natomas and Twin Rivers Unified School Districts within 30 days prior to certification 
of this EIS/EIR and shall consult with the Natomas and Twin Rivers Unified School Districts 
regarding the potential impacts on schoolchildren from hazards associated with project 
implementation. SAFCA provided written notification on April 21, 2009, which occurred 
prior to certification of the EIR. 

By fulfilling this mitigation measure, SAFCA reduced all previously identified significant 
impacts associated with hazardous materials emissions related to schools within one-quarter 
mile of the project area to a less-than-significant level because under CEQA, the 
notification process is considered to satisfy the requirements of CEQA (PRC Section 
21151.4). (Similar) 

Impact 4.15-f: Temporary Aircraft Safety Hazards Resulting from Project Construction Activities Within or Near the 
Airport Critical Zone 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to introduce a safety hazard within or near the Airport Critical Zone. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
Extensive night lighting may be necessary near or within the Airport Critical Zone for emergency operations, 
which could pose a potential safety hazard. Because the effects of a levee failure are unpredictable, a precise 
determination of significance is not possible and cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, this potential 
impact is considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

The I-5 Borrow Area, a potential source of soil borrow for the Phase 4a Project, overlaps with the Airport Critical 
Zone (Plate 2-6a). Extensive night lighting of construction work and security lighting of construction staging 
areas at night within these areas could interfere with nighttime aircraft landing operations and create a safety 
hazard related to aircraft landings. This impact is considered significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.15-f: Coordinate Work in the Critical Zone with Airport Operations and Restrict Night Lighting 
Within and Near the Runway Approaches 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA and its primary construction contractors shall ensure that the following mitigation is 
implemented to avoid interference of construction activities with Airport operations. 

► No borrow activities shall be conducted within the Airport Critical Zone during 
nighttime hours. 
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► All project-related nighttime lighting that is in, or is aligned with, the Airport runway 
approach zones (Sacramento River east levee Reaches 10–11A) shall be directed 
downward to avoid potential interference with nighttime aircraft operations. 

► SAFCA shall ensure that the SCAS is informed in advance of the timing and nature of all 
construction activities within the Airport Critical Zone, and shall coordinate with SCAS 
during final project design to ensure that all appropriate safety precautions within the 
Airport Critical Zone are incorporated into the construction plans. Additionally, 
requirements provided by the FAA, not incorporated into this document, shall be 
followed. 

► SAFCA shall submit the FAA form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or 
Alteration, which notifies the FAA of construction or alteration that might affect 
navigable airspace. This form must be submitted to the FAA at least 30 days before the 
earlier of the following dates: (1) the date the proposed construction or alteration is 
proposed to begin, or (2) the date an application for a construction permit is to be filed. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the temporary aircraft safety hazard 
impact from project construction activities within or near the Airport Critical Zone under the 
Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative to a less-than-significant level, because all 
nighttime lighting would be directed downward and SAFCA would coordinate with SCAS to 
ensure that all appropriate safety precautions are taken within the Critical Zone. (Similar) 

Impact 4.15-g: Potential for Higher Frequency of Collisions between Aircraft and Wildlife at Sacramento International 
Airport 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to increase the number of wildlife at the Airport. None of the proposed borrow site activities, dewatering, 
filling, canal replacement, removal and replacement of trees, or creation of habitat described for the Proposed 
Action and the RSLIP Alternative would occur. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. Flooding 
is likely to result in changes in land surface in some areas, and areas retaining water for long periods even after 
floodwaters have receded. These conditions could result in high numbers of birds being attracted to the lands 
around the Airport (which is in a low-elevation area in the Basin) in the months following flooding and the 
resumption of Airport operations, increasing the potential for collisions between aircraft and wildlife. Because the 
effects of a levee failure are unpredictable, a precise determination of significance is not possible and cannot be 
made. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative for meaningful 
consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

The Airport has one of the highest numbers of reported wildlife strikes with aircraft of all California airports 
(SCAS 2007). Collisions between aircraft and wildlife compromise the safety of aircraft passengers and flight 
crews. In an attempt to reduce wildlife collisions with aircraft, SCAS has maintained and implemented the 
WHMP for more than 10 years at the Airport. The plan identifies routine maintenance, hazardous wildlife habitat 
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manipulation, and other land management activities as the most effective long-term preemptive measures for 
reducing wildlife hazards. 

As described in FAA’s AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports, the FAA 
recommends a separation distance of 10,000 feet between the Airport Operations Area and hazardous wildlife 
attractants (FAA 2007); this area is identified as the Airport Critical Zone. Additionally, the FAA recommends a 
distance of 5 statute miles between the farthest edge of the Airport Operations Area and hazardous wildlife 
attractants (FAA 2007). Open water and agricultural crops are recognized as being the greatest wildlife attractants 
in the Airport vicinity, and rice cultivation is considered the most incompatible agricultural crop because of its 
flooding regime. Wildlife attractants near the runways are of greatest concern because, nationally, 74% of bird-
aircraft strikes occurred at or below 500 feet above ground level (Cleary, Dolbeer, and Wright 2004). The area 
within a 10,000-foot radius of the Airport Operations Area is where arriving and departing aircraft are typically 
operating at or below 2,000 feet, an altitude that also corresponds with most bird activity (SCAS 2007). 

Generally, the Airport Critical Zone is currently used for agricultural purposes, a land use practice that is 
considered to attract hazardous wildlife. Implementation of the Phase 4a Project would not increase the amount of 
hazardous wildlife habitat. The I-5 Borrow Area, a potential source of soil borrow for the Phase 4a Project, 
overlaps with the Airport Critical Zone (Plate 2-6a). Any borrow sites used in this area would be returned to their 
previous agricultural land uses following borrow activities and would not be developed into new land uses that 
would attract hazardous wildlife, such as wetlands, water management facilities, or golf courses, as described in 
FAA’s AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports. Following construction, the 
slopes of the proposed levee improvements and associated seepage berms, which overlap with the Airport Critical 
Zone in Reaches 10–11A of the Sacramento River east levee, would be seeded to create managed grassland. 

Because the Phase 4a Project would not increase the amount of habitat considered to attract hazardous wildlife 
within the Airport Critical Zone, the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to Airport and wildlife collisions. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation is required. 

Impact 4.15-h: Potential Exposure to Wildland Fires 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no construction activities would occur; therefore, no potential exists for the 
project to expose people or structures to wildland fires. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. 
A recently flooded area is not likely to be dry enough to sustain a fire that would pose significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death. However, if accumulated debris from uprooted vegetation or structures remained in place long enough to 
dry out, there would be a potential for increased fire hazard. However, the potential for such an occurrence is 
uncertain, and the magnitude of the effect cannot be predicted; therefore, a precise determination of significance is 
not possible and cannot be made. Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered too speculative 
for meaningful consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

Although no “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones” are located in the project area, and the majority of Sutter 
and Sacramento Counties is located in either a “nonflammable” or “moderate” zone for wildland fires, the project 
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components would be constructed in locations where physical and weather conditions may combine to lead to a 
high risk of fire hazard. Construction equipment or construction practices could ignite fires that may result in 
wildland fires and expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death under some 
circumstances. This potential impact is considered significant. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.15-h: Prepare and Implement a Fire Management Plan to Minimize Potential for Wildland Fires 

Proposed Action 
and RSLIP 
Alternative 

SAFCA and its primary contractors for engineering design and construction shall prepare 
and implement a fire management plan in coordination with the appropriate emergency 
service and/or fire-suppression agencies of the applicable local jurisdictions before beginning 
project construction. The plan shall describe fire prevention and response methods, including 
fire precaution, pre-suppression, and suppression measures that are consistent with the 
policies and standards of the affected jurisdictions. All materials and equipment required for 
implementation of the plan shall be maintained on-site. All construction personnel shall be 
made familiar with the contents of the plan before construction activities begin. 

Implementing this mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact from exposure to 
wildland fires under the Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative to a less-than-
significant level, because a plan to provide project-specific fire prevention and response 
would be implemented. (Similar) 

4.15.3 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
Impacts associated with spills of hazardous materials, exposure to hazardous materials or interference with 
emergency evacuation, increased hazards in the vicinity of the Airport or increased frequency of wildlife 
airstrikes, and increased wildfire hazards due to the No-Action Alternative are uncertain. Because of this 
uncertainty, these potential impacts are considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. Additionally, 
mitigation measures cannot be required for the No-Action Alternative; therefore, impacts that result from the No-
Action Alternative would not be mitigated. 

Implementation of the mitigation measures described in this section for the Proposed Action and the RSLIP 
Alternative would reduce all potential impacts associated with spills of hazardous materials, accidental risk of 
upset from potential damage to the jet fuel pipeline during construction, exposure to hazardous materials or 
interference with emergency evacuation, increased hazards in the vicinity of the Airport or increased frequency of 
wildlife airstrikes, and increased wildfire hazards to less-than-significant levels. 
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4.16 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Environmental justice is defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Office of Environmental 
Justice as “the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, 
or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
and policies.” Fair treatment means that “no group of people, including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, 
shall bear a disproportionate share of negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, 
and commercial operations or the execution of Federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies.” Analysis of 
project effects on environmental justice is required by NEPA. 

4.16.1 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

4.16.1.1 METHODOLOGY 

The following analysis is based on Environmental Justice, Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy 
Act, prepared by the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the Executive Office of the President (CEQ 
1997). Although none of the published guidelines define the term “disproportionately high and adverse,” CEQ 
includes a non-quantitative definition stating that an effect is disproportionate if it appreciably exceeds the risk or 
benefit rate to the general population. 

Under the CEQ guidelines, the first step in conducting an environmental justice analysis is to determine the 
presence of minority and low-income populations (CEQ 1997:25). The second step of an environmental justice 
analysis requires that the Federal agency determine if the Federal action would result in disproportionately high or 
adverse health or environmental effects (CEQ 1997:26). The CEQ guidance indicates that when determining 
whether the effects are high and adverse, agencies are to consider whether the risks or rates of impact “are 
significant (as employed by NEPA) or above generally accepted norms” (CEQ 1997:26). The CEQ offers a non-
quantitative definition stating that an effect is disproportionate if it appreciably exceeds the risk or rate to the 
general population (CEQ 1997:26). The environmental justice analysis is based on a review of relevant 
demographic data to define the relative proportion of minority and low-income populations in the Natomas Basin 
in order to determine whether the Proposed Action or alternatives under consideration would result in 
environmental justice impacts on the relevant populations. (See Section 3.16, “Environmental Justice,” and 
Appendix H for the demographic data used to conduct this analysis.) 

This section compiles demographic data on income and minority status for census block groups that occur in the 
Natomas Basin, and then compares these data with the demographic profiles of Sutter and Sacramento County to 
determine if the Natomas Basin contains significant minority or low-income populations. Table 3.16-1 presents 
the relative proportion of the population that responded as members of minorities or as low-income households 
during the 2000 Census. These data are based upon Appendix H, which compiles and explains the source of these 
data (U.S. Census Bureau 2006). 

The Natomas Basin does not contain a significant low-income population, as indicated in Table 3.16-1 
(e.g., greater than 50% of the total population or substantially greater than in Sacramento or Sutter Counties. 
The Sutter County portion of the Natomas Basin has a minority population that is less than 50% of the total 
(23.34%), and is also lower than the proportion of minorities in Sacramento and Sutter Counties. The Sacramento 
County portion of the Natomas Basin, however, does contain a significant minority population (60.35% of the 
total population for those census block groups). 

4.16.1.2 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

To prove a violation of Federal environmental justice principles, low-income populations, individuals belonging 
to minority populations, and/or minority populations (i.e., Native American or Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific 
Islander, black, not of Hispanic origin, or Hispanic) must be affected by the project. According to CEQ, two types 
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of environmental justice impacts may exist: disproportionately high and adverse human health effects and 
disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects. Determination of disproportionately high and adverse 
human health effects considers whether any of the following, described below, would exist. 

► The health effects, which may be measured in risks and rates, are significant (as employed by NEPA), or 
above the generally accepted norm. Adverse health effects may include bodily impairment, infirmity, illness, 
or death. 

► The risk or rate of hazard exposure by a minority population, low-income population, or Native American 
tribe to an environmental hazard is significant (as employed by NEPA) and appreciably exceed the risk or rate 
to the general population or other appropriate comparison group. 

► The health effects occur in a minority population, low-income population, or Native American tribe affected 
by cumulative or multiple adverse exposures from environmental hazards. 

Determination of a disproportionately high and adverse environmental effect considers whether any of the 
following, described below, would exist. 

► There is or would be an impact on the natural or physical environment that significantly (as employed by 
NEPA) and adversely affects a minority population, low-income population, or Native American tribe. Such 
effects may include ecological, cultural, human health, economic, or social impacts on minority communities, 
low-income communities, or Native American tribes when those impacts are interrelated to impacts on the 
natural or physical environment. 

► The environmental effects are significant (as employed by NEPA) and are or may be having an adverse 
impact on minority populations, low-income populations, or Native American tribes that appreciably exceeds 
or is likely to appreciably exceed those on the general population or other appropriate comparison group. 

► The environmental effects occur or would occur in a minority population, low-income population, or Native 
American tribe affected by cumulative or multiple adverse exposures from environmental hazards. 

4.16.2 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 4.16-a: Potential to Have a Disproportionate High and Adverse Environmental Impact On Any Minority Or Low-
Income Populations 

No-Action Alternative 

No Project Construction 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no improvements would be made to the Natomas perimeter levee system and 
there would be no potential to have disproportionately high and adverse environmental impacts on any minority 
or low-income populations. There would be no impact. (Lesser) 

Potential Levee Failure 

Without improvements to the Natomas perimeter levee system, the risk of levee failure would remain high. If the 
primary location of flooding occurred in the Sacramento portion of the Basin, flooding could cause 
disproportionately impact to minority or low-income populations by causing displacement of people from their 
homes, disruption of business, damage to property, and injury or death. However, it is equally probable that a 
levee breach would occur in the northern half of the Basin (in Sutter County), which has relatively low population 
density and a low minority population in relation to the total population (23.34%). Determination of the location, 
and thus the impact of a levee breach is speculative. Therefore, a precise determination of significance is not 
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possible and cannot be made because the location and extent of the magnitude of the potential impact is unknown. 
Because of this uncertainty, this potential impact is considered to be too speculative for meaningful 
consideration. (Currently Unknown) 

Proposed Action and RSLIP Alternative 

The Phase 4a Project would reduce the risk of flooding to existing residential, commercial, and industrial land 
uses in the Natomas Basin. Although there are low-income and minority populations present in the Sacramento 
County portion of project area, as described above, the flood protection benefits of the project would accrue to all 
segments of the population in the Natomas Basin. Environmental impacts would be confined primarily to the 
work along the Sacramento River east levee, the NCC, and associated borrow sites. The large, concentrated 
population centers containing most of the residents of the Natomas Basin (and thus minority populations) occur 
east of I-5, in the southeastern portion of the Basin, in Sacramento County. While people residing in these 
population centers would benefit from the Proposed Action or RSLIP Alternative, most environmental impacts 
would not directly affect them because such effects would be confined to the project footprint and the immediate 
surrounding areas. Temporary exposure to construction noise, dust, and light and glare during project construction 
would be experienced within the project area. Air quality impacts, and the contribution to the health effects 
associated with poor air quality, would accrue to the entire air basin and thus would not disproportionately affect 
minority populations in the Sacramento County portion of the Natomas Basin. No permanent residential 
relocations would occur in low-income areas or areas with high minority populations. Therefore, the project 
would have no disproportionately high and adverse environmental impact on any minority or low-income 
populations in the Natomas Basin. 

Executive Order 12898, which is described more fully in Chapter 6.0, “Compliance with Federal Environmental 
Laws and Regulations,” requires that the lead Federal agency consider the effects of an action on Native 
American tribes and determine if the adverse effects are disproportionate relative to the beneficial aspects of the 
action. As described in Section 4.8, “Cultural Resources,” many elements of the project have the potential to 
adversely affect cultural resources that possess particular cultural significance and value to Native American 
individuals and organizations that are culturally affiliated with the prehistoric inhabitants of the Natomas Basin. 
Construction of improvements such as seepage berms and cutoff walls, as well as the excavation of large 
quantities of borrow from a range of possible sites, has the potential to damage prehistoric archaeological 
assemblages, including interred skeletal remains. The ancestors of the Native American tribes that dwelled on the 
project site in the past may not necessarily experience the direct beneficial aspect of flood damage reduction in the 
Natomas region. This raises an environmental justice concern because the project could result in disturbance to 
and/or damage of cultural resources of importance to the Native American community, while the Native 
American community would not receive a proportionate benefit from flood damage reduction because they live in 
dispersed locations, largely outside of the Natomas Basin. This is a significant impact with respect to 
environmental justice. (Similar) 

Mitigation Measure 4.16-a: Increase the Direct Benefits of the Project for the Ancestors of the Native American Tribes 

Proposed 
Action and 
Strengthen- 
Levee-in-Place 
Alternative 

As part of the Phase 4a Project, SAFCA proposes to acquire various properties in the 
Natomas Basin as compensation for the project’s potential impacts, as required under Federal 
and state laws. As part of the process for restoring these lands, SAFCA shall implement the 
following measures to address environmental justice and increase the direct benefits to the 
ancestors of the Native American tribes that would bear disproportionate adverse effects: 

► consult with appropriate Native American representatives to identify plant species of 
value for traditional cultural uses; 
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► consult with Native American representatives to identify traditional cultural activities 
that could occur on these lands, consistent with habitat conservation and safety 
objectives; 

► to the extent feasible, include identified plant species in the planting palettes developed 
for habitat conservation; 

► to the extent feasible, establish easements or other protective measures on these 
properties that include access for appropriate Native American representatives for plant 
gathering and other traditional cultural activities; and 

► where feasible, also provide access to appropriate Native American representatives to the 
river front on acquired parcels that have access to the Sacramento River, provided that 
access does not permit the construction of physical structures on the levee, beaches, or in 
the river without prior approval from the appropriate regulatory agency. 

Implementation of these measures would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level 
because it would provide the ancestors of the Native American tribes with a benefit that 
would offset the disproportionate burden created by impacts to cultural resources of concern, 
and of great value to the Native American community, caused by the Proposed Action and 
the RSLIP Alternative. (Similar) 

4.16.3 RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

In the event of a levee failure under the No-Action Alternative, impacts to minority or low-income populations or 
Native American tribes are uncertain. Because of this uncertainty, these potential impacts are considered too 
speculative for meaningful consideration. Additionally, mitigation measures cannot be required for the No-Action 
Alternative; therefore impacts that result from the No-Action Alternative would not be mitigated. 

With implementation of the mitigation measures described in this section, project implementation would not 
result in any residual significant impacts related to environmental justice. 
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5 CUMULATIVE AND GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS, AND 
OTHER STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 

5.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The following analysis includes the overall cumulative impacts of the Natomas Levee Improvement Program 
(NLIP) Phase 4a Project taken together with other past, present, and probable (i.e., reasonably foreseeable) future 
projects producing related impacts, as required by NEPA implementing regulations (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 1508.7) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 
15130). The goal of such an exercise is twofold: first, to determine whether the effects of all such projects would 
be cumulatively significant; and second, to determine whether the Phase 4a Project individually would cause a 
“cumulatively considerable” (and thus significant) incremental contribution to any such cumulatively significant 
impacts. (See the State CEQA Guidelines [CCR Sections 15064(h), 15065(a)(3), 15130(a), 15130(b), and 
15355(b)] and Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 
120.) 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing provisions of NEPA define cumulative 
impacts as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) 
or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative effects can result from individually minor, 
but collectively significant, actions over time and differ from indirect impacts (40 CFR 1508.8). They are caused 
by the incremental increase in total environmental effects when the evaluated project is added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative impacts can thus arise from causes that are totally 
unrelated to the project being evaluated, and the analysis of cumulative impacts looks at the life cycle of the 
effects, not the project at issue. 

Cumulative impacts are defined in the State CEQA Guidelines (CCR Section 15355) as “two or more individual 
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts.” A cumulative impact occurs from “the change in the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects (see also CCR Section 15130[a][1]). Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time” (CCR Section 15355[b]). 

Consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines (CCR Section 15130[a]), the following discussion of cumulative 
impacts focuses on significant and potentially significant cumulative impacts. The State CEQA Guidelines (CCR 
Section 15130[b]) state that: 

The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood 
of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects 
attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality 
and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other 
projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the 
cumulative impact. 

This section identifies the resources that would be significantly adversely affected by the project in combination 
with other actions, and assesses the extent of potential cumulative impacts. To frame the discussion of cumulative 
impacts, a description of relevant NLIP environmental documents that are incorporated by reference is provided 
below. 
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5.1.1 GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE AND TIMEFRAME 

The geographic area that could be affected by the proposed project varies depending on the type of environmental 
issue being considered. When the effects of the proposed project are considered in combination with those other 
past, present, and future projects to identify cumulative impacts, the other projects considered may also vary 
depending on the type of environmental effects being assessed. The general geographic area associated with 
different environmental effects of the proposed project defines the boundaries of the area used for compiling the 
list of projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis. Table 5-1 presents the general geographic areas 
associated with the different resources addressed in this FEIS. 

The timeframe for consideration of cumulative impacts is approximately 30 years, generally consistent with the 
timeframe for buildout of approved and proposed specific plan development projects in the Natomas Basin. 

5.1.2 APPROACH TO PHASE 4A PROJECT CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSES 

The Phase 4a Project cumulative impact analysis incorporates by reference the cumulative impact analyses from 
previous NLIP environmental documents. Information that was not known at the time of preparation of the earlier 
documents is also presented in this chapter, as well as any cumulative impacts not previously covered in the 
earlier documents. The analysis specifically addresses the potential cumulative effects from the overlap of 
construction of the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects, if it occurs (i.e., a reasonable worst-case scenario). As discussed in 
Section 5.1.8, below, any overlapping construction of these three project phases may increase the severity of an 
environmental effect in the event that these phases are constructed simultaneously. 

5.1.3 SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSES FROM PREVIOUS NATOMAS 
LEVEE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 

This document analyzes the Phase 4a Project, in accordance with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. Because 
this document provides project-level analysis that is tiered from previous program-level analysis, relevant 
material from the previous documents (listed below) is incorporated by reference in accordance with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15150(c). Incorporation by reference is encouraged by both NEPA (40 CFR 1500.4, 1502.21) 
and CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15150). Both NEPA and CEQA require brief citation and 
summary of the referenced material and the public availability of this material. CEQA also requires citation of the 
state identification number (i.e., State Clearinghouse Number) of the previous EIRs cited. 

This section summarizes the analysis of cumulative impacts conducted for (1) the funding mechanisms that 
provide funding for the project, (2) the NLIP as a whole, (3) the Phase 2 Project, and (4) the Phase 3 Project. The 
program-level and cumulative impact analyses contained in the following documents are incorporated by 
reference herein: 

► Environmental Impact Report on Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control 
Improvements for the Sacramento Area, State Clearinghouse No. 2006072098 (SAFCA 2007a) (Local 
Funding EIR); 

► Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Landside Improvements Project, 
State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016 (SAFCA 2007b) (Phase 2 EIR); 

► Environmental Impact Statement for 408 Permission and 404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood Control 
Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project (USACE 2008) (Phase 2 EIS); 
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Table 5-1 
Geographic Areas that Would Be Affected by the Phase 4a Project 

Resource Area Geographic Area 

Agriculture Natomas Basin, with regional implications 

Land use Not applicable, because the only potential impacts on land use from the project relate to 
possible inconsistency with adopted land use plans and policies, and inconsistency with 
policies is not cumulative. Land use is not addressed further in this cumulative impact 
analysis 

Socioeconomics, population and 
housing 

Local (population and housing near the project site) 

Geology, soils, and mineral 
resources 

Individual construction sites and other ground disturbance sites within the Natomas 
Basin 

Hydrology Drainage system on the west and east sides of the Natomas Basin and individual grading 
sites 

Hydraulics Sacramento River system in the vicinity of Natomas Basin  

Groundwater Natomas Basin 

Water quality Ditches and canals on the west and east sides of the Natomas Basin, with implications 
for the Sacramento River system in the vicinity of Natomas Basin 

Biological resources  

Woodland habitat Natomas Basin, with regional implications 

Wildlife corridors Natomas Basin, with regional implications 

Sensitive aquatic habitat Natomas Basin 

Special status plant species Natomas Basin, with regional implications 

Special status wildlife species Natomas Basin, with regional implications 

Fish and aquatic habitats Habitat at individual waterside improvement sites, with regional implications for species 

Cultural resources Individual ground disturbance sites, with regional implications 

Paleontological resources Individual ground disturbance sites within the Natomas Basin 

Transportation and circulation Roadway network in the Natomas Basin, with regional implications 

Air quality Regional (FRAQMD and SMAQMD); global for greenhouse gas emissions 

Noise Immediate vicinity of the individual sites of construction activity 

Recreation Local (facilities near construction sites) 

Visual resources Individual levee improvement sites and landscape level 

Utilities and service systems Local service areas 

Hazards and hazardous materials Individual construction and other ground disturbance sites 

Airport safety Airport 

Wildlife hazards Individual construction sites within the Natomas Basin 

Environmental justice Natomas Basin and affected Tribe 

Notes: Airport = Sacramento International Airport; FRAQMD = Feather River Air Quality Management District; SMAQMD = Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; NA = not applicable; SMAQMD = Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2009 
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► 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 7th Street, 7th 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 (NOX) and respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers 
or less (PM10), 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 PM10, 
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 PM10. 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 PM10), 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 PM10, carbon dioxide (CO2) 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 CO2. 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 (PM10). 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 PM10 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 PM10, CO2 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 CO2. 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 PM10. 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 PM10 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 PM10, CO2 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 CO2. 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. 

5.1.4 SAFCA NATOMAS LEVEE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The SAFCA NLIP includes: 

► NLIP Natomas Cross Canal South Levee Phase 1 Improvements (Phase 1 Project), 
► 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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5.1.4.1 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, NOX, 
and PM10 during Construction 
(Significant and Unavoidable) 

The combination of construction equipment from the Phase 2, 3, 
and 4a Projects operating simultaneously would generate greater 
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 
Applicable Air Quality Plan 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

Construction-generated emissions were estimated under the worst-
case assumption that the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects would be 
constructed in the same year. See Section 4.11, “Air Quality,” for 
quantitative analysis. This impact would be potentially significant. 

Impact 4.12-c: Temporary, Short-term Exposure of 
Residents to Increased Traffic Noise Levels from 
Truck Hauling Associated With Borrow Activity 
(Significant Unavoidable Impacts for exterior 
residential noise standards) 

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 noise on public 
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 
Irrigation Water Supply and Impact 4.14-b Potential 
Disruption of Utility Service 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

Detailed project design would include consultation with all known 
service providers to identify infrastructure locations and 
appropriate protection measures, and consultation would continue 
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 
Emergency Evacuation Plan  
(Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

The Proposed Action and the RSLIP Alternative would increase 
traffic on local roadways associated with construction trips. In 
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; PM10 =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. 

5.1.5 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. 

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/USACE 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). 

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). 

5.1.6 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. 

5.1.7 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 or System Project Title Lead Agency/Agencies Status of Section 

408 Request 
Previously Approved Section 408 Projects  

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

Feather River Segment 1 and 3 
Improvements 

Three Rivers Levee 
Improvement Authority  

Approved 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

Feather River Segment 2 Improvements Three Rivers Levee 
Improvement Authority  

Approved 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

Natomas Cross Canal and Sacramento River 
modifications – Phase 2 Project 

SAFCA Approved 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

Feather River Levee Setback at Star Bend Levee District 1 of Sutter 
County 

Approved 

Ongoing Section 408 Projects 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

Natomas Levee Improvement Program – 
Phase 3 Project 

SAFCA Decision anticipated 
early 2010 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

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

SAFCA Decision anticipated 
2010 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

Natomas Levee Improvement Program – 
Phase 4b Project 

SAFCA Decision anticipated 
2010 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

River Islands Califia, LLC Decision anticipated 
2010 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

2010 Improvements West Sacramento Flood 
Control Agency 

Decision anticipated 
spring 2010 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

2011 Improvements West Sacramento Flood 
Control Agency 

Decision anticipated 
winter 2011 

Anticipated Future Section 408 Projects 

San Joaquin River Flood 
Control System 

Levee Seepage Area Project Reclamation District 17 Decision anticipated 
2011 

San Joaquin River Flood 
Control System 

Urban Protection Project San Joaquin Area Flood 
Control Agency 

Decision anticipated 
2011 

Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

Bay Delta Conservation Plan California Department of 
Water Resources 

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.  

► Light and 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. 

5.1.8 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. 

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 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 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 PM10. 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. 



FEIS   NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project  
Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts 5-34 USACE 
and Other Statutory Requirements 

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 PM10, CO2 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 CO2. 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 CO2 during 2010 associated with mobile equipment exhaust. CO2 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 CO2/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 CO2/year was 
recommended by the Market Advisory Committee for inclusion in a GHG cap and trade system, a threshold 
of 10,000 metric tons CO2e/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 CO2e/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 CO2/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 CO2/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 PM10 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 
CO2 emissions during 2010. This would be well below 25,000 metric tons CO2/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 (El 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 accommodate 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. 

 



 



NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project  FEIS 
USACE 6-1 Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations  

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 (PM10), fine particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), 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 PM10 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[l]). 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; 



FEIS  NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project 
Compliance with Federal Environmental Laws and Regulations 6-6 USACE 

► 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 c, 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 NOTICE 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 A1. 

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 A1 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 navigable 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 
Unit 

March 27, 2009 

► 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 Ione 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. 

7.2.2 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 Ione 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 Coordination1 

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 

20092; 2nd amendment issued August 2009; 3rd 
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 

Adversely Affect 
January 2009 

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, 
USACE, and USFWS 

MMP Approval granted May 2009 

SWRCB Section 402 NPDES General Construction 
Permit 

Notice of Intent filed March 2009 

Phase 3 Project3 
USACE Section 408 Permission Under review, permission anticipated March 

2010 
USACE Section 404 Permits3 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 
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Table 7-2 
NLIP Resource Agency Coordination1 

Agency Permit/Authorization/Approval Status 
Central Valley RWQCB Section 401 Water Quality Certifications3  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 Agreement4 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 

Adversely Affect (Phases 3b and 4a combined 
only) 

January 2010 

USFWS Fish and Wildlife Service Coordination Act 
Report 

Draft received June 2009, final received 
October 2009 

Sacramento County SMARA Exemption Exemption granted November 2009 for South 
Sutter, LLC 

DFG, Central Valley RWQCB, 
USACE, and USFWS 

MMP Approved by USACE September 2009; 
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 

(Phases 3b and 4a combined only) 
January 2010 

USFWS Fish and Wildlife Service Coordination Act 
Report 

Anticipated spring 2010 

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 2010–20115

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

complete. 
2 The Phase 2 Project Section 404 permit was amended based on the Amended Phase 2 Biological Opinion. 
3 The Phase 3 Project Section 404 permit and 401 certification has been separated into 2 subphases (a and b). 
4 The Phase 3 Project 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement will be separated into (at least) 3 stages. 
5 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 

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 

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 
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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* 

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 
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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 

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 
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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 
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7.4.4  MEDIA 

► Daily Recorder 
► Folsom Telegraph 
► N Magazine 
► Natomas Journal 
► Sacramento Bee 
► Sacramento Business Journal 
► Sacramento News & Review 

7.4.5 INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY OWNERS 

► Names withheld for privacy 
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ITE. See Institute of Transportation Engineers. 

LSCE. See Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers. 

NMFS. 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. 
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USACE. See U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

USFWS. See U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-24, 5-25, 5-26, 5-27, 5-28,  
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Elkhorn Main Irrigation Canal .................................................................................................................... 1-29, 3-27 
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6-12, 6-14, 7-1, 7-10 

FEMA. See Federal Emergency Management Agency. 

FIRM. See Flood Insurance Rate Map. 

Flood Insurance Rate Map ............................................................................................................................. 6-12, 7-1 

Folsom Dam Modification Project ....................................................................................................................... 1-16 

Folsom Dam Reoperation ..................................................................................................................................... 1-15 

FPPA. See Farmland Protection Policy Act. 

General Re-evaluation of the Common Features Project ..................................................................................... 2-15 

GGS. See Giant Garter Snake. 

GGS/Drainage Canal ..................................................... 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 
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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 

Growth inducement .............................................................................................................................. 5-38, 5-39, 7-2 

Habitat creation and management ............................................................ ES-16, 1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 2-20, 2-36, 2-103 

Hazardous Materials .............................................. ES-7, ES-11, ES-45, ES-47, 1-19, 1-39, 2-14, 2-27, 2-28, 2-111, 
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Joint Federal Project ................................................................................................................................... 1-17, 4.5-2 
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NAHC. See Native American Heritage Commission. 
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4.5-12, 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 ............................................................ 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 ................................................ 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 ............................................................. ES-7, 1-6, 1-11, 1-13, 1-14, 1-15, 1-16, 1-19, 2-15 

Northwestern Pond Turtle ........................................................ 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 resources .................................................. 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 ............................................ 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,  
4.5-5, 4.5-7, 4.5-8, 4.5-9, 4.5-13, 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 ................................................... 3-31, 3-32, 3-42, 3-44, 5-17, 5-31, 5-32 

Reduced Natomas Urban Levee Perimeter ................................................................................................. ES-9, 2-11 

Right-of-way acquisition ........................................................................ ES-16, 1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 2-36, 2-103, 2-110 

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 ..........................................................................................ES-1, 1-2, 3-24, 5-24, 6-2 

Riverside Main Irrigation Canal .................................................................................................................. 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 



FEIS  NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project 
Index 10-6 USACE 

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, 4.15-16,  

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 .......................................... ES-7, 1-6, 1-13, 1-15, 1-16, 1-19, 2-15 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin ............................................................................................3-81, 4.11-13, 4.11-14, 5-6 

SCAS. See Sacramento County Airport System. 

Seepage berm ............................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 ................................................. 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. 

Soils ............................................................ 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 Plan .............................................................................. 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 

Stormwater ................................................ 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. 



NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project  FEIS 
USACE 10-7 Index 

The Natomas Basin Conservancy ....................................... 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 levels ................................................................. ES-18, 4.1-6, 4.1-7, 4.12-1, 4.12-10, 4.12-11, 4.12-14 

Utilities .................................... 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 Quality ............................................................. 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 United States ............................................................................... ES-29, ES-30, 4.7-14, 4.7-15, 4.7-18 

Wetlands ............................................................... 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 

Wildland fire ........................................................................................ 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 

Yolo Bypass Improvements ....................................................................................................................... ES-9, 2-11 



 




