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CRHR California Register of Historical Resources 
CVFPB California Central Valley Flood Protection Board, formerly called the Reclamation 

Board 
CWA Clean Water Act of 1972 
dB decibels  
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dbh diameter at breast height 
DEIR draft environmental impact report 
DEIS draft environmental impact statement 
DFG California Department of Fish and Game 
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DPF diesel particulate filters  
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GHG greenhouse gas  
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Improvement Program Landside Improvements Project––Phase 2 Project 
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GLOSSARY 
100-year flood A flood that has a 1% or greater annual probability of occurring. Federal Emergency 

Management Agency accreditation means that a levee provides protection for the base flood 
(100-year) event, based on certification provided by a civil engineer. 

200-year flood A flood that has a 0.5% or greater annual probability of occurring. Both state policy and 
recently enacted state legislation (Senate Bill [SB] 5) call for 200-year (0.5% annual chance) 
flood protection to be the minimum level of protection for urban and urbanizing areas in the 
Central Valley. SB 5 requires that the 200-year protection be consistent with criteria used or 
developed by the California Department of Water Resources. SB 5 sets a target date of 2025 
for all urban and urbanizing areas protected by state/Federal project levees to achieve 200-
year flood protection, and calls for building limitations after 2015 if adequate progress toward 
achieving this standard is not met. 

Design event analysis results, as a measure of system performance, are given as the expected 
(mean) frequency of the maximum event that can be safely passed through the reservoir, 
spillway, and downstream leveed system with a set (e.g., 3 feet) “freeboard” above the 
computed (expected) water surface profile. Design event analysis is not the same as the 
analysis procedure used by USACE as a basis for determining Federal interest in a project or 
for USACE certification for FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program. USACE defines 
system performance as containing a specified frequency event (e.g., 1% event) with a high 
level of assurance (i.e., Conditional Non-exceedance Probability = 90%) and includes 
consideration of system uncertainties. 

500-year flood A flood that has a 0.2% or greater annual probability of occurring. 

adjacent levee A new “adjacent” levee that would widen the existing levee structure on the inland side. 

affected 
environment 

The existing environment of the area affected (baseline) by the Proposed Action and 
alternatives under consideration. The “affected environment” also constitutes the 
“environmental setting,” for CEQA purposes. 

alternative Alternate actions that could reasonably accomplish the Proposed Action’s purpose and need. 

borrow Excavation of soil or sediment to provide material for use on the site or elsewhere, including 
for construction of structures, landscaping, or other land improvements associated with those 
structures, or for such engineered works as dams, fills, levees, and road cuts. 

canal An artificial watercourse cut (or constructed above grade) through a land area for irrigation or 
drainage. 

construction 
heading 

A group of construction workers and equipment operating at the same time. 

crown The top of a levee. 

cutoff wall An engineered low permeability feature constructed underground to reduce the flow of water 
through permeable soils (sands and gravels) in flood damage reduction facilities. A trench is 
typically excavated within the levee or levee foundation area using a modified backhoe to 
reach down to less permeable foundation soils (silts and clays) under the levee footprint. The 
trench is backfilled by blending the excavated soil with minerals (typically bentonite clay) 
that increase the length of time for water to travel through the subsurface. 

ditch A channel to convey water for irrigation or drainage. 
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encroachment Anything that is built or grows within the Federal project levee right-of-way and is not part of 
the levee system. Encroachments may obstruct visibility or prevent access for inspection of a 
levee from crown to toe, on both the water side and the land side of a levee.  

ecosystem 
function net gain 

An increase in the ability of living organisms and the nonliving environment to thrive in a 
given area, as measured by the relationships between biological, geochemical, and 
geophysical systems. 

flood hazard area An area that does not meet the minimum level of flood protection required by Federal or state 
law, whichever is more stringent. 

General Re-
evaluation report 
(GRR) 

A report prepared by USACE to evaluate proposed modifications to a Federally authorized 
project. In this case, the report is a series of technical studies that support decision making by 
describing the process used to reevaluate the levee system, the evaluation criteria, and the 
results of the evaluation.  

hydraulics The study and computation of the characteristics (e.g., depth [water surface elevation], 
velocity, slope) of water flowing in a stream or river. 

jurisdictional 
waters of the 
United States 

Waters under the USACE’s jurisdiction, such as wetlands or other navigable waters, as 
determined when the USACE issues jurisdictional determinations under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 

landside Describes an area (location) on the land side of the levee. 

levee A large dike or artificial embankment typically constructed of earthen materials, often having 
an access road along the top, which is designed as part of a system to protect land from 
floods. 

levee height The height of the levee measured from the surface of the water, on the surface of the adjacent 
ground, to the top of the levee. 

relief wells All water retention structures are subject to seepage through their foundations and abutments. 
Relief wells are controlled artificial springs that relieve the confined water pressures to safe 
values, thus preventing the removal of soil via piping or internal erosion caused by the uplift 
pressures beneath elements of the levee or beneath landward soil next to the levee. 

seepage The movement of water through, for example, small cracks, pores, or interstices of a material 
into or out of a body of surface or subsurface water. 

toe Where a levee slope meets the ground. 

waterside Describes an area (location) on the water side of the levee. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 INTRODUCTION 

This environmental impact statement/environmental impact report (EIS/EIR) has been prepared by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Sacramento District and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) in 
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), respectively. This EIS/EIR evaluates the potential significant environmental 
impacts of the Natomas Levee Improvement Program (NLIP), Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project (Phase 4a 
Project). 

The Phase 4a Project consists of improvements to a portion of the perimeter levee system protecting the Natomas 
Basin (Basin) in Sacramento and Sutter Counties and associated landscape and irrigation/drainage infrastructure 
modifications as proposed by SAFCA. SAFCA has initiated this effort in cooperation with the California 
Department of Water Resources and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (hereinafter referred to together as 
the “State”), and USACE, with the goal of incorporating the NLIP into the Natomas components of the Federally 
authorized American River Common Features Project (Common Features Project). 

The overall purpose of the multi-phase NLIP is to bring the entire 42-mile Natomas Basin perimeter levee system 
into compliance with applicable Federal and state standards for levees protecting urban areas through a program 
of proposed levee improvements to address levee height deficiencies, levee seepage potential, and streambank 
erosion conditions along the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system. The Landside Improvements Project, which 
is a component of the NLIP, consists of four phases. The Phase 1 Project has been completed. The Phase 2 Project 
has been analyzed in previous environmental documents and is currently under construction. The Phase 3 Project 
has been analyzed in previous environmental documents and preliminary construction would begin in late 
summer/early fall 2009; however, major levee construction would not begin until 2010, assuming receipt of all 
required environmental clearances and permits. The Phase 4 Project was divided into two sub-phases to provide 
the flexibility to construct this phase over more than one construction season. Both of the sub-phases has their 
own independent utility, can be accomplished with or without the other sub-phases, and provide additional flood 
risk reduction benefits to the Natomas Basin whether implemented individually or collectively. The Phase 4a 
Project is the subject of this EIS/EIR. The Phase 4b Project was analyzed at a programmatic level in previous 
environmental documents, and will be the subject of a future, project-level EIS/EIR. See Section ES.5, “Project 
Background and Phasing,” for additional details regarding these project phases and their associated environmental 
documentation. 

To implement the Phase 4a Project, SAFCA is requesting permission from USACE pursuant to Section 14 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 United States Code [USC] 408, hereinafter referred to as “Section 408”) for 
alteration of Federal project levees; Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344, hereinafter referred to as 
“Section 404”) for the placement of fill in jurisdictional waters of the United States; and Section 10 of the Rivers 
and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 USC 403, hereinafter referred to as “Section 10”) for work performed in, over, or 
under navigable waters of the United States (such as excavation of material from or deposition of material into 
navigable waters). SAFCA may also need to obtain several state approvals or permits: Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board encroachment permit, California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act permit, Clean Water Act 
Section 401 water quality certification, Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System permit, California Fish and Game Code Section 2081 incidental-take authorization, California Fish and 
Game Code Section 1602 streambed alteration agreement, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
encroachment permit, and permits from two local air districts, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District and the Feather River Air Quality Management District. 
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ES.2 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THIS DOCUMENT 

This EIS/EIR evaluates the potential significant environmental impacts of the Phase 4a Project, and will be used 
to support the specific USACE decisions on whether to grant permission for the Phase 4a Project proposed by 
SAFCA pursuant to Sections 408, 404, and 10; and the specific SAFCA decision regarding whether to approve 
the Phase 4a Project. 

This EIS/EIR will also be used by CEQA responsible agencies, such as the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and trustee agencies, such as the California Department 
of Fish and Game, to ensure that they have met the requirements of CEQA before deciding whether to issue 
discretionary permits over which they have authority. It may also be used by other state and local agencies, 
including CEQA trustee agencies, that may have an interest in resources that could be affected by the project. 

This EIS/EIR is not intended to be used as the environmental clearance document for future development projects 
proposed in the Natomas Basin. 

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

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

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

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

► Supplement to the Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Landside 
Improvements Project––Phase 2 Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2007062016 (Phase 2 SEIR) (SAFCA 
2009a), which evaluated impacts expected to result from the modification to the Phase 2 Project at a project 
level; and 

► Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Program, Phase 3 Landside Improvements Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2008072060 
(Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR) (USACE and SAFCA 2009), which evaluated impacts expected to result from the 
Phase 3 Project at a project level.1 

Relevant portions of these documents, where specifically noted, are summarized throughout this EIS/EIR. Printed 
copies of these documents are available to the public at SAFCA’s office at 1007 7th Street, 7th Floor, 
                                                      
1 Throughout this document, reference is made to the fact that the Phase 4a EIS/EIR is tiered from, or incorporates by 

reference, information contained in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. Although SAFCA has certified the Phase 3 EIR (as described 
in Section ES.5, “Project Background and Phasing”), USACE has not yet issued its Record of Decision (ROD) with regard 
to the Phase 3 Project. The Phase 3 FEIS was released for a 30-day public review period in August 2009, after which time 
USACE will take action on the project and issue its ROD. 
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Sacramento, California, during normal business hours, and are also available on SAFCA’s Web site, at 
http://www.safca.org/Programs_Natomas.html. 

ES.3 LEAD AGENCIES AND COOPERATING AGENCY 

USACE is the Federal lead agency for NEPA, and SAFCA is the California lead agency for CEQA. 

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

ES.4 PROJECT LOCATION 

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

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

The Phase 4a Project location primarily includes the Sacramento River east levee Reaches 10–15, NCC south 
levee, Riverside Canal, and various borrow sites within the Natomas Basin (primarily the Fisherman’s Lake 
Borrow Area). These areas are shown in Plates 2-6a through 2-6d. 

ES.5 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND PHASING 

As stated above, the overall purpose of the multi-phase NLIP is to bring the entire 42-mile Natomas Basin 
perimeter levee system into compliance with applicable Federal and state standards for levees protecting urban 
areas. The Phase 4a Project is one subphase of the fourth project phase of the NLIP Landside Improvements 
Project, and includes proposed improvements affecting approximately 6 miles of the levee system in Reaches 10–
15 of the Sacramento River east levee. 

The proposed improvements address identified deficiencies in the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system based 
on (1) design criteria used to certify levees as providing 100-year flood risk reduction under regulations adopted 
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), (2) design criteria used by USACE and the State for 
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the levees comprising the American River Common Features Project, and (3) design 200-year2 water surface 
elevations developed by SAFCA in cooperation with the State using hydrologic modeling data developed by 
USACE and the State as part of the Sacramento–San Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study. 

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

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

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

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

                                                      
2 Design event analysis results, as a measure of system performance, are given as the expected (mean) frequency of the 

maximum event that can be safely passed through the reservoir, spillway, and downstream leveed system with a set  
(e.g., 3 feet) “freeboard” above the computed (expected) water surface profile. Design event analysis is not the same as the 
analysis procedure used by USACE as a basis for determining Federal interest in a project or for USACE certification for 
FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program. USACE defines system performance as containing a specified frequency 
event (e.g., 1% event) with a high level of assurance (i.e., Conditional Non-exceedance Probability = 90%) and includes 
consideration of system uncertainties. 
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► The Phase 3 Project focuses on addressing underseepage, riverbank erosion, encroachment, and levee height 
deficiencies along the Sacramento River east levee Reaches 5A–9B, the PGCC west levee, and a portion of 
the NEMDC west levee (between Elkhorn and Northgate Boulevards). In February 2009, USACE and 
SAFCA issued the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR for public review and comment. Following public review, SAFCA 
prepared a final EIR (FEIR) (SAFCA 2009b) to provide responses to comments on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. 
The SAFCA Board of Directors certified the FEIR and approved the Phase 3 Project in May 2009. Separately, 
USACE is preparing a final EIS (FEIS) to provide responses to comments received on the Phase 3 
DEIS/DEIR that will be issued for public review in August 2009. USACE will consider whether to grant 
Section 408 permission and issue permits under Sections 404 and 10. Preliminary construction (canal work, 
utility relocation, vegetation removal, and demolition of structures) of the Phase 3 Project is planned to begin 
in summer/fall 2009; however, major levee construction would not begin until 2010, assuming receipt of all 
required environmental clearances and permits. The potential exists for up to 30% of the Phase 2 Project to 
also be constructed in 2010, concurrent with Phase 3 Project construction, or even potentially concurrently 
with the Phase 4a Project, depending on the timing and availability of funding. 

► The Phase 4a Project includes levee raising and seepage remediation along the Sacramento River east levee 
(Reaches 10–15) and in two locations of the NCC south levee as well as relocation and extension of the 
Riverside Canal. Parcels within the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area (including Novak) would be the primary 
source of soil borrow for Phase 4a Project construction. Additional borrow could be obtained from the 
Interstate 5 (I-5) Borrow Area, and borrow areas previously addressed in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR; those areas 
excavated for borrow material would be reclaimed as agricultural land, grassland, or managed marsh 
depending on their location and existing land use. This EIS/EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the 
Phase 4a Project. If permitted, these improvements could be constructed at the same time as portions of the 
Phase 2 and 3 Projects. Construction is planned to begin in 2010 and be completed in 2011, assuming receipt 
of all required environmental clearances and permits. 

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

Each of the project phases discussed above also includes associated habitat, drainage, irrigation, and related 
infrastructure improvements. 

ES.6 NEED FOR ACTION 

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

► inadequate levee height, 
► through-levee seepage and foundation underseepage with excessive hydraulic gradients, 
► embankment instability, and 
► susceptibility to riverbank erosion and scour. 
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Although not highlighted in the levee evaluation report, portions of the perimeter levee system, particularly along 
the east levee of the Sacramento River, are also subject to vegetative and structural encroachments into the levee 
prism. 

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

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

ES.7 PROJECT PURPOSE/PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

ES.7.1 SACRAMENTO AREA FLOOD CONTROL AGENCY 

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

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

(1) use flood damage reduction projects in the vicinity of the Airport to facilitate management of Airport lands in 
accordance with the Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (Sacramento County Airport System 
[SCAS] 2007); and 

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

SAFCA’s approach to defining its flood risk reduction accomplishments’ level of protection (system 
performance) differs from that of USACE. References in this document to levels of flood risk reduction are based 
on SAFCA’s “best estimate” approach (FEMA’s and the state’s current method) and should not be taken as 
USACE concurrence that such levels would be achieved based on USACE’s approach of incorporating risk and 
uncertainty in the estimate of system performance. In any case, flood risk to the Natomas Basin would be 
considerably reduced by the project. 
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ES.7.2 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

The overall purpose of the project is to develop and select an alternative that would reduce the risk of flood 
damage in the Natomas Basin. Some residual risk will always remain, however, in any flood damage reduction 
system. USACE must make decisions on whether or not to grant permission for SAFCA’s Phase 4a Project to 
alter the Natomas Basin levee system (Federal project levees) under Section 408 and issue permits under Section 
404 and Section 10. USACE decisions contemplated by this EIS/EIR pertain only to the proposed Phase 4a 
Project, which is the subject of this EIS/EIR. USACE’s Regulatory Branch has already made decisions under 
these authorities for the Phase 1 and 2 Projects, and decisions are pending for the Phase 3 Project. 

As stated above, this EIS/EIR will be used to support the specific USACE decisions on whether to grant 
permission for the Phase 4a Project proposed by SAFCA pursuant to Sections 408, 404, and 10. 

ES.8 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING 

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

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

► identification of the deficiencies in the Natomas levee system that must be addressed to provide 200-year 
flood risk reduction; 

► identification of feasible remedial measures to address the deficiencies; 

► determination of the likely significant environmental impacts of the remedial measures; 

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

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

Alternatives screening for the overall NLIP has been undertaken by SAFCA in a systematic manner through 
several environmental documents as detailed in Appendix B1, “Alternatives Formulation and Screening Details.” 

ES.9 ALTERNATIVES 

ES.9.1 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

Numerous alternatives have been considered by USACE and SAFCA to reduce flood risk in the Natomas Basin. 
Many alternatives have been evaluated and eliminated from further consideration during completion of the 
previous environmental documents related to the NLIP (see ES.2, “Purpose and Intended Uses of This 
Document”). 

The following alternatives were reviewed and eliminated from further consideration in the Local Funding EIR, 
Phase 2 EIR, Phase 2 EIS, and Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. The descriptions of these eliminated alternatives are hereby 
incorporated by reference and summarized as follows: 

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

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

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

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

► Construct an Adjacent Setback Levee with a 500-Foot Levee Setback in the Upper 1.4 Miles along the 
Sacramento River East Levee. This alternative was evaluated because it would provide the opportunity for 
partially offsetting the loss of landside tree groves through the establishment of new riparian plantings in the 
levee setback area as well as woodland plantings on the landside of the adjacent setback levee. This 
alternative was rejected because it would require substantially greater quantities of borrow material with 
greater impacts on important farmland and transportation and circulation. (Considered and eliminated in 
Phase 2 EIR and analyzed, but not selected as the Proposed Action, in Phase 2 EIS.) 
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► No SAFCA Levee Improvements—Private Levees in Natomas. This alternative was analyzed assuming 
that there would be no SAFCA project providing flood risk reduction in the Basin, thus causing private 
developers to separately fund and implement individual flood risk reduction in the form of private 
compartment levees that would protect new developments. This alternative was rejected because it would (1) 
only partially meet the objective of providing 100-year flood risk reduction, (2) potentially lead to increased 
fragmentation of habitat for special-status species, and (3) increase projected flood damages without a 
commensurate reduction in flood risk. (Considered and eliminated in Local Funding EIR and Phase 2 EIR; 
the effects of this alternative are summarized in Appendix B1.) 

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

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

► No-Action Alternative—Airport Compartment Levee. The Phase 2 EIS evaluated and eliminated from 
further consideration the No-Action Alternative—Airport Compartment Levee Alternative. The prior 
discussion of which is hereby incorporated by reference, is summarized as follows (see also Appendix B1, 
“Alternatives Formulation and Screening Details,” for a summary of the impacts associated with the Airport 
Compartment Levee). With no authorization of the Phase 2 Project, SAFCA would not be able to provide the 
Natomas Basin with at least a 100-year level of flood risk reduction by the end of 2010 and would not be able 
to facilitate achieving a 200-year level of protection by the end of 2012. Federal and state floodplain 
regulations would prevent new development in most of the Natomas Basin. The Airport would either be 
compelled to operate within its existing footprint, abandoning its current plans for modernization and 
expansion, or, alternatively, the Airport may construct its own limited flood damage reduction structure  
(i.e., a ring levee) to protect existing facilities and its expansion area. This alternative was eliminated for the 
following reasons: (1) construction of a separate levee around the Airport would be under the responsibility 
and jurisdiction of another agency (SCAS), over which SAFCA would have no jurisdiction, and would 
require a process that is completely separate from the Proposed Action; (2) the timeline for that process is 
unknown and there are no design plans that would enable an accurate evaluation of potential environmental 
impacts; and (3) the action would require SCAS to prepare a separate CEQA and potentially NEPA 
environmental process and analysis. (Considered and eliminated in Phase 2 EIR and Phase 2 EIS.) 

In addition to the reasons provided in the Phase 2 EIS, design plans are not available for this alternative, thus 
preventing USACE and SAFCA from accurately evaluating its potential impacts; implementation of the 
Airport Compartment Levee would not meet any of the goals and objectives of the project; the residents, 
residences, and businesses within the Natomas Basin would not receive flood risk reduction; implementation 
of the Airport Compartment Levee would only protect the Airport; and SCAS has not proposed such a project 
and, therefore, it is not considered a reasonable alternative. 

► Cultural Resources Impact Reduction Alternative. The Phase 3 Project includes construction of deep 
cutoff walls in the Sacramento River east levee Reaches 5A–9B, which have the potential to result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts on known prehistoric resources, previously unidentified cultural 
resources, and human remains. Construction of a 500-foot berm rather than deep cutoff walls would avoid the 
deep ground-disturbing work that may adversely affect potential cultural resources while still achieving flood 
damage reduction objectives. This alternative was eliminated because of the intensity and severity of 
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environmental impacts associated with construction, including the temporary closure, disruption, and redesign 
of all or portions of the Teal Bend Golf Club. This alternative would have resulted in impacts on ten 
environmental topic areas (hydrology and hydraulics, sensitive aquatic habitats, vegetation and wildlife, 
special-status terrestrial species, paleontological resources, transportation and circulation, air quality, visual 
resources, recreation, utilities and service systems, and hazards and hazardous materials) that would be 
potentially more substantial than those associated with the Phase 3 Project Proposed Action; and there would 
be a net increase in the number, intensity, and severity of environmental impacts relative to the Phase 3 
Project Proposed Action. (Considered and eliminated in Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR.) See Appendix B1 for analyses 
of each specific environmental issue area.  

Although this alternative was eliminated in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR as an alternative to the Phase 3 Project 
Proposed Action, 500-foot-wide seepage berms are being analyzed in this EIS/EIR as part of the Phase 4a 
Project Proposed Action to represent the worst-case scenario for the following reasons: 

• it is anticipated that at least one very large cultural site may require avoidance (CA-Sac-16/H), and 
• additional previously undiscovered cultural resource sites may be present (surveys are ongoing). 

The locations and widths of the seepage berms would be determined during final engineering design. Overall 
impacts of using seepage berms on resources and potential effects on residences, heritage oak trees, or other 
sensitive resources would be taken into consideration during this process. SAFCA would employ measures to 
minimize the Phase 4a Project footprint to avoid these resources to the extent feasible given levee design and 
seepage-remediation performance requirements. 

ES.9.2 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD FOR EVALUATION IN THIS EIS/EIR 

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

The No-Action Alternative, under NEPA, is the expected future without-project conditions. Under CEQA, the 
No-Action Alternative is the existing condition at the time the notice of preparation was published (March 27, 
2009), as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not 
approved. The Phase 4a Project No-Action Alternative assumes the Phase 1, 2, and 3 Projects are implemented. 
This alternative consists of the conditions that would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if 
no additional permissions to alter the existing levees or discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States would be granted. Different scenarios are possible under this circumstance. Under one scenario, no 
project construction would occur and, thus, no construction-related impacts would occur under this alternative 
(this scenario is referred to in this EIS/EIR as “No-Action Alternative: No Construction”). Without improvements 
to the Natomas perimeter levee system (e.g., implementation of one of the action alternatives, described below), 
the Natomas area would continue to be designated as a special flood hazard area; new development would be 
effectively precluded in most areas of the Natomas Basin; and existing residential, commercial, and industrial 
developments in the Natomas Basin would remain subject to a significant risk of flooding. Under the second 
scenario, a levee failure and subsequent flooding would be considered reasonably foreseeable, if the project were 
not approved. Therefore, this EIS/EIR includes an analysis of the resulting potential impacts (this scenario is 
referred to in this EIS/EIR as “No-Action Alternative: Potential Levee Failure”); however, because impacts 
associated with a potential levee failure are largely unknown and would depend on the location and extent of 
flooding, many of these potential impacts are considered too speculative for meaningful consideration. A general, 
qualitative discussion of the likely impacts is nonetheless provided in this EIS/EIR. 
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The Proposed Action (Adjacent Levee) includes levee raising and seepage remediation along the Sacramento 
River east levee (Reaches 10–15) and in two locations of the NCC south levee as well as relocation and extension 
of the Riverside Canal. Parcels within the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area would be the primary source of soil 
borrow for Phase 4a Project construction; those parcels excavated for borrow material would be reclaimed as 
agricultural land, grassland, or managed marsh depending on their location and existing land use. Wells would be 
constructed to provide a water supply for habitat features. 

The RSLIP Alternative would be the same as described for the Proposed Action except for the method of levee 
raising and rehabilitation, the extent of levee degrade to construct cutoff walls, and extent of encroachment 
removal along the Sacramento River east levee. Differences from the Proposed Action, including encroachment 
removal and reduced footprint impacts, are shown in italicized text in Table ES-1. 

If permitted, the Phase 4a Project could be constructed at the same time as portions of the Phase 2 and 3 Projects. 
Construction of the Phase 4a Project is planned to begin in 2010 and anticipated to be completed in 2011, 
assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances and permits. 

ES.10 MAJOR CONCLUSIONS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

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

ES.10.1 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

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

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

► conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural uses; 

► conflicts with lands under Williamson Act3 contracts; 

► potential to temporarily physically divide or disrupt an established community; 

► potential loss of mineral resources; 

► loss of woodland habitats (10–15 years until maturity); 

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

                                                      
3 The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 is commonly known as the Williamson Act (California Government Code 

Section 51200 et seq.). 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of the Major Project Elements of the Proposed Action and the Raise and Strengthen-Levee-in-Place Alternative 

Major Project Elements Proposed Action (Adjacent Levee) Raise and Strengthen Levee in Place Alternative 

Sacramento River east 
levee Reaches 10–15: 
levee raising/ 
rehabilitation and seepage 
remediation 

Construct an adjacent levee, raised in Reaches 10–11B, with cutoff walls, 
seepage berms, and relief wells, where required, to reduce seepage 
potential. Cutoff wall construction would  continue 24 hours per day, 7 days 
per week (24/7). 

For Reaches 10–11B, raise the existing levee and flatten the 
existing landside slope, and construct cutoff walls within the 
existing levee section, seepage berms, and relief wells, 
where required, to reduce seepage potential. For Reaches 
12–15, widen the levee crown, flatten landside slopes, 
construct cutoff walls within the existing levee section, and 
construct seepage berms and relief wells, where required, to 
reduce seepage potential. Cutoff wall construction would 
take place on a 24/7 schedule. 

Sacramento River east 
levee Reach 4B: seepage 
remediation 

Install cutoff wall in the adjacent levee from Station 190+00 to 214+00 to 
provide additional seepage remediation. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Riverbank erosion control None. Implement erosion control improvements along 
approximately 5,400 feet of riverbank at the waterside toe of 
the Sacramento River east levee at River Miles 68.8 through 
70.0 (Sites I, J, K, L, M in Sacramento River east levee 
Reaches 10–11B of the Sacramento River east levee). 

NCC south levee: levee 
raising and seepage 
remediation at two 
locations 

At NCMWC’s Bennett Pump Station and Northern Main Pump Station, 
raise the NCC south levee, flatten levee side slopes, install cutoff walls, and 
modify or replace the existing pumps and motors to reflect raising the 
discharge pipes above the 200-year design flood elevation. Cutoff wall 
construction would continue 24/7. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Replacement of South 
Lauppe Pump 

At Sacramento River Mile 77.2 (left bank), remove the pump, intake, and 
support structure prior to initiation of a separate USACE project to 
construct bank protection at the site. Following completion of USACE’s 
bank protection project, SAFCA would reconstruct the pump, intake, and 
support structure. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Riverside Canal (highline 
irrigation canal) relocation 
and extension  

Extend the relocated canal upstream of Powerline Road in Reaches 11B–
12B of the Sacramento River east levee, relocate the canal east of the 
adjacent levee in Reaches 13–15 and east of the adjacent levee, residences, 
and tree groves in Reaches 15–17, and construct a piped section in Reach 
15–18B at the toe of the new adjacent levee. 

Same as the Proposed Action, except a piped section would 
be construction in Reaches 12B–13, in addition to Reaches 
15–18B. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of the Major Project Elements of the Proposed Action and the Raise and Strengthen-Levee-in-Place Alternative 

Major Project Elements Proposed Action (Adjacent Levee) Raise and Strengthen Levee in Place Alternative 

Modifications to 
NCMWC Riverside 
Pumping Plant 

Raise the pumping plant’s discharge pipes above the 200-year design water 
surface and modify or replace the plant’s existing pumps and motors to 
accommodate the raised discharge pipes. In-water construction would 
include use of dredge pumps to remove sediment so that new pumps could 
be installed, but no dewatering involving use of a coffer dam is anticipated. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Modifications to RD 1000 
Pumping Plants Nos. 3 
and 5 

Raise the pumping plants’ discharge pipes above the 200-year design water 
surface, extend the pipes to tie into existing discharge pipes within the 
waterside bench, replace or modify pumps and motors, and perform other 
seepage remediation, including relocating the landside stations away from 
the levee to accommodate the raised discharge pipes. These modifications 
would take place above the Sacramento River’s normal summer and fall 
water surface elevations; therefore, no dewatering is anticipated. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Development of new and 
replacement groundwater 
wells 

Abandon approximately 13 agricultural wells and replace the wells in 
locations outside the footprint of the levee improvements. Additionally, 
construct five new wells to provide a water supply for habitat mitigation 
features. Drilling of the wells would require construction to continue 24 
hours per day for up to three days to avoid collapse or seizing of drill 
equipment within the hole. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Borrow site excavation 
and reclamation 

Excavate earthen material at the borrow sites and then return the sites to 
preconstruction uses or suitable replacement habitat. For the Phase 4a 
Project levee and canal improvements along the Sacramento River east 
levee, the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area is anticipated to be the primary 
source of soil borrow material. However, additional borrow sites may be 
needed for Phase 4a Project work along the Sacramento River; these include 
the I-5 Borrow Area, the Elkhorn Borrow Area, South Sutter, LLC, 
Krumenacher, the Airport north bufferlands, and the Twin Rivers Unified 
School District stockpile site. For the Phase 4a Project construction on the 
NCC south levee, the Brookfield borrow site is anticipated to be the primary 
source of soil borrow material. Some of these borrow sites (Elkhorn Borrow 
Area, Airport north bufferlands, Krumenacher, Twin Rivers Unified School 
District stockpile site, and South Sutter, LLC) have been fully analyzed in 
previous environmental documents; therefore, their potential impacts are 
incorporated by reference into this EIS/EIR. The Fisherman’s Lake and I-5 
Borrow Areas are fully analyzed in this EIS/EIR. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of the Major Project Elements of the Proposed Action and the Raise and Strengthen-Levee-in-Place Alternative 

Major Project Elements Proposed Action (Adjacent Levee) Raise and Strengthen Levee in Place Alternative 

Habitat creation and 
management 

Establish a habitat complex in the Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area 
(Fisherman’s Lake Habitat Complex) through the creation of approximately 
140 acres of agricultural upland habitat; establishment of perennial native 
grasses on levee slopes, seepage berms, and access and maintenance area; 
creation of up to 120 acres of managed seasonal and perennial marsh; and 
establishment of woodlands consisting of native riparian and woodland 
species at locations along the landside of the Sacramento River east levee. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Infrastructure relocation 
and realignment 

Realign and relocate private irrigation and drainage infrastructure (wells, 
pumps, canals, and pipes); and relocate utility infrastructure (power poles) 
as needed to accommodate the levee improvements and canal relocations. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Landside vegetation 
removal 

In Reaches 12B–15 of the Sacramento River east levee, clear landside 
vegetation in a corridor up to 660 feet wide to prepare for Phase 4a Project 
levee and canal improvement work. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Waterside Vegetation 
Removal 

Up to 4 acres of waterside vegetation would be removed due to replacement 
of pumping plants and construction of outfalls in Reaches 10–15 of the 
Sacramento River east levee. 

In Reaches 10–15 of the Sacramento River east levee, clear 
waterside vegetation to meet USACE vegetation guidance 
criteria (estimated 21 acres of lost Shaded Riverine Aquatic 
[SRA] habitat). 

Right-of-way acquisition Acquire lands within the Phase 4a Project footprint along the Sacramento 
River east levee, NCC south levee, and at associated borrow sites. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Encroachment 
management 

Remove encroachments as required to meet the criteria of USACE, the 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, and the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 

Remove substantial encroachments from the waterside and 
landside of the Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 10–
15) to ensure the levees can be certified as meeting the 
minimum requirements of the National Flood Insurance 
Program and USACE encroachment guidance. 

Exchange of properties 
between SAFCA and 
SCAS in Reaches 4A, 5B, 
and 6 of the Sacramento 
River east levee 

SAFCA and SCAS would carry out a land exchange that would support 
expansion of Airport bufferlands along the eastern edge of the 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 Critical Zone. 

Same as the Proposed Action. 

Notes: NCC = Natomas Cross Canal; PGCC = Pleasant Grove Creek Canal; NEMDC = Natomas East Main Drainage Canal; GGS = giant garter snake; I-5 = Interstate 5; NCMWC = 
Natomas Central Mutual Water Company; RD = Reclamation District; USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; CVFPB = Central Valley Flood Protection Board; FEMA= Federal 
Emergency Management Agency; NLIP = Natomas Levee Improvement Program 
Source: Compiled by EDAW in 2009, based on information provided by SAFCA in 2009 
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► potential damage or disturbance to known prehistoric resources from ground-disturbance or other 
construction-related activities; 

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

► potential discovery of human remains during construction; 

► temporary increase in traffic on local roadways; 

► temporary emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOX), and respirable particulate 
matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) during construction; 

► generation of temporary, short-term construction noise; 

► temporary, short-term exposure of residents to increased traffic noise levels from hauling activity; 

► alteration of scenic vistas, scenic resources, and existing visual character of the project area; and 

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

Significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the RSLIP Alternative would be the same as those for the 
Proposed Action with the following additional significant and unavoidable impacts: 

► loss of shaded riverine aquatic (SRA) habitat associated with levee improvement and encroachment removal 
activities; 

► long-term loss of woodland habitats; 

► impacts on wildlife corridors; 

► impacts on successful implementation of the NBHCP; and 

► temporary disruption of emergency service response times and access. 

Impacts of the RSLIP Alternative would be greater than those of the Proposed Action, for example, because some 
Garden Highway residents would be affected by an 8- to 12-week closure of 1.5- to 2-mile sections of Garden 
Highway to allow for installation of a cutoff wall in the existing levee. 

ES.10.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

Significant cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Action would be as follows: 

► Agricultural Resources: Project implementation would involve the permanent conversion of large acreages 
of Important Farmland (Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance), which cannot feasibly be 
replaced. Historically, agricultural land in the Natomas Basin, much of it Prime Farmland and other categories 
of Important Farmland, has been converted to residential and commercial development. The Phase 4a Project 
would contribute to this loss. 

► Cultural Resources: Known or unknown archaeological resources could be disturbed, and cultural resources 
damaged or destroyed during construction activities. This would contribute to a historical trend in the loss of 
these resources as artifacts of cultural significance and as objects of research importance. 
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► Air Quality: The Proposed Action, in combination with probable future projects, would contribute to air 
pollutant emissions in Sutter and Sacramento Counties, and to the nonattainment status of the Feather River 
Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District (SMAQMD) for ozone and PM10. 

In addition to the significant cumulative impacts listed above for the Proposed Action, implementation of the 
RSLIP Alternative would also result in the following significant cumulative impacts related to biological 
resources: 

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

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

ES.11 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

ES.11.1 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; 

► 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 
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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 EIS/EIR. 

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

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. 

ES.11.2 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

SAFCA will need to determine whether to approve the Proposed Action. This decision will be based on numerous 
factors, including the potential environmental impacts addressed in this EIS/EIR, but also the type of financing 
available, permitting requirements, and implementation schedule. 

USACE will consider the Proposed Action and either grant or deny permission for the Phase 4a Project pursuant 
to Sections 408, 404, and 10. 

ES.12 STEPS IN THE NEPA/CEQA PROCESS 

On March 27, 2009, USACE and SAFCA issued a notice of intent (NOI) and notice of preparation (NOP), 
respectively, for preparing this EIS/EIR. A scoping meeting was held on April 13, 2009, to solicit comments on 
the scope of the EIS/EIR from interested agencies, individuals, and organizations. This DEIS/DEIR is being 
distributed for public and agency review and comment, in accordance with NEPA and CEQA. The review period 
begins on August 28, 2009 and closes on October 13, 2009. This distribution ensures that interested parties have 
an opportunity to express their views regarding the significant environmental impacts of the project, and to ensure 
that information pertinent to permits and approvals is provided to the decision makers for USACE, SAFCA, FAA, 
and other Federal and state agencies. This document is available for public review during normal business hours 
at the following locations: 

► USACE, Sacramento District office, 1325 J Street, Sacramento, California; 
► SAFCA, 1007 7th Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, California; 
► Sacramento Central Library, 828 I Street, Sacramento, California; and 
► Sutter County Library, 750 Forbes Avenue, Yuba City, California. 

A public meeting will be held before the SAFCA Board of Directors on September 17, 2009 at 3:00 p.m. in the 
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors Chambers located at 700 H Street, Sacramento, California, at which it 
will receive input from agencies and the public on the EIS/EIR. In addition, written comments from the public, 
reviewing agencies, and stakeholders will be accepted throughout the public comment period. Comments must be 
received by 5:00 p.m. on October 13, 2009 by USACE or SAFCA at the following address, fax number, or e-mail 
address: 
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Elizabeth Holland, Planning Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: (916) 557-6763 
Fax: (916) 557-7856 
E-mail: Elizabeth.G.Holland@usace.army.mil 

or John Bassett, Director of Engineering 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
1007 7th Street, 7th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: (916) 874-7606  
Fax: (916) 874-8289 
E-mail: BassettJ@saccounty.net 

 

Following public review of the DEIS/DEIR, an FEIS and an FEIR will be prepared, in which USACE and 
SAFCA will provide responses to comments on the DEIS/DEIR. The FEIS will constitute a reprint of the entire 
DEIS/DEIR, and will include comment letters, responses to comments, and any text changes/clarifications. The 
FEIR will be a separate volume containing responses to comments and any text changes/clarifications. 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Agricultural Resources       

Impact 4.2-a: Conversion 
of Important Farmland to 
Nonagricultural Uses 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action Permanent 
and 

Temporary 

Permanent: 676 acres 
Temporary: 495 acres

Significant Mitigation Measure 4.2-a: Minimize Important 
Farmland Conversion to the Extent Practicable 
and Feasible 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

RSLIP Alternative Permanent 
and 

Temporary

Permanent: 593 acres 
Temporary: 495 acres

Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.2-a Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Impact 4.2-b: Conflict 
with Lands under 
Williamson Act Contracts 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

Proposed Action Temporary 
and 

Permanent 

Permanent: 216 acres 
Temporary: 40 acres 

Significant Mitigation Measure 4.2-b: Minimize Impacts on 
Agricultural Preserve Land and Williamson Act-
Contracted Land; Comply with Government Code 
Sections 51290–51293; and Coordinate with 
Landowners and Agricultural Operators 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

RSLIP Alternative Temporary 
and 

Permanent 

Permanent: 184 acres 
Temporary: 40 acres 

Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.2-b Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Land Use, Socioeconomics, and Population and Housing    

Impact 4.3-a: 
Inconsistency with 
Airport Master Plan, 
Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan, and 
Airport Wildlife Hazard 
Management Plans 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable Consistent No mitigation is required Consistent 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable Consistent No mitigation is required Consistent 

Impact 4.3-b: 
Inconsistency with the 
Natomas Basin Habitat 
Conservation Plan 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable Consistent No mitigation is required Consistent 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Temporary 
or 

Permanent 

Unquantifiable Consistent No mitigation is required Consistent 

Proposed Action Permanent 1 acre of rice, 
6 acres of canals, 
18 acres landside 

woodlands, 
4 acres of waterside 

woodlands (SRA 
habitat), 473 acres of 

cropland, and 
66 acres of grasslands 

Inconsistent Mitigation Measure 4.3-b: Implement Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-k, “Ensure that Project Encroachment 
Does Not Jeopardize Successful Implementation 
of the NBHCP and Implement Mitigation 
Measures 4.7-a and 4.7-c through 4.7-h” 

Consistent 

 RSLIP Alternative Permanent 1 acre of rice, 
6 acres of canals, 
18 acres landside 

woodland, 
21 acres waterside 
woodlands (SRA 

habitat), 
546 acres of cropland, 

Inconsistent Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-b Inconsistent 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
and 

61 acres of grasslands

Impact 4.3-c: Potential to 
Physically Divide or 
Disrupt an Established 
Community 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action Temporary Intermittent road 
closures and detours; 

and closure of one 
lane of Garden 

Highway downstream 
of Powerline Road for 
approximately 8 to 12 

weeks 

Significant Mitigation Measure 4.3-c: Notify Residents and 
Businesses of Project Construction and Road 
Closure Schedules; Comply with the Garden 
Highway Settlement Agreement; and Implement 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-a, “Prepare and 
Implement a Traffic Safety and Control Plan for 
Construction-Related Truck Trips,” and 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-c, “Notify Emergency 
Service Providers about Project Construction and 
Maintain Emergency Access or Coordinate 
Detours with Providers” 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

RSLIP Alternative Temporary Numerous closures of 
1.5 to 2 mile segments 
for approximately 8 to 
12 weeks per segment

Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-c Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources       

Impact 4.4-a: Potential 
Temporary and Permanent 
Localized Soil Erosion 
during Construction and 
Operation 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 
 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
 Propose Action and 

RSLIP Alternative 
Temporary 

and 
Permanent 

Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-a(1): 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” 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-a(2): Secure and 
Implement the Conditions of the California 
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act Permit or 
Exemption 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.4-b: Potential 
Loss of Mineral 
Resources 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

 No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Propose Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-b: Conduct Soil Core 
Sampling in Areas of the Phase 4a Project 
Footprint Designated as MRZ-3 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Hydrology and Hydraulics      

Impact 4.5-a: Hydraulic 
Impacts on Other Areas 
and Exposure to Flood 
Risk 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Temporary 
or 

Permanent 

Continued high risk of 
flooding 

Significant No feasible mitigation is available Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent Substantially reduced 
risk of flooding; no 
hydraulic impacts 

Less than 
Significant 
(Beneficial) 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 
(Beneficial) 

Impact 4.5-b: Alteration 
of Local Drainage 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary 
or 

Permanent 

Unknown Potentially 
Significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-b: Coordinate with 
Landowners and Drainage Infrastructure 
Operators, Prepare Final Drainage Studies as 
Needed, and Implement Proper Project Design 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.5-c: Effects on 
Groundwater  

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction and 
Potential Levee 

Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent No substantial 
decrease in 

groundwater levels or 
well yields or increase 

in pumping costs is 
expected 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Water Quality       

Impact 4.6-a: Temporary 
Impacts on Water Quality 
from Stormwater Runoff, 
Erosion, or Spills 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

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 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.6-b: Impacts to 
Sacramento River Water 
Quality from Stormwater 
Runoff from Garden 
Highway Drainage 
Outlets 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action Temporary Unquantifiable Significant Mitigation Measure 4.6-b: Implement Standard 
Best Management Practices and Comply with 
NPDES Permit Conditions 

Less than 
Significant 

RSLIP Alternative Temporary Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.6-c: Effects on 
Water Quality from 
Groundwater Discharged 
by Relief Wells 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Temporary Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No feasible mitigation is available Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.6-c: Conduct Groundwater 
Quality Tests, Notify the Central Valley RWQCB, 
and Comply with the RWQCB’s Waste Discharge 
Authorization and NPDES Permit 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Biological Resources      

Impact 4.7-a: Loss of 
Woodland Habitats 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Permanent Loss of 21 acres to 
conform with USACE 

guidance regarding 
levee vegetation 
encroachments 

Potentially 
Significant 

No feasible mitigation is available  Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

 No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action Permanent Loss of approximately 
18 acres of landside 

woodlands and 
approximately 4 acres 

of waterside 
woodlands 

Significant Mitigation Measure 4.7-a: Minimize Effects on 
Woodland Habitat; Implement all Woodland 
Habitat Improvements and Management 
Agreements; Compensate for Loss of Habitat; and 
Comply with Section 7 of the Federal Endangered 
Species Act, Section 1602 of the California Fish 
and Game Code, and Section 2081 of the 
California Endangered Species Act Permit 
Conditions 

Less than 
Significant 

 RSLIP Alternative Permanent Loss of approximately 
18 acres of landside 
woodlands and 21 
acres of waterside 

woodland  

Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-a Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Impact 4.7-b: Impacts on 
Wildlife Corridors 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Permanent Loss of 21 acres to 
conform with USACE 

guidance regarding 
levee vegetation 
encroachments 

Potentially 
Significant 

No feasible mitigation is available Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
 Proposed Action Permanent Loss of small amount 

of canal, 
approximately 18 
acres of landside 
woodlands, and 

approximately 4 acres 
of waterside 
woodlands 

Significant Mitigation Measure 4.7-b: Implement Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-a, “Minimize Effects on Woodland 
Habitat; Implement all Woodland Habitat 
Improvements and Management Agreements; 
Compensate for Loss of Habitat; and Comply with 
Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act, 
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
Code, and Section 2081 of the California 
Endangered Species Act Permit Conditions,” and 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-e, “Minimize the Potential 
for Direct Loss of Giant Garter Snake Individuals, 
Implement All Upland and Aquatic Habitat 
Improvements and Management Agreements to 
Ensure Adequate Compensation for Loss of 
Habitat, and Obtain Incidental Take Authorization”

Less than 
Significant 

 RSLIP Alternative Permanent Loss of small amount 
of canal, 

approximately 18 
acres of landside 

woodlands, and 21 
acres of waterside 

woodlands 

Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-b  Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

4.7-c: Impacts to 
Jurisdictional Waters of 
the United States 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action Temporary 
and 

Permanent 

Temporary impacts: 1 
acre (if all potential 

borrow sites are used); 
permanent impacts: 

<19.76 acres 

Potentially 
Significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-c: Minimize Effects on 
Jurisdictional Waters of the United States; 
Complete Detailed Design of Habitat Creation 
Components and Secure Management Agreements 
to Ensure Compensation of Waters Filled; and 

Less than 
Significant 
(Beneficial) 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Comply with Section 404, Section 401, Section 10, 
and Section 1602 Permit Processes 

 RSLIP Alternative Temporary 
and 

Permanent 

Temporary impacts: 
1 acre  

(if all potential borrow 
sites are used); 

permanent impacts: 
<28.35 acres 

Potentially 
Significant 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-c Less than 
Significant 
(Beneficial) 

4.7-d: Impacts on Special-
Status Plant Species 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

 No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent No special-status plant 
species found 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

4.7-e: Impacts on Giant 
Garter Snake Related to 
Project Construction 
Activities and Operational 
Activities of Relocated or 
Modified Pump Plants 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent Approximately 4 acres 
of canal/ditch and 1 

acre of rice 

Potentially 
Significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-e: Minimize the Potential 
for Direct Loss of Giant Garter Snake Individuals, 
Implement All Upland and Aquatic Habitat 
Improvements and Management Agreements to 
Ensure Adequate Compensation for Loss of 
Habitat, and Obtain Incidental Take Authorization 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
4.7-f: Impacts on 
Swainson’s Hawk and 
Other Special Status Birds 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Loss of 21 acres of 
waterside woodlands 

to conform with 
USACE guidance 
regarding levee 

vegetation 
encroachments 
Grassland and 
Cropland loss 

unknown 

Potentially 
Significant 

No feasible mitigation is available Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

 No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action Permanent 539 foraging acres and 
12 potential nesting 

acres 

Significant Mitigation Measure 4.7-f: Minimize Potential 
Impacts on Swainson’s Hawk and Other Special-
Status Birds Foraging and Nesting Habitat, Monitor 
Active Nests during Construction, Implement All 
Upland and Agricultural Habitat Improvements and 
Management Agreements to Compensate for Loss 
of Quantity and Quality of Foraging Habitat, Obtain 
Incidental Take Authorization, and Implement 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-a, “Minimize Effects on 
Woodland Habitat, Implement all Woodland 
Habitat Improvements and Management 
Agreements, Compensate for Loss of Habitat, and 
Comply with Section 7 of the Federal Endangered 
Species Act, Section 1602 of the California Fish 
and Game Code, and Section 2081 of the California 
Endangered Species Act Permit Conditions” 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

 RSLIP Alternative Permanent 607 foraging acres and 
32 nesting acres 

Potentially 
Significant 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-f Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
4.7-g: Impacts on Valley 
Elderberry Longhorn 
Beetle 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Permanent Unknown number of 
shrubs and 21 acres of 
waterside woodland 

Potentially 
Significant 

No feasible mitigation is available Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

 Proposed Action Permanent Loss of approximately 
13 shrubs, loss of 
approximately 18 
acres of landside 
woodlands and 

approximately 4 acres 
of waterside 
woodlands  

Significant 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 

Less than 
Significant 

 RSLIP Alternative Permanent Unknown shrubs, loss 
of approximately 18 

acres of landside 
woodlands and 21 
acres of waterside 

woodlands 

Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-g Less than 
Significant 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent Approximately 4 acres 
of canal/ditch and 1 

acre of rice 

Potentially 
Significant 

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  

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
4.7-i: Temporary 
Construction-related 
Impacts to Fish and 
Aquatic Habitats 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary 
and 

Permanent 

Unquantifiable Significant 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 

Less than 
Significant 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Temporary 
or 

Permanent 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Temporary 
or 

Permanent 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction 

Permanent Loss of 21 acres of 
nesting habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk 
(covered by the 

NBHCP) 

Significant No feasible mitigation is available Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Proposed Action Permanent 1 acre of rice, 
6 acres of canals, 
18 acres landside 

woodlands, 
4 acre of waterside 
woodlands (SRA 

habitat), 473 acres of 
cropland, and 

66 acres of grasslands

Significant Mitigation Measure 4.7-k: Ensure that Project 
Encroachment Does Not Jeopardize Successful 
Implementation of the NBHCP and Implement 
Mitigation Measures 4.7-a, and 4.7-c through 4.7-
h 

Less than 
Significant 

RSLIP Alternative Permanent 1 acre of rice, 
6 acres of canals, 
18 acres landside 

woodland, 
21 acres waterside 
woodlands (SRA 

habitat), 
546 acres of cropland, 

and 
61 acres of grasslands

Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-k Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Cultural Resources       

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Permanent Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

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 

Less than 
Significant 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Permanent Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent Five identified 
prehistoric sites 

Potentially 
Significant 

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 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

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 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
 Proposed Action and 

RSLIP Alternative 
Permanent Unquantifiable Potentially 

Significant 
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 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Impact 4.8-d: Potential 
Discovery of Human 
Remains during 
Construction 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

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 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Paleontological Resources      

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Permanent Not Applicable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

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 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Transportation and Circulation      

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action Temporary Up to 2,200 trips/day 
for the Sacramento 
River east levee and 
20 trips/day for the 

NCC; closure of one 
lane of Garden 

Highway downstream 
of Powerline Road for 
approximately 8 to 12 
weeks; and closure of 
Garden Highway (to 

through traffic) for up 
to 60 days in three 
locations, requiring  

detours 

Significant Mitigation Measure 4.10-a: Prepare and 
Implement a Traffic Safety and Control Plan for 
Construction-Related Truck Trips 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

 RSLIP Alternative Temporary 1,900 haul trips/day 
for the Sacramento 
River east levee and 
20 trips/day for the 

NCC; numerous 
closures of 1.5 to 2 
mile segments of 

Garden Highway for 
approximately 8 to 12 
weeks per segment; 

and closure of Garden 

Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-a Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 



 

 

NLIP Phase 4a Landside Improvements Project 
 

DEIS/DEIR 
USACE and SAFCA 

ES-35 
Executive Summary  

 

Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Highway (to through 
traffic) for up to 60 

days in three 
locations, requiring 

detours  

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Reconstruction of two 
public roadways and 
multiple farm road 
intersections with 
Garden Highway; 

closures of portions of 
Garden Highway (see 

Impact 4.10-a) 

Significant 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” 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.10-c: Temporary 
Disruption of Emergency 
Service Response Times 
and Access 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action Temporary Numerous temporary 
road closures and 

detours; closures of 
portions of Garden 

Highway (see Impact 
4.10-a) 

Potentially 
Significant 

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

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
 RSLIP Alternative Temporary Numerous temporary 

road closures and 
detours; closures of 
portions of Garden 

Highway (see Impact 
4.10-a) 

Potentially 
Significant 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-c Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

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

Less than 
Significant 

Air Quality       

Impact 4.11-a: Temporary 
Emissions of ROG, NOX, 
and PM10 during 
Construction 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action Temporary Total mitigated 
emissions in 2010, 

combined Phase 2, 3, 
and 4a Projects in 

Sacramento County: 
ROG 287.6 lb/day 

NOX 1,476.8 lb/day 
PM10 3,846.9 lb/day 

 
 

Significant Mitigation Measure 4.11-a: Implement Applicable 
District-Recommended Control Measures to 
Minimize Temporary Emissions of ROG, NOX, 
and PM10 during Construction 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Sutter County: 

ROG 101.7 lb/day 
NOX 527 lb/day 

PM10 1,259.5 lb/day 

 RSLIP Alternative Temporary Total mitigated 
emissions in 2010, 

combined Phase 2, 3, 
and 4a Projects in  

Sacramento County: 
ROG 266.5 lb/day 

NOX 1,394.8 lb/day 
PM10 3,395.1 lb/day 

 
Sutter County: 

ROG 68.2 lb/day 
NOX 341 lb/day 

PM10 822.4 lb/day 

Significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.11-a Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Mitigation would 
reduce impacts to the 
Federal de minimis 

thresholds 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.11-c: Long-Term 
Changes in Emissions of 
ROG, NOX, and PM10 
Associated with Project 
Implementation 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Temporary Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Noise       

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Temporary Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No feasible mitigation is available Less than 
Significant 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary 79–90 dBA without 
feasible noise control 
(50 feet from nearest 
noise source); highest 
noise level would be 

77.9 dBA Leq (100 feet 
from construction 

activities) 

Significant 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 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Impact 4.12-b: 
Temporary, Short-term 
Exposure of Sensitive 
Receptors to or 
Temporary, Short-term 
Generation of Excessive 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Temporary Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No feasible mitigation is available Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Groundborne Vibration Proposed Action and 

RSLIP Alternative 
Temporary 0.089 in/sec PPV or 

87 VdB (for 
bulldozers)  

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

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 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary 71.5 dBA Leq (50 feet 
from roadway 

centerline), resulting 
in interior noise levels 

of 46.5 dBA Leq 

Potentially 
Significant 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

and 
Unavoidable 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Permanent 78–88 dBA 3–5 feet 
away; meets 

compliance standards 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.12-e: Temporary 
Exposure of People 
Working in the Project 
Area to Excessive Airport 
Noise Levels 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 
 

Temporary Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Would not exceed 
Airport noise 

threshold levels 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Visual Resources       

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable Potentially 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action Permanent Removal of 
approximately 18 
acres of landside 

woodlands and 4 acre 
of waterside 
woodlands 

Significant No feasible mitigation is available Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

 RSLIP Alternative Permanent Removal of 
approximately 18 
acres of landside 

woodlands and 21 
acres of waterside 

woodland 

Significant No feasible mitigation is available Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

 No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
 Proposed Action and 

RSLIP Alternative 
Temporary Unquantifiable Significant 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 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

Utilities and Service Systems      

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

 No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

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

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.14-b: Potential 
Disruption of Utility 
Service 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

 No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

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” 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
Impact 4.14-c: Increases 
in Solid Waste Generation 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

 No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Estimated over 
100,000 cy solid 
waste; would not 
exceed remaining 

capacity 

Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials     

Impact 4.15-a: Accidental 
Spills of Hazardous 
Materials 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

 No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary 
or 

Permanent 

Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.15-b: Exposure 
to Hazardous Materials 
Encountered at Project 
Sites 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable Potentially 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Unquantifiable Significant Mitigation Measure 4.15-b(1): Implement 
Mitigation Measure 4.11-a, “Implement 
Applicable District-Recommended Control 
Measures to Minimize Temporary Emissions of 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
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 
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) 

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 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary Unquantifiable Potentially 
Significant 

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

Less than 
Significant 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 
 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

Mitigation 
 Proposed Action and 

RSLIP Alternative 
Temporary Unquantifiable Significant 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 

Less than 
Significant 

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 

Construction 

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary One existing and one 
proposed school 

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

Less than 
Significant 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

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

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Resource Topic/Impact Alternative Duration of 
Impact 

Quantification of 
Impact (Where 

Applicable) 

Level of 
Significance 

before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Level of 

Significance 
after 

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

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary 
and 

Permanent 

Unquantifiable Less than 
Significant 

No mitigation is required Less than 
Significant 

Impact 4.15-h: Potential 
Exposure to Wildland 
Fires 

No-Action 
Alternative: No 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

 Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

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

Less than 
Significant 

Environmental Justice       

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 

Construction  

Not 
Applicable 

Not Applicable No Impact No mitigation is required No Impact 

No-Action 
Alternative: Potential 

Levee Failure 

Not 
Applicable 

Unquantifiable Too 
Speculative 

No mitigation is required Too 
Speculative 

Proposed Action and 
RSLIP Alternative 

Temporary 
and 

Permanent 

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

Less than 
Significant 
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