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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO  
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

This appendix contains the comment letters received on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
USACE’s individual responses to environmental issues raised in those comments. All comments were 
considered by USACE and revisions were made to the EIS, as appropriate. Each letter, as well as each 
individual comment within the letter, has been given a number for cross-referencing. Responses are 
sequenced to reflect the order of comments within each letter. 

A public meeting on the EIS was conducted on July 16, 2008, and public comments were received in 
writing. A court reporter was available to record public comments; however, no verbal comments were 
received. 

All responses can be considered as part of the EIS. USACE wishes to thank the commenters for taking the 
time and effort to participate in the public review process. 

The following lists all parties who submitted comments on the EIS during the public review period. 

Written Comments Received on the EIS 

Letter # Commenter Date 

Federal Agencies (F) 

F1 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration 
Robin K. Hunt, Manager 7/28/08 

F2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager, Environmental Review Office 8/4/08 

Tribal Entities (T) 

 None received   

State Agencies (S) 

S1 California State Lands Commission 
Gail Newton, Chief, Division of Environmental Planning and Management 7/17/08 

Regional Agencies (R) 

 None received  

Local Agencies (L) 

L1 Sacramento County Airport System 
J. Glen Rickelton, Manager, Planning and Environment 7/28/08 

L2 Reclamation District 2035 
Hanspeter Walter, Counsel for Reclamation District 2035 7/28/08 

Individuals (I) 

I1 Patricia Nealon and Dr. Del Wright 7/16/08 

I2 Britt Johnson 7/16/08 

I3 Larry Morris 7/16/08 
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Written Comments Received on the EIS 

Letter # Commenter Date 

I4 Javed T. Siddiqui, Siddiqui Family Partnership 7/16/08 

I5 LaTisha Burnaugh, River Oaks Ranch in Natomas, LLC. 7/20/08 

I6 Roland L. Candee 7/24/08 

I7 Barbara Walker 7/26/08 

I8 Brian Fahey and Lauren Kondo 7/27/08 

I9 Melvin Borgman 7/28/08 

I10 John W. Norman, Brookfield California Land Holdings 7/28/08 

I11 Doug Cummings, President, Garden Highway Community Association 7/24/08 
 



LETTER F1 
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration 

Robin K. Hunt, Manager 
July 28, 2008 



 



 
  
  
  

 

Western-Pacific Region 
Airports Division 

San Francisco Airports District Office 
831 Mitten Road, Room 210 
Burlingame, CA 94010 
 

 
 
 
 
 
July 28, 2008 

  
Elizabeth Holland, Planning Division 
Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, California  95814 
 
Subject:  Comments on June 2008 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 408 
Permission and 404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency for the Natomas 
Levee Improvement Project 
 
Dear Ms. Holland: 
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) thanks the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) for the opportunity to provide comments on the June 2008 Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the 408 Permission and 404 Permit to Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency for the Natomas Levee Improvement Project, Sacramento, CA.  The FAA, 
through the Airport Improvement Program, has provided federal funds for various aviation 
development activities at the Sacramento International Airport.  The proposed flood 
protection improvements would increase protection of these developments for which federal 
funds have been expended.  The FAA has identified several areas to comment on in the 
DEIS, and these are discussed below.   
 
Sacramento International Airport is a certificated airport in accordance 14 CFR 139 of the 
FAA’s regulations.  As a result of prior 14 CFR 139 inspections at Sacramento International 
Airport, the airport is required to maintain and implement a Wildlife Hazard Management 
Plan.  The Wildlife Hazard Management Plan represents an ongoing effort by the 
Sacramento County Airport System to reduce wildlife-aircraft strike hazards and habitat 
attracting wildlife hazardous to aircraft operations at Sacramento International Airport.  
Sacramento County’s ongoing efforts to reduce wildlife-aircraft strike hazards at 
Sacramento International Airport would continue regardless of whether the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Project proceeds.   
 
The DEIS in Sections 2.2.2.2, 2.2.3.2, and 2.2.4.2 states that the Aviation Safety 
Components for all action alternatives in the DEIS are the same.  The action alternatives 
evaluate the benefits of the project in terms of reduced wildlife hazards to aviation as 
compared to a No-Action alternative where those habitat remain in rice habitat or fallowed 
rice fields.  As implementation of the Sacramento International Airport Wildlife Hazard 
Management Plan is an ongoing effort, the EIS should address that the attractiveness of the 
rice and fallowed rice areas would likely also decrease under the No-Action alternative.  
This should be reflected in the discussion of the No-Action alternative in the Final EIS, and 
in comparisons of the benefits of the action alternatives to the No-Action alternative.   
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The DEIS Section 2.2.2.1, subheading Managed Grasslands on Land Owned by Sacramento 
County, discusses that managed grassland within 10,000 feet of airport runways would be 
managed primarily to reduce the attractiveness to wildlife hazardous to aircraft safety.  
Please note that FAA Circular 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near 
Airports, not only recommends a separation distance of 10,000 feet between airports serving 
turbine-powered (jet) aircraft and habitats that can attract wildlife hazardous to aircraft, but 
also recommends a separation distance of 5 miles between hazardous wildlife attractants and 
the edge of an airport’s Area of Operations if the attractant could cause hazardous wildlife 
movement into or across the approach or departure airspace.   
 
The proposed borrow areas on airport property identified on Plate 19 are all within 5 miles 
of the airport and are located in the approach and departure paths.  Also, most of the 
proposed airport borrow areas are within 10,000 feet of the airport Area of Operations.  To 
be consistent with FAA Circular 150/5200-33B, these areas should be managed to minimize 
their attractiveness to wildlife hazardous to aircraft.   
 
Sacramento International Airport is located on property acquired using a combination of 
Sacramento County and federal funds and the airport has received federal funding from 
various FAA Airport Improvement Program federal grants.  As a result, Sacramento County 
is subject to FAA “grant assurances” regarding land use and other activities.  The grant 
assurances require that airport revenue and assets must be used to support aviation purposes.  
Any agreement between the Sacramento County Airport System and the Sacramento Area 
Flood Control Agency for use of borrow material or other airport resources must be 
structured in such a way that Sacramento County remains in compliance with its previous 
commitments to the FAA regarding grant assurances.   
 
Based on the description of the action alternatives in the Draft EIS, it appears that 
implementation of any of the action alternatives is likely to require one or more FAA 
approvals.  Further discussions between the USACE, the Sacramento Area Flood Control 
Agency, the Sacramento County Airport System, and the Federal Aviation Administration 
prior to preparation and issuance of the Final EIS for this project are necessary to advise the 
USACE and Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency of FAA requirements and approvals 
that must be obtained before any action alternatives involving airport property could 
proceed.   
 
Please contact FAA Environmental Protection Specialist Doug Pomeroy, telephone, 650-
876-2778, extension 612, or e-mail Douglas.Pomeroy@faa.gov, if  
you have questions regarding this letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
original signed by Raymond Chiang for  
 
Robin K. Hunt 
Manager 
 
cc:  G. Hardy Acree, Director of Airports, Sacramento County Airport System 
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SAFCA Natomas Levee Improvement Project 

Letter 

F1 
Response 

 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration 
Robin K. Hunt, Manager 
July 28, 2008 

 

F1-1 Implementation of the Sacramento County Airport System’s (SCAS’s) Airport Wildlife 
Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) is an ongoing effort. As part of this effort, the 
Airport has not renewed its leases for rice production on fields north of the Airport that 
expired earlier this year, and they are now inactive (see Section 2.2.1, “No-Action 
Alternative,” in the EIS for a revision of this text). The analysis of the effects of the 
project alternatives on giant garter snake habitat and the mitigation measures that would 
be implemented to compensate for these effects have been revised to reflect this baseline 
assumption (see Impact 4.9-c in the EIS for a revision of this text). Specifically, the 
proposal to create managed marsh habitat on Airport land largely within the 10,000-foot 
Airport Critical Zone has been eliminated from the project because this would represent a 
potential increase in wildlife attraction by comparison to the baseline condition. 

F1-2 The discussion in the EIS has been modified to specifically reference the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) Circular 150/5200-33B and clarify the FAA’s regulatory 
interest in managing wildlife attractants within 5 miles of the edge of the Airport’s Area 
of Operations. This space includes a substantial portion of the Natomas Basin, including 
areas with competing land uses and management priorities including flood risk 
management, aviation safety, and habitat conservation. Potential borrow sites within 
these areas have been identified based on balancing these management priorities and 
minimizing the cost and environmental effects of borrow haulage activities. As noted in 
the EIS, within the 10,000-foot Airport Critical Zone, management of the grasslands 
created by borrow operations would be consistent with the Airport’s WHMP. 

F1-3 The Natomas Basin is a levee-protected floodplain with a currently unacceptable risk of 
flooding. An uncontrolled flood in the Natomas Basin could have catastrophic impacts on 
Airport facilities and operations. Use of Airport lands for levee construction, irrigation 
facility relocation, and drainage canal construction is necessary to complete the project in 
a timely manner and reduce the risk that Airport revenue and assets could be lost or 
severely damaged by flooding. Use of Airport lands for borrow operations and woodland 
preservation and creation can be made consistent with grant assurances given by 
Sacramento County to the FAA that Airport lands will be used to support aviation 
purposes. The levee and related flood risk reduction facilities would provide direct 
benefits to the Airport through containment of high flows in the Sacramento River 
channel adjacent to the Airport. The relocated irrigation canal would permit construction 
of these facilities without interrupting agricultural activity on private lands near the 
Airport. Borrow operations on Airport land would result in land-form changes that would 
facilitate implementation of the Airport’s WHMP. The drainage canal would serve as 
mitigation for decommissioning of the Airport West Ditch that runs through the Airport’s 
Area of Operations and constitutes both a wildlife and operational hazard. The proposed 
woodland plantings would offset the removal of trees within the levee footprint and 
would be located entirely outside of the 10,000-foot Airport Critical Zone resulting in a 
net reduction in the number of trees within that zone. 

F1-4 Comment noted. 



 



LETTER F2 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager, Environmental Review Office 
August 4, 2008 
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SAFCA Natomas Levee Improvement Project 

Letter 

F2 
Response 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager, Environmental Review Office 
August 4, 2008 

 

F2-1 The EPA 404(b)(1) Guidelines (subpart B) acknowledge that in some cases for actions 
subject to NEPA where USACE is the permitting agency, the NEPA document prepared 
may not consider the alternatives in sufficient detail to respond to the requirements of the 
404(b)(1) Guidelines. In such cases, the EPA Guidelines recognize the necessity of 
supplementing the NEPA document with the necessary additional information. A 
404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis has been prepared to supplement the EIS and to support 
USACE’s 404 permit decision. This document includes additional information to support 
the conclusion that the preferred alternative represents the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). A copy of the 404(b)(1) Alternatives 
Analysis will be available to EPA for review upon request. 

F2-2 The City of Sacramento and the Counties of Sacramento and Sutter have developed and 
are administering flood safety plans affecting the Natomas Basin within their 
jurisdictions. These plans will be updated as additional development in the Natomas 
Basin is approved. 

Section 5.2.6, “Residual Risk,” in the EIS describes SAFCA’s ongoing efforts to manage 
the residual risk of flooding in the Natomas Basin, which would persist even with 
achievement of a 200-year level of flood protection. As noted in Section 5.2.6, these 
efforts include providing the state with a safety plan (including a flood preparedness plan, 
levee patrol plan, flood-fight plan, and evacuation plan). Additionally, SAFCA has 
implemented a development impact fee program with the objective of avoiding any 
substantial increase in the expected damage due to an uncontrolled flood as new 
development proceeds in the floodplain. The revenue generated by the fee program will 
be used to offset and reduce flood damages.  

F2-3 Chapter 6.0, “Compliance with Other Environmental Laws and Regulations,” and 
Chapter 7.0, “Consultation and Coordination,” of the EIS describe the consultation 
between USACE and SAFCA and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) that has taken place in connection with 
the Natomas Levee Improvement Program (NLIP). Additionally, Impact 4.9-f in the EIS 
specifically addresses the project alternatives’ potential to result in conflicts with the 
provisions of the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP). Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-f helps ensure that the project alternatives would be implemented in a 
manner that is consistent with and does not jeopardize successful implementation of the 
NBHCP. The City of Sacramento and the Counties of Sacramento and Sutter will 
continue to work with USFWS, DFG, and The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) 
regarding mitigation for future development that is expected to occur in the Natomas 
Basin in accordance with the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) 
Preferred Blueprint Scenario, which includes smart growth principles. 

F2-4 See Response to Comments F2-1 through F2-3, F2-7, and F2-9 through F2-13. 

F2-5 See Response to Comment F2-1. 
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F2-6 See Response to Comment F2-2.  

F2-7 This is a local land planning issue and is not in the purview of USACE or SAFCA. 
Section 5.2.4, “Blueprint for Regional Growth,” in the EIS describes how the Preferred 
Blueprint Scenario will serve as the framework to guide local government in growth and 
transportation planning for the next 50 years. The Preferred Blueprint Scenario integrates 
smart growth principles such as higher-density, mixed-use developments and 
reinvestment in existing developed areas. A map of the Preferred Blueprint Scenario is 
shown in Plate 17 in the EIS. Additionally, Section 5.2.5, “State Plan of Flood Control,” 
in the EIS describes the bond measures approved by California voters in November 2006 
and the major bills approved by the California Legislature in October 2007 for flood 
control system improvements in the Central Valley. Part of the smart growth concept is to 
protect urbanizing basins such as Natomas to a high degree and minimize the spread of 
urban development into basins that are primarily agricultural. 

F2-8 See Response to Comment F2-3. 

F2-9 As described in Impact 4.8-a in the EIS, construction of the adjacent setback levee would 
substantially reduce [emphasis added] the need for removal of waterside vegetation to 
conform with USACE guidance regarding levee encroachments; however, several 
landside woodland groves and individual trees would require removal to facilitate 
construction and the setback levee. It is not anticipated, however, that the adjacent 
setback levee would entirely eliminate the USACE requirement to remove waterside 
vegetation, as the commenter suggests, because the existing levee will remain part of the 
engineered levee structure. 

F2-10 USACE has not identified the LEDPA. To represent the LEDPA, Alternative 3 would 
need to have a lesser adverse impact on environmental resources than Alternative 1.  

See Response to Comment F2-1. The 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis prepared for the 
project considers the potential advantages of enhanced habitat along the Sacramento 
River within the levee setback area in evaluating whether Alternative 3 may better 
represent the LEDPA. 

The 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis acknowledges that under Alternative 3, the 1.5-mile 
setback area has a potential environmental benefit associated with allowance for the 
establishment of riparian vegetation along the Sacramento River within the setback area. 
The 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis also acknowledges that with the potential for 
establishment of a 500-foot wide corridor of vegetation along the 1.5-mile setback area, 
Alternative 3 could result in establishment of approximately 91 acres of riparian 
vegetation over time. However, with construction of the setback levee under Alternative 
3, approximately 5 acres of additional rice fields would be affected. Although these rice 
fields were determined not to constitute jurisdictional waters of the United States, they 
are still considered habitat for the Federally listed giant garter snake. Although in the 
overall scope of the project this would not be a substantive difference in the amount of 
giant garter snake habitat lost, the remainder of the setback area would no longer have 
potential to become suitable giant garter snake habitat in the future because it would be 
vulnerable to flooding.  
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The adverse effects associated with the loss of 5 acres of existing giant garter snake 
habitat and potential loss of opportunity for establishing giant garter snake habitat, albeit 
somewhat offset by the potential for establishing additional riparian/shaded riverine 
aquatic (SRA) habitat in the levee setback area, would constitute a net adverse effect on 
the aquatic environment. In consideration of the additional 0.02 acre of permanent 
impacts to waters of the United States and the additional loss of 5 acres of giant garter 
snake habitat, Alternative 3 would result in slightly greater overall adverse impacts on 
aquatic resources than Alternative 1. 

F2-11 Many of the mitigation measures proposed by the commenter to reduce impacts 
associated with construction-related emissions are very similar to those included in the 
EIS (see Mitigation Measure 4.13-a). In some instances, the commenter’s proposed 
mitigation measures are less specific/restrictive than the ones identified in the EIS.  

Some measures proposed by the commenter that were not included because they were 
infeasible include the following: 

• Phase the project to reduce emissions below significance thresholds. 

The NLIP is phased over several years, as described in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the 
EIS. This measure is infeasible because the nature of the project requires construction to 
occur during the phased time period identified to avoid impacts to other resources (e.g., 
endangered species, flood control, and water quality), as well as reducing emissions. This 
impact would be unavoidable despite an attempt to phase the project over a longer period 
of time, and would increase the potential and severity of effects on other resources.  

• Identify sensitive receptors in the project area and specify means to minimize impacts 
to these populations.  

The project area is rural in nature. Some residential uses would, at times, be within 100 
feet of project construction activities. However, construction activities in proximity to 
any residences would be temporary, and exposure to construction-generated pollutant 
emissions would be short term (see Impact 4.13-d). In addition, fugitive dust regulations 
would require the control of dust leaving the project site and reduce effects at off-site 
receptors. The commenter proposes locating construction staging areas as far away from 
sensitive receptors as possible. This is not practicable because staging areas are, by the 
very nature, next to construction sites; not necessary to prevent a significant, adverse 
effect on sensitive receptors; and increasing the distance equipment would travel each day 
to reach the work site could have the indirect effect of exacerbating criteria air pollutant 
emissions, as well as having adverse effects associated with traffic and noise. 

F2-12 With respect to river flows and capacity, SAFCA’s hydraulic engineering team evaluated 
the effects of a 3-foot rise in sea levels in the Sacramento–San Joaquin Delta on water 
surface elevations in the Sacramento River channel at flood stage in connection with 
SAFCA’s Natomas Levee Evaluation Program1. The analysis showed that the effects of 
an increase in sea level attenuated at approximately the town of Freeport, which is 
approximately 12 miles downstream of the project location. 

                                                 
1 Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2008 (October). Impact of Sea Level Rise on the Natomas Levee 
Improvement Program Design Water Surface Elevation. Technical Memorandum prepared by MBK Engineers. 
Sacramento, CA. 
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 Hydrology of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River system is highly dependent on the 
interaction between Sierra Nevada snowpack, runoff, and management of reservoirs. 
Potential changes made to the amount of reservoir space retained for flood storage, 
retained annual carryover volumes, and other reservoir management factors in response to 
altered Sierra runoff patterns could substantially alter how those runoff patterns are 
experienced in the lower Sacramento and American River watersheds. Although changed 
runoff patterns related to decreasing snowpack are reasonably foreseeable, significant 
uncertainties remain regarding how those changes may affect flow patterns in the Lower 
American and Sacramento River watersheds. Runoff patterns in these watersheds depend 
not just on how climatic conditions might change, but also on a wide range of human 
actions and management decisions. Given the uncertainty associated with projecting 
changes in runoff patterns in water bodies at and upstream of the project area, this 
potential climate change effect is too speculative to reasonably draw a conclusion 
regarding the significance of foreseeable direct effects on physical conditions at the 
project site. 

F2-13 SAFCA has designed the project in an effort to minimize energy use, recycle and/or reuse 
materials, and obtain a firm, reliable water supply for environmental mitigation measures. 
Potential borrow sites were selected, in part, based on a desire to minimize energy use. As 
described on pages 2-13 and 2-14 of the EIS, preference was given to sites nearest to the 
construction areas. The use of borrow sites near the construction areas would reduce the 
potential costs and environmental effects (e.g., air emissions) of hauling material. In 
addition, scrapers rather than trucks may be used in some instances to move soil material 
from a borrow site to a construction area when the borrow site is within approximately 1 
mile of the point of use, thereby reducing the amount of material handling required and 
further associated construction costs and air pollutant emissions. 

 Additionally, SAFCA would reuse aggregate base material and minimize off-site haulage 
of waste materials.  

With respect to a water supply for its proposed mitigation sites, SAFCA intends to 
operate the proposed mitigation sites in concert with TNBC. SAFCA anticipates a long-
term agreement with the Natomas Central Mutual Water Company (NCMWC), similar to 
NCMWC’s agreement with TNBC, for a firm, reliable water supply. 

 

 

 

 

 



LETTER S1 
California State Lands Commission 

Gail Newton, Chief, Division of Environmental Planning and Management 
July 17, 2008 
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Letter 

S1 
Response 

 California State Lands Commission 
Gail Newton, Chief, Division of Environmental Planning and Management  
July 17, 2008 

 

S1-1 Comment noted. 

S1-2 Mitigation Measure 4.18-b(2) has been modified to specify that prior to ground disturbing 
activities at borrow sites, Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) and, if 
appropriate, Phase II ESAs shall be completed. 

 



 



LETTER L1 
Sacramento County Airport System 

J. Glen Rickelton, Manager, Planning and Environment 
July 28, 2008 
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Letter 

L1 
Response 

 Sacramento County Airport System 
J. Glen Rickelton, Manager, Planning and Environment 
July 28, 2008 

 

L1-1 Comment noted.  

L1-2 The suggested project objective of using flood control projects located in the vicinity of 
the Sacramento International Airport (Airport) to facilitate better management of Airport 
lands is consistent with SAFCA’s approach to the project. The text of this project 
objective has been modified accordingly.  

L1-3 SAFCA continues to coordinate with Airport staff to provide sufficient information 
regarding changes in the management and use of lands surrounding the Airport. FAA’s 
approval of land use changes associated with the project is an essential step in the project 
planning and environmental review process. FAA has indicated that such an approval will 
be tied to a determination that these land use changes are needed to support aviation 
purposes as discussed in Responses to Comments F1-1 and F1-3. 

L1-4 Comment noted. SAFCA continues close coordination with Airport staff to ensure 
Airport lands will be managed consistently with FAA requirements. 

L1-5 This sentence has been modified accordingly.  

L1-6 Section 2.2.2.2 of the EIS has been modified accordingly.  

L1-7 This section has been deleted because the proposal to create managed marsh on Airport 
land has been eliminated from the project. 

L1-8 This discussion has been modified accordingly.  

L1-9 The following referenced statements in the EIS are correct:  

Priorities for woodland site selection would be to have tall tree species in groves 
adjacent to hawk foraging fields but distant from the Airport runways (EIS page 
2-18).  

No tree plantings are proposed in the vicinity of the north and south runway 
approaches, and most plantings would occur outside the Critical Zone (EIS page 
4-131). 

Plate 20b in the EIS depicts the proposed locations for woodland plantings. Most 
woodland plantings would occur in Sutter County, north of the Airport’s Critical Zone. 
Some woodland plantings, however, would occur on properties that SAFCA would 
acquire and that are within the Critical Zone (along the Sacramento River east levee). As 
discussed in the EIS, these woodland plantings would mitigate the loss of Swainson’s 
hawk nesting habitat.  

L1-10 This sentence has been modified accordingly.  
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L1-11 The references to the FAA Advisory Circular have been updated.  

L1-12 Comment noted. 

L1-13 Mitigation Measure 4.19-a (formerly Mitigation Measure 4.18-c in the EIS) has been 
modified to include submission of FAA form 7460-1.  

L1-14 The sentence referencing the floodplain storage issues in relation to the planned surface 
parking lot has been deleted.  

L1-15 Given the design and function of the project elements that would be located on Airport 
land, as described in Response to Comment F1-3, it is highly unlikely that the project will 
increase wildlife attraction and hazards to aircraft at the Airport compared to existing 
conditions. Therefore, consideration of additional measures to further reduce wildlife 
hazards appears unwarranted. 

L1-16 The text has been corrected to indicate that lands within the existing airfield and other 
portions of the Airport have not been in agricultural production in the recent past. 

L1-17 The proposal to create managed marsh on Airport land has been eliminated from the 
project. 

 

 

 

 



LETTER L2 
Reclamation District 2035 

Hanspeter Walter, Counsel for Reclamation District 2035 
July 28, 2008 
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Letter 

L2 
Response 

 Reclamation District 2035 
Hanspeter Walter, Counsel for Reclamation District 2035 
July 28, 2008 

 

L2-1 The EIS analyzes the significant impacts of SAFCA’s entire NLIP Landside 
Improvements Project, consisting of early implementation (2008–2010) improvements 
(proposed project). Consistent with the status of project planning, the “2008” phase of the 
project, which would start in 2008 and is expected to end in 2009, was analyzed at a 
project level of detail. After the Record of Decision based on this EIS is signed, USACE 
will consider whether to grant Section 408 permission and a Section 404 permit for the 
proposed project, both of which are needed to allow the 2008 phase to begin. The 2009–
2010 phase of the proposed project was analyzed in this EIS at a programmatic level. 
This phase will require further environmental review before issuance of 408 permission 
and a 404 permit before this phase can begin. The California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) notice of preparation (Exhibit 3 of the commenter’s letter) is for the project-level 
analysis of the 2009–2010 phase of the proposed project. Sufficiently detailed plans are 
now available to begin project-level review of the 2009–2010 phase of the proposed 
project. That document will be a joint EIS/EIR. Each of the project phases described 
above, and subsequent project phases, described in the Executive Summary of the FEIS, 
have independent utility and, therefore, can be analyzed separately under NEPA. 

The proposed project consists of levee improvements in the Natomas Basin, as shown on 
Plate 4 of the EIS. The entire proposed project consists of improvements to the perimeter 
levee system of the Natomas basin. The project is located within the area described in EIS 
Chapter 3.0, “Affected Environment.” The levee systems and channels that border the 
Natomas Basin are described in Section 1.2.1 of the DEIS. The size of the affected area 
analyzed in the EIS depends on the impact. For example, the affected environment for the 
hydrology and hydraulics analysis consists of the Sacramento, Feather, and American 
River basins (see Subsection 3.3.4.1). The affected environment for purposes of 
analyzing groundwater quality is the North American Groundwater Subbasin (see 
Subsection 3.3.5.2). The affected environment for purposes of analyzing impacts on fish 
and aquatic habitat in the larger Sacramento and San Joaquin River Systems consists of 
all of the waterways that are tributary to the lower Sacramento River, including the 
Natomas Cross Canal, Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, 
other creeks, irrigation and drainage canals, and ditches (see Subsection 3.3.6). 

The NLIP is part of the larger American River Watershed Investigation (ARWI), which 
has been analyzed at a programmatic level. Section 1.5 of the EIS describes the history 
and elements of the ARWI. Section 1.7 of the EIS lists the related USACE National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents for the ARWI.  

The ARWI will be implemented in a number of smaller projects for many years to come, 
and more detailed, project-level environmental review will be required for these projects 
as they are proposed, designed, and funded. Because the proposed project implements a 
portion of the larger program, this EIS accordingly analyzes the proposed project at a 
more detailed “project” level of analysis. The EIS analyzes all of the direct and 
reasonably foreseeable indirect effects of the proposed project. In addition, Chapter 5.0 of 
the EIS analyzes the cumulative effects of the proposed project. The analysis of 
cumulative hydrology and hydraulics impacts, for example, involved modeling of the 
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entire Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins, including Folsom Dam (see EIS, 
Subsection 5.1.2.1). The sentence quoted by the commenter from page 5 of Appendix A 
to the EIS (Summary Report on Hydraulic Impact Analyses) makes clear that the 
hydraulic analysis of the proposed project was performed in the context of the entire 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project. 

While the commenter correctly refers to page 1-7 of the EIS for the statement that 
“[t]reatment of bank erosion is not an element of the Landside Improvement Project but is 
part of SAFCA’s overall NLIP,” the commenter does not quote the remainder of the 
paragraph which further explains: 

“The presence of high-risk sites may affect the ability to provide 100-year or 
‘200-year’ flood protection to the Natomas Basin. Discussion of erosion 
sites is relevant to this EIS, therefore, because the selection and design of 
improvements along the Sacramento River east levee will influence the 
extent of the threat that bank erosion sites pose to the integrity of the 
levee—and consequently, the need to repair erosion sites.” 

Accordingly, the erosion control projects are considered in the analysis of cumulative 
impacts (see EIS, Subsection 5.1.3.2). USACE is planning to prepare multiple biological 
assessments, each corresponding to the relevant phase of the program being considered 
under NEPA and CEQA.  

In summary, nothing has been left out of the analysis, and there has been no improper 
segmenting. 

L2-2 Project Alternatives 2 and 3 include bank protection improvements along the east bank of 
the Sacramento River. However, it is unclear how these project alternatives would 
significantly increase the risk of erosion along the west bank of the Sacramento River 
because management of erosion in all segments of the Sacramento River Flood Control 
Project is carried out on a systemwide basis by USACE and the California Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) under the authority of the Sacramento River Bank Protection 
Project. The purpose of this ongoing authority is to ensure that erosion risks are reduced 
as they are identified, so that the flood managers can maintain fit levees without being 
either hindered or helped by the condition of levees elsewhere in the system. 

L2-3 As discussed in Section 4.4 and Appendix A of the EIS, there is no evidence that 
implementing levee improvements along the Sacramento River east levee as proposed 
under the project alternatives considered in the EIS would increase the risk of levee 
failure on the west side of the river. The westside levees would continue to be exposed to 
conditions similar to the preproject conditions. These levees would have the same risk of 
failure with or without the project because the proposed improvements would not reduce 
channel capacity or raise surface water elevations. Accordingly, there is no basis for 
concluding that the proposed improvements under any of the alternatives would have any 
direct or indirect effect on the reliability of the westside levees. 

L2-4  Considerable review of SAFCA’s modeling by USACE and USACE’s Hydrologic 
Engineering Center in Davis, California has occurred to date. The base model used in 
SAFCA’s hydrologic modeling was originally developed by USACE and the State of 
California as part of the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basin Comprehensive Study. 
Extensive review of SAFCA’s approach in using this model occurred both in connection 
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with SAFCA’s EIR on the NLIP Landside Improvement Project (SAFCA 2007) and this 
EIS. USACE and the State continue to refine the model for application to other early 
implementation projects and to develop a State Plan of Flood Control.  

L2-5 As discussed in Appendix A to the EIS, much work has been done to promote regionally 
oriented improvements to the Yolo and Sacramento Bypass systems that could reduce the 
risk of floods over the long term. However, this alternative was not carried forward for 
detailed analysis in the EIS because the necessary improvements would be extremely 
costly and time consuming to implement; they would occur entirely outside SAFCA’s 
jurisdiction, requiring extraordinary cooperation among affected federal, state, and local 
interests; and they would not resolve the seepage problems affecting the Sacramento 
River east levee and the Natomas Cross Canal south levee. The alternatives that were 
carried forward would address the immediate flood control issues facing the Natomas 
Basin in a way that would not adversely affect other portions of the Sacramento River 
system or other entities with flood management responsibilities. These alternatives would 
not prejudice the state’s FloodSAFE effort or other future efforts from identifying 
additional long-term solutions to the flood protection system deficiencies related to the 
river system, including improvements to the Yolo and Sacramento Bypass systems. 

L2-6 The proposed project is consistent with the following direction given by the California 
State Legislature to DWR with respect to projects that could provide protection to urban 
areas in the Central Valley before DWR’s completion of an updated State Plan of Flood 
Control for the Central Valley: 

…the department may implement flood protection improvements for urban areas 
protected by facilities of the State Plan of Flood Control before the adoption of 
Central Valley Flood Protection Plan if the director determines, in writing, that 
all of the following apply: 

(1) The improvements are necessary and require state funding before the 
completion of the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan… 

(2) The improvements will reduce or avoid risk to human life in one or more 
urban areas. 

(3) The improvements will not impair or impede future changes to regional flood 
protection or the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan. 

(4) The improvements will be maintained by a local agency that has committed 
sufficient funding to maintain both the existing and improved facilities of the 
State Plan of Flood Control. 

(5) The affected cities, counties, and other public agencies will have sufficient 
revenue resources for the operation and maintenance of the facility. 

(6) Upon the allocation of funds for a project, the proposed project is ready for 
implementation. 

(7) The improvements comply with existing law. (Chapter 364, Statutes of 2007) 
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This is what is referred to by DWR as a “no regrets” approach to rapidly reducing the risk 
of flooding (and associated State liability for flood damages) in urban areas while 
developing an updated State Plan of Flood Control that incorporates these urban area 
improvements into a coherent flood risk reduction system. 

L2-7 See Response to Comment L2-3. As discussed in Section 4.4.2 and Appendix A of the 
EIS, the proposed project would not alter water surface elevations and therefore would 
not increase flooding potential on the Sacramento River. The studies conducted by 
SAFCA and USACE as part of the project planning process and previous investigations 
consistently show that the proposed improvements would not significantly alter river 
channel geometry and associated water surface elevations. Therefore, the project would 
not measurably increase flood risk to other areas. The statements cited by the commenter 
from Appendix A of the EIS are not significance thresholds. 

L2-8 The premise of this comment is unclear because, as discussed in Response to Comment 
L2-7, the project would not increase the risk of flooding in Yolo County. 

L2-9 SAFCA must comply with the requirements for operation and maintenance applicable to 
all State/Federal project levees in the Central Valley. These requirements will be 
referenced in the encroachment permit that SAFCA receives from the Central Valley 
Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) to implement the project. The permit will obligate 
SAFCA to convey an easement to the CVFPB, giving the CVFPB effective control over 
the improved levee footprint to ensure that the referenced operation and maintenance 
requirements are properly carried out. Pursuant to SAFCA’s Joint Exercise of Powers 
Agreement, SAFCA will enter into an agreement with Reclamation District (RD) 1000 to 
carry out these requirements at SAFCA’s expense. 

L2-10  See Response to Comment F2-12. 

L2-11 Section 5.2 of the EIS, pages 5-23 to 5-31, analyzes the potential for growth inducement 
resulting from implementation of the proposed project and describes prior environmental 
analyses of growth inducement caused by the ARWI, including the Natomas Basin 
perimeter levee improvements. The analysis concludes that “there is substantial evidence 
that the project evaluated in this EIS and the NLIP as a whole would accommodate 
anticipated growth in the project area in a manner that would be consistent with adopted 
local and regional growth management plans and with an emerging State Plan of Flood 
Control.” (EIS, page 5-30; see also EIS, pages 4-51 to 4-55 [effects on giant garter 
snake].) The project does not open the Natomas Basin up to development; local land use 
policies control this development. NBHCP issues will be addressed as part of any change 
in land use policy. 

L2-12 Increases in stormwater runoff resulting from urbanization in the Natomas Basin would 
be addressed as part of the urban planning and development process in the City of 
Sacramento and Sacramento and Sutter Counties. All new development would be 
required to comply with the terms and conditions of applicable National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System permits issued by the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. In addition, because urban development in the Natomas Basin is 
typically designed to discharge stormwater into the RD 1000’s internal drainage system, 
each of the three jurisdictions would be required to comply with the terms and conditions 
of a stormwater management agreement with RD 1000. These agreements typically 
proscribe any increase in the peak flows discharged to the internal drainage system by 
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comparison to the preproject agricultural condition of the lands affected by urban 
development. This condition is achieved through the construction of a system of 
detention basins in urbanizing areas that mitigate development related changes in 
stormwater runoff rates. To the extent that the proposed project would increase the 
capacity of the internal drainage system, particularly near the Airport, through the 
construction of the new GGS/Drainage Canal, the cumulative effect of the project when 
combined with anticipated new urban development in the Natomas Basin would be 
potentially beneficial. 
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Letter 

I1 
Response 

 
Patricia Nealon and Dr. Del Wright 
July 16, 2008 

 

I1-1 Potential loss of heritage oak trees is described in Impact 4.8-a (note: “woodland habitat” 
is the term used to refer to the habitat that includes oaks trees). The impact analysis notes 
that loss of woodland habitat (approximately 54.5 acres under Alternative 1) would be 
offset by creation of new woodlands and preservation of existing woodland 
(approximately 125 acres and 10–20 acres, respectively, under Alternative 1). 
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Letter 

I2 
Response 

 
Britt Johnson 
July 16, 2008 

 

I2-1 See Response to Comment L2-5.  

I2-2 One of the design goals for the adjacent levee along the east bank of the Sacramento 
River is to reduce the risk that existing encroachments along the Garden Highway levee 
could impair the performance of the improved levee. 
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Letter 

I3 
Response 

 
Larry Morris 
July 16, 2008 

 

I3-1 Comment noted. 
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Letter 

I4 
Response 

 Siddiqui Family Partnership 
Javed T. Siddiqui 
July 16, 2008 

 

I4-1 The project alternatives considered in the EIS are intended to meet applicable Federal and 
State levee design standards. Those standards typically require a minimum 3:1 levee 
slope. 

I4-2 Implementation of cutoff walls to control underseepage in Sacramento River east levee 
Reaches 10 and 11A is problematic because the depth of the porous material in the 
foundation of the levee exceeds the reach of the conventional deep-stick excavators that 
would typically be used to install the cutoff walls over an extensive length of levee. Other 
nonconventional installation technologies could be employed or, in appropriate 
circumstances, conventional installation techniques could be combined with seepage well 
installation. However, these nonconventional approaches are typically more costly than 
installation of seepage berms. Moreover, seepage wells are considered somewhat less 
reliable than seepage berms because of their operation and maintenance requirements. In 
identifying seepage berms as a preferred seepage control measure for these reaches, 
SAFCA also considered the susceptibility of the foundation soils to seismically induced 
instability.  

I4-3 The current zoning for the referenced property is agriculture. No other use is currently 
being contemplated. 

I4-4 This is beyond the scope of the EIS. USACE and SAFCA are committed to maintaining 
good communications with affected residents and business owners throughout project 
planning and construction. Also, see Response to Comment I5-1. 
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