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Presentation Overview

= What is the Sac River GRR?
= Project Area

= Schedule

= Agency Scoping Charette

= Public Scoping Process

= Requested Public Input

= QOverview of Problems, Opportunities, Objectives,
Constraints, Measures

= Closing Comments and Questions
= Open House
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What Is the Sac River GRR?

= General reevaluation of design and operation of
Sacramento River Flood Control Project authorized in
1917

= Systemwide, flood risk management and ecosystem
restoration feasibility study

= Develop a Chief’'s Report recommending project for
authorization by Congress
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
System built in 1900’s following standards of time
Levees close to river to flush mining debris
Mid 1900’s reservoirs constructed
Ecosystem processes significantly reduced by levees, revetment, reservoirs, water diversions
Modern data show risk higher than previously thought (higher velocities, geotechnical, hydrologic uncertainty, urban development)
Since 1950’s, only localized improvements. 


Leveraging Existing Efforts

CENTRAL VALLEY

= Central Valley Flood Protection Plan

PLANNING PROGRAM

» Sacramento River Basin-wide
Feasibility Study :

» Regional Flood Management Plans

» Conservation Strategy '

= Central Valley Integrated Flood

Management Study (Sac Basin)
» Other USACE Studies
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sac River GRR is leveraging planning, information, and models developed by the State for the CVFPP, Basin-wide feasibility studies, Conservation Strategy, Re-operations Studies, Water Plan and Groundwater studies as well as information from Regional Plans and IWRMPs. USACE will partner closely with the state and other key stakeholders on public involvement, plan formulation, screening and recommendations. USACE is playing a review role on primary inputs being provided to us by the state such as H&H model results and writing for the GRR. 

Leverage CVIFMS watershed scale system analysis to focus near-term implementation at lower end of system
Leverage Federal, State and local alignment on large-scale, multi-benefit projects in the lower Sacramento River Basin (largest risk)
Fully leverage existing planning and technical information developed by State



SMART Feasibility Study Process

In-Progress Reviews (IPRs) as needed

36 MONTHS
Concurrent public, technical, State & Agency review
policy and legal review
ALTERNATIVE
SCOPING FORMULATION el Y LEVEL CHIEF’S REPORT
& ANALYSIS
Alternatives Milestone TSP Milestone Final Report Milestone Chief’'s Report
Vertical Team concurrence 1 Vertical Team DCG releases report for State 4
on array of alternatives concurrence on & Agency Review
January ;E":Ett::fg an ;gt% Late 2017/ Summer
1
2016 Agency Decision Milestone Early 2018 2018
Agency endorsement of 3
recommended plan
Summer
2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
SMART = Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Risk-informed and Timely


When the PDT has formulated a focused array of alternatives and identified the criteria that will be used to evaluate and compare alternatives to reach the Tentatively Selected Plan milestone, they are ready for the Alternatives Milestone Meeting. 

-The second decisional milestone during the feasibility study is the Tentatively Selected Plan Milestone where the Vertical Team agrees on the PDT’s recommendation of a tentatively selected plan and proposed way forward on developing sufficient cost and design information for the final feasibility study report. Because the PDT is writing the feasibility study report as it goes –and is targeting a 100-page study report, by this milestone a draft feasibility study report has been prepared. 

-The Agency Decision Milestone occurs after completion of the concurrent public, technical, legal, and policy review of the draft report and NEPA document and resolution of the comments. In the event that the study requires IEPR, the milestone will be scheduled to follow receipt of the IEPR panel’s findings, which per Section 2034 of WRDA 2007 could be up to 60 days after the public comment period, or longer if approved by the Chief of Engineers. At the Milestone meeting a panel of senior HQUSACE leaders chaired by the DCG-CEO will determine whether the selected plan should be endorsed. If the selected plan is endorsed, the Panel will also approve the way forward for feasibility-level design. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (OASA(CW)) may be invited to participate in the Agency Decision Milestone meeting as deemed necessary.

-The final report milestone is the MSC Commander’s submittal of the final report of the district engineer and NEPA document to HQUSACE. Between the Agency Decision Milestone and the Final Report Milestone, the PDT is developing the design and cost detail to reduce risk of uncertainty with cost data, engineering effectiveness, environmental impacts, and economic benefits. Provided that all policy issues have been addressed and the recommended plan does not vary significantly from the selected plan endorsed at the agency endorsement milestone, the DCG-CEO may choose to approve release of the final report and NEPA document and draft report of the Chief of Engineers for S&A and final NEPA review. If all policy issues have been addressed and the recommended plan varies significantly from the agency-endorsed plan, the DCG-CEO may choose to convene a Civil Works Review Board as a corporate checkpoint for determining that the final decision and NEPA documents, and the proposed Report of the Chief of Engineers are ready to release for state and agency review and final NEPA review. 

- Once the Chief of Engineers signs the report signifying approval of the project recommendation, the Chief of Staff signs the notification letters forwarding the Report of the Chief of Engineers (Chief’s Report) to the chairpersons of the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, and the House of Representatives Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure. The signed Chief’s Report is then returned to the Regional Integration Team (RIT), which prepares the final package for the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (OASA (CW)). 





Agency Scoping Charrette

= Purpose of the Scoping Charrette
= Multi-Agency Participation

» Federal — U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries

» State — California Natural Resources Agency, Central
Valley Flood Protection Board, Department of Water
Resources, California Department of Fish and Wildlife

®
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Purpose – Discuss the scope of the study with partners, vertical team and federal and state resource agencies
Summarize participants: USACE, DWR, CRNA, CVFPB, USFWS, CDFW. Name and thank participants.


Agency Scoping Charrette

= Draft Scoping Recommendations

» Purposes: Flood Risk Management and Ecosystem
Restoration

» Potential Study Area: Initially focus on Lower
Sacramento Basin (with Upper Basin to follow)

» Long-term O&M Considerations

i )
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Focusing the planning area on the lower Sacramento basin 
- Facilitate compliance with USACE policy that requires completion of the study within 3 years. 
 - Lower Sacramento Basin has been identified by numerous large-scale resource planning efforts as having significant ecosystem restoration potential, serving numerous ecological targets. 
- The Lower Sacramento River Basin contains several of the most significant fish passage barriers impacting numerous life stages of numerous listed species. 
- Lower Sacramento Basin contains the largest residual risk in the Sacramento basin due to urban land uses.
-Leverage federal, State, and local alignment for large-scale multi-benefit projects
 - Hydraulic Sensitivity Analysis 



Public Scoping

= NOI/NOP - EIS/EIR
» NOI posting in Federal Register October 23
» NOP to State Clearinghouse October 23
» 30-day Scoping period from October 23 — November

23, 2015
= Two public scoping meetings
City of West Sacramento Yuba County Board of Supervisors
1110 W. Capitol Avenue 915 Eighth Street
West Sacramento, CA 95691 Marysville, CA 95901
November 3rd, 2015 November 9th, 2015
3-5pm 3-5pm
S5-7pm S-/7pm

®
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Mass email and mailings of NOI/NOP being sent out to interested parties.
these meetings also serve as scoping meeting for NEPA and CEQA.  As such, we are asking for comments on the scope and content of the EIS/EIR.  We have preliminarily determined that we will be preparing a joint EIS/EIR to meet the requirements of NEPA and CEQA.   Comments would typically be focused on the effects analysis; and we have preliminarily identified the topics listed in the slide as the areas we will analyze in the document.  Although typical comments would be on the scope of the effects analysis, comments are not limited to that alone.  Comments can address anything dealing with the environmental document, including the type of document, the cumulative impacts analysis, the alternatives, etc.  People can also request additions to our notification list. 


Reqguested Public Input

= Geographic planning area
= Revisions/Additions/Deletions to:

» Problems and Opportunities

» Objectives

» Constraints

» Plan Formulation Considerations
» Measures

= Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact
Report (EIS/EIR) Scope and Content

®
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EIS/EIR Scope and Content

= Preliminary Environmental Effects Analysis:

VVVVVY

A\

>

Hydrology and Hydraulics
Water Quality

Air Quality

Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Agricultural and Forestry
Resources

Geology, Soils and
Seismicity

Recreation

VVVYVYYVY

A\

Transportation

Noise

Aesthetics

Land Use and Planning
Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Utilities and Service
Systems

Climate Change

= Any other input on project scope

®
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
these meetings also serve as scoping meeting for NEPA and CEQA.  As such, we are asking for comments on the scope and content of the EIS/EIR.  We have preliminarily determined that we will be preparing a joint EIS/EIR to meet the requirements of NEPA and CEQA.   Comments would typically be focused on the effects analysis; and we have preliminarily identified the topics listed in the slide as the areas we will analyze in the document.  Although typical comments would be on the scope of the effects analysis, comments are not limited to that alone.  Comments can address anything dealing with the environmental document, including the type of document, the cumulative impacts analysis, the alternatives, etc.  People can also request additions to our notification list. 


Preliminary Problems

= High risk of flooding threatens life and public
safety, property and critical infrastructure
throughout study area

= Existing Sacramento River Flood Control Project

levees are highly susceptible to erosion, which
will significantly increase future flood risk

= | oss of 95% of historical riparian and associated
floodplain habitats and impaired natural riverine
processes, have reduced native species
populations

i )
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Problem
Existing undesirable condition
Description of what is
Usually occurred in the past and usually expected to occur in future
Opportunity
Future desirable condition
Description of what could or should be
Usually didn’t occur in past and may or may not occur in future

Upon completion of on-going projects to reduce flood risk to major urban areas within Sacramento River Basin, the remaining flood risks will be more dispersed, requiring a system-wide approach to identify the most efficient solutions.
Climate change increases hydrologic variability and puts further stress on the flood system, exacerbating both flood and ecosystem problems.




Preliminary Problems Continued

» Obstacles to fish passage and a loss of 95% of
historical rearing habitat have greatly reduced
native fish populations

* Long-term operations, maintenance, repair,
replacement and rehabilitation are difficult,
costly and unsustainable

i )
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Preliminary Opportunities

= |mprove water supply in conjunction with any
recommended project feature(s)

* |mprove recreation in conjunction with any
recommended project feature(s)

» Reduce need for continuous erosion protection program
and other long-term costs of Sacramento River Flood
Control Project, while restoring ecosystems that have
been degraded by that project

i )

14 BUILDING STRONGg,



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Purpose of the system has changed since originally built/authorized


Preliminary Flood Risk
Management Objectives

» Reduce risks to life, public safety and critical
Infrastructure

* Reduce economic conseqguences associated with flood
risk

* [ncrease system resiliency to adapt to future variability
such as climate change and development patterns

i )
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Provide a clear statement of the intended purpose(s) of a study
Statement of what an alternative plan should try to achieve.
Desired changes between the without and with-project conditions.  
Usually developed from problems and opportunities.
Objectives should not include solutions or actions.  
 (applicable over a 50 year planning horizon)


Preliminary Ecosystem
Restoration Objectives

= |mprove dynamic hydrologic (flow) and geomorphic
processes

* |Increase and improve quantity, diversity, quality and
connectivity of riverine and floodplain habitats

= Contribute to recovery and sustainability of native
species populations and overall biotic community
diversity

* [ncrease and improve guantity, diversity, quality and
connectivity of native fisheries rearing habitats

i )
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Preliminary Multi-Benefit
ODbjectives

= Enhance existing regulatory framework and/or
approaches to better support long-term, integrated
management of dynamic systems of public infrastructure
that deliver broad public values

* |Increase water supply availability and reliability in
conjunction with other objectives

= Provide high-quality recreational and open space
opportunities in conjunction with other objectives

i )
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Preliminary Planning
Constraints

= Comply with all applicable Federal and State laws,
regulations and policies

= Proposed actions must be maintainable and
environmentally sustainable

= Avoid increasing bird strikes near airports in study area

i )
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Restriction that limits the extent of the planning process
Things we want to avoid doing


@ = u "
Preliminary Plan Formulation

Considerations

= Take operation and maintenance resourcing and
accessibility needs into account as part of plan
formulation

= Aim for self-sustainability of ecosystem features
= Align with other planning efforts in study area

i )
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Assess proper resourcing of O&M needs



Preliminary Flood Risk
Management Measures

1. Widen bypass 14. Purchase flowage easements

2. New bypass 15. Raise existing dams

3. New levees 16. Forecast-based reservoir operations
4. Setback levees 17. Raise/strengthen existing levees

5. Modify weirs 18. Construct new dams

6. Optimize operation of weirs 19. Re-allocate storage in reservoirs

7. Automate weir operations 20. Flowage or agricultural conservation
8. Remove/modify obstructions easements

9. Coordinated emergency response plans |21. Relocation

10. Floodplain management plan 22. Ring levees

11. Flood recovery plan 23. Floodproof structures

12. Re-operate reservoirs 24. Elevate structures

13. New floodplain storage

)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Feature or activity that can be implemented at a specific geographic site to address one or more planning objectives. 
Building blocks or “toolkit” of which alternative plans are made.
The general reevaluation will assess a combination of one or more ecosystem restoration and flood risk management measures


Preliminary Ecosystem
Restoration Measures

1. Increase shaded riverine aquatic habitat
2. Increase riparian habitat

3. Increase perennial marsh habitat

4. Restore natural bank habitat

5
6
7
8
9

Remove barriers to channel migration

. Lay back banks to connect with floodplain
. Remove barriers to fish passage
. Set back levees

Notch weirs

10. Terrace floodplains
11. Remove non-native species
12. Re-create channel meanders

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.
22.
23.

Extend floodplains/expand floodway
Screen pump diversions
Re-contour floodway
Impoundments for wetlands
Reservoir re-operation

Low flow channel in bypasses
Increase riverine aquatic habitat

Provide high-ground refugia
Reconnect oxbows

Abandon or decommission levees
Increase seasonal wetland/grassland
complex

®
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Frequently activated floodplains for benefits to fish and fish habitat


USACE:

DWR:

Contacts

Public Affairs Office

spk-pao@usace.army.mil

Charles Austin, Project Manager, (916) 557-7550
Charles.L.Austin@usace.army.mil

Rhiannon Kucharski, Lead Planner, (916) 557-7258
Rhiannon.L.Kucharski@usace.army.mil

Dan Artho, Environmental, (916) 557-7723
Daniel.FArtho@usace.army.mil

Corey Lasso, Project Manager, (916) 574-1041
Corey.Lasso@water.ca.gov

Eric Tsai, Lead Planner, (916) 574-1426
Eric.Tsai@water.ca.gov

Mike Roberts, Environmental Planner, (916) 657-4893
Michael.Roberts@water.ca.gov

Shelly Amrhein, Environmental, (916) 574-1415

Rochelle.Amrhein@water.ca.qov

®
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Closing Questions/Comments

Open House — Opportunity to talk with team
members at specific topic stations and submit
comments (oral or written)

)
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