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Comments INDIV-600s 

Comments INDIV-700s 

Comments INDIV-800s Part 1 



From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 12:38 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: John OConnor <johnrusselloconnor@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 12:15 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. 
The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

[This place is very important to me because my mental and physical health are very poor. Walking surrounded by nature 
helps ground and comfort me, and the walking is very good for my health. ]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 
I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 
is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 
require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 
should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
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(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 
I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 
unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 
subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 12:38 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Marchelle DeClue <marchelledeclue@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 12:12 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. I treasure the wildlife, especially 
the variety of fowl who would be negatively impacted by this proposal.   

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
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21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
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overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles 
of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Marchelle DeClue 
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Dorff, Becky 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 12:37 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) - December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: cewillard66@comcast.net <cewillard66@comcast.net> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:55 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) - December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources
(DWR) Comment Recipients:

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR
environmental analysis.

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to us.

The American River Parkway is known as the Crown Jewel of Sacramento
for good reason. It is highly unusual in this Country to have a free-flowing
river with high quality water flowing through a major metropolitan
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area. The river has great value to those living in this area for recreation, 
escape from the urban environment and wildlife observation and 

encounters. It probably is even more valuable for the wildlife habitat for 
birds, mammals, and fish. We have spent a lot of time along and on the 

river in kayaks and canoes over the 50 plus years we have lived in 

Sacramento County. We are used to seeing lots of wildlife along the 

river. Unfortunately, the river has been changing for the worse with the 

flood control projects recently completed between the confluence with 

the Sacramento River up to Howe Avenue. We cannot image a project 
that could do more to damage the riparian vegetation, wildlife habitat 
and aesthetics than what has been done in that area. Claims that 
mitigation measures such a replanting these areas will make it 
acceptable are just plain wrong. The areas that have been completed are 

ugly, sterile, and largely devoid of wildlife. These areas were rich with 

wildlife prior to those projects. Sure, some plants will grow, but planting 

new trees to replace mature beauties will not happen in even young 

peoples’ lifetime. 

We strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is 

necessary along this section of the American River, and have concerns 

that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of 
construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as 

likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

We do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 

potential bank erosion concerns, and we do not see that the 

environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, 
nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to 

insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 

“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods 

on a smaller scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 

impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 

requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 

California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft 
SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 
impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

The damages to the riparian areas and wildlife habitat from the proposed 

project are neither acceptable nor mitigatable. This is true particularly in 

the short run, but they will never be acceptable even in the long run. This 

is true for wildlife habitat, recreation experiences, and aesthetic 

values. Likewise, the river corridor as an attraction to live and work in 

Sacramento will be gone. Businesses consider community values when 

deciding where to locate their businesses. We should care about 
attracting businesses to Sacramento. People also make these decisions 

when deciding where they want to live. One of the main reasons we have 

stayed in Sacramento after retiring is being able to enjoy the river. Please 

don’t take that away. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 

environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project 
and its subcomponents and should not go forward with the 

subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and 

LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 

4 is presented. 

The American River Parkway is of great value to our community and 

state. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for 
generations to come(likely forever) and should reflect the care that this 

treasure deserves. 
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Thank you. 

Charlie and Joan Willard 
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February 22, 2024 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

RE: The lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

We have been residence of the Estates entrance to the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento” American River 
Parkway for over 24 years and regularly recreate along the 4B bike trails with our family and pets. 

We were informed of the 3B,4A and 4B 2-mile levee bulldozing project on January 30, 2024 by our 
nearby good friends/neighbors Ken and Deedie Poelman. Since we became aware of the project, we 
have actively engaged with our neighbors on developing input communications and concerns to satisfy 
the public input deadline with the USACE. 

We strongly question whether the “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the 
American River and have concerns the proposed clearcut approach with bare banks during two years of 
construction is just as likely to present high-risk river flows as no work at all. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the project 
impacts (Contracts 3B and 4) and not proceed until a more targeted and less destructive alternative 
erosion control solution is presented. 

Our list of concerns includes the following: 

• Trees are not a significant risk to levee stability. In fact, trees and vegetation provide self-
renewing natural banks armoring—removing trees would remove this natural protect benefit
and make us less safe.

• Shorelines composed of large, angular rock makes recreating access very difficult and dangerous;
furthermore, the rocks create a very unpleasant experience and limit launching kayaks and
watercraft.

• The river’s Wild and Scenic designation is compromised by a rigid, artificial shoreline.  Riprapped
shorelines are ugly and detract from the natural Lower American River feel—a special place and
refuge in our city and surrounding area.

• The improvements to weirs and bypasses, and the new Folsom Dam spillways, operating
protocols allow for better flows management, including early release based on storm forecast.

We request the following: 
• We ask for a thorough demonstration of the spot-by-spot need and benefit analysis.

• Encourage the evaluation of targeted alternative methods resulting in less habitat and wildlife
destruction.

• More detailed work scope be provided.
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• Emphasize the importance of finding ways to achieve both tree preservation and any erosion 
work (if needed) for flood protection. 

• Support of use stabilizing vegetation, aligning with the National Park Service’s recommendations. 

We appreciate a thoughtful review of our concerns and look forward to learning more about mitigation 
initiatives USACE will be implementing over the next two years. 

Thank you! 

Sincerely, 

Grant & Brenda Deary 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:50 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway 

From: Anne Shuck <anneshuck1017@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:47 AM 
To: URCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway 

To the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers: 

Removing heritage oaks along the American River Parkway cannot be the only way to reinforce 
the levy between Howe Avenue and Watt. There has to be another way to do it, and I urge you, 
as a 40-year Sacramento resident and frequent user of the bike trail, to do so. 

Thank you for reading this and (hopefully) taking it under advisement. 

Anne Shuck 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:49 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Destruction of Riparian habitat and tree on the American 

River 3B Project 

From: Robert James <yubahills@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:43 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: yubahills <yubahills@yahoo.com> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Destruction of Riparian habitat and tree on the American River 3B Project 

Dear Sirs; 

I have walked and cycled along the American River for over 48 years. The Trees and riparian habitat have kept 
the river in check and prevented erosion all that time in extreme wet years and drought. 

Do not destroy all this and put my home in danger of flooding from the raw and damaged river banks. 

Sincerely, 

William Appleby 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:48 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comment 

From: MaryAlice Keaton <maryalice.keaton@icloud.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:37 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comment 

Re: Contract3B 

To: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

After viewing the plans for levee strengthening Contract 3B, we want to voice our strong disapproval for the removal of 
a significant number of trees along this portion of the ARP. 

The nesting trees for the egrets and herons along this section are invaluable.  Please send us your mitigation plans. 

The levees in this area are vital for flood protection without a doubt. Strengthening the levees should have a better 
approach than decimating the existing area and then replanting. 

The recent work by the Corps in along the banks of the river near Campus Commons and CSUS may be levee protection, 
but is not conducive to the other uses this area was designated for — recreation.  By removing the trees and under 
brush the area is devoid of shade.   Notwithstanding is the value of this  scenic area for wildlife habitats. 

We oppose this plan. 

Please include us in your outreach notification process. 

Kyle and MaryAlice Keaton 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:48 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message-----
From: Katherine Middlekauff <kmiddlekauff84@aol.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:28 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
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21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
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overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles 
of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 

Katherine Middlekauff 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:48 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft SEIS/SEIR – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Joyce Hsiao <hsiao.joyce@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:24 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft SEIS/SEIR – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear Madam or Sir, 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project on the lower American River, particularly Contracts 3B, 4 A, and 4 
B. The American River Parkway is extremely valuable, not just to me and my family, but to all of the Sacramento Valley
region and Northern California. It provides unmatched access, recreational opportunities, and scenic enjoyment for
millions of people, Equally important, it is a vital riparian habitat for countless vegetation and wildlife species in an area
that has already been irreversibly impacted by the upstream dams and "erosion control' projects. .

The removal of hundreds of century-old trees and destruction of a thriving habitat would be a travesty to the people of 
California--past, present and future-- as well as a dismal reflection of the short-sighted, single-minded decisions of the 
USACE. PLEASE don't let this happen. 

After retiring from 44 years as an environmental engineer specializing in water resources and CEQA, I am finally able to 
enjoy the American River Parkway on a daily basis. My husband and I ride bicycles along the parkway every day, 
whether permitting, and the reach between Howe and Watt Avenues is one of the most beautiful. The tree-lined 
corridor is magical, filled with dappled light, wildlife and birds, that awes and inspires no matter what the 
season. PLEASE don't destroy this. 

Aside from these very personal and aesthetic concerns, it baffles me to understand how the removal of an established, 
mature riparian forest can "protect" against erosion? The trees themselves are a stabilizing force, having withstood 
centuries of drought, floods, and storms. Replacing the trees with rock and riprap is not only short-sighted, but would 
clearly result in short-term vulnerability to increased erosion for decades before replacement vegetation can become 
established. The visual effects of losing the trees is horrifying. The project would also result in impacts on air quality 
(particulates, dust, and more dust) and water quality (erosion, turbidity, etc.) for years to come that would otherwise be 
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avoided without this project. Don't think you are providing any kind of "public service" with this project. PLEASE 
reconsider your options and stop this insanity while you still can. 

My 44 years as a CEQA project manager and analyst make me well aware that CEQA requires all feasible mitigation 
measures be incorporated into the final project, even for significant and unavoidable impacts. The SEIS/SEIR has not 
done that. The SEIS/SEIR needs to provide a much more comprehensive and detailed alternatives analysis, including 
alternatives that could avoid or minimize impacts to vegetation, wildlife, recreation, aesthetics, air quality, water quality, 
and more. The ASCE needs to do much more work to identify an environmentally superior alternative, because the 
proposed project certainly is not. And CEQA also required a much more robust public involvement and input. PLEASE do 
your homework: analyze a wider range of alternatives, develop feasible, effective, and onsite mitigation measures, 
prepare a legally adequate SEIR/SEIS, and notify the concerned public, which includes the entire Sacramento region, 

Thank you for reading my email. And please include my name on any lists for public notification related to this project. 

Sincerely, 

Joyce Hsiao 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:48 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on the Draft American River Common Features, 

2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, California Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

From: Susan Goodrich <magiclab@comcast.net> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:26 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on the Draft American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management 
Project, Sacramento, California Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report 

To whom it may concern: 

I am very strongly opposed to your proposed project that will destroy valuable riparian ecosystem in 
the American River Parkway. Flood mitigation does not have to be synonymous with eradication of 
landscape, including valuable wildlife habitat. 

The draft SEIS/SEIR contains multiple serious flaws that must be addressed to meet the 
legal and procedural requirements of NEPA and CEQA. The process for involving the public 
and responsible agencies was inadequate to meaningfully involve them in the planning 
process. The SEIS/SEIR document is so poorly organized and presented that has been 
nearly impossible for all but the most experienced reviewers to navigate and understand. 

The document is replete with errors and inconsistencies among various sections in 
describing the project and its impacts. The range of alternatives considered is artificially 
narrow, with no meaningful alternatives presented or evaluated for bank protection methods 
or mitigation site locations. The environmental analyses, including impact assessment for 
noise, air quality, recreation, and biological resources, are inconsistent in various sections of 
the document and misrepresent and omit numerous environmental impacts, including some 
that were clearly identified in public scoping. In particular, the impacts of bank protection to 
existing oak woodland and riparian habitat, and associated wildlife and recreation use, and 
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the effects of converting the Urrutia Pond to a mitigation area are either mischaracterized or 
ignored. 

In short, the extensive deficiencies I and others have documented demonstrate that the 
document is inadequate to meet the legal requirements for public review under NEPA and 
CEQA. We request that the project partners reissue a new draft SEIS/SEIR that addresses 
the multiple deficiencies of this document, so that responsible agencies and the public can 
have meaningful input to the process, as is legally required. Should the project agencies not 
reissue the supplement, you should prepare an extensively revised version of the document 
that is organized in a comprehensible way and that fully corrects the many sufficiencies in 
the document, so we can properly evaluate its legal adequacy. More importantly, it should 
propose alternative actions that will reduce environmental impacts and serve the public 
interest. 

Please reconsider the harmful and irreversible damage you are planning to do. Your wrong will not 
make a right. 

Susan Goodrich 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:48 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Trees 

From: Kevin Oleary <kevinoleary69@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:16 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Trees 

I strongly object to the plans of removing trees along the river 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:48 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Lower American River draft SEIS SEIR 

From: Bob Stanley <stanleybob2010@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:03 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Lower American River draft SEIS SEIR 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My family and I consider the American River Parkway to be the best feature of the Sacramento region. We ride our bikes 
along the stretch between Watt Avenue and Howe Avenue at least 200 days a year, and the trees along that stretch 
provide the finest scenery on the whole 26 miles, as well as providing important shade in the summertime. For wildlife 
and for people, this section provides a haven right in the middle of our city. The recent levee work along the river has 
already destroyed much of this haven. The stretch on both sides of the river near Sacramento State University has been 
devastated - that section is now denuded. Please don't do the same kind of damage to another critical section of our 
American River Parkway. It is a treasure for our community. While levee work is very important, your plan should do 
everything possible to minimize impact on this valuable resource for our region. 

The Corps of Engineers should perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the 
proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much 
MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for 
a much more careful environmental approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility of 
asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 
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Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 
require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 
should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at 
each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of 
air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health 
impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE 
plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” 
control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither 
for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the 
levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account 
for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern 
modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees 
when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the American 
River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need 
for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – 
could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. 
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A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 
I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along 
the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if 
not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational 
features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of 
dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 
destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, 
beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. 
This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American River as “an 
outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River 
Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its natural 
and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted 
was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian 
hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior 
Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, 
water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an 
aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the 
mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower 
American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they 
would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be 
clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and 
less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks damaged 
by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality miles 
of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-
technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 
unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 
subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
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Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B would affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Robert Stanley 
Sacramento 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:48 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Ann Trowbridge <atrowbridge@daycartermurphy.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 10:51 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; Jonah.Knapp@CVFlood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; 
SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; Barbara_Rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; 
RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; PatHume@saccounty.gov; SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov; 
SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov; Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov; 
repamibera@mail.house.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources
(DWR):

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the
draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely
valuable to me.

I lived on American River Drive and attended Rio Americano High
School; I currently live near Ashton Park. In high school, we often visited
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the Parkway for classwork in biology. There could not have been a more 

valuable way to learn and to instill an appreciation for all of the plants 

and animals that call the Parkway home. My husband and I specifically 

bought our current home so that we could access the Parkway without 
having to cross Fair Oaks. Our family uses it all the time, for exercise 

(we’ve put hundreds of biking, running and walking miles in!), recreation 

(picnics, canoeing, rafting) and to enjoy and appreciate the vast, 
beautiful and vitally important Parkway natural resources (herons, 
egrets, badgers, deer, doves, rabbits, coyotes, ducks, geese, turkeys, 
vultures, the occasional sea lion, heritage oaks, berry bushes, grasses, 
and on and wonderfully on). A daily walk along the river was a critically 

important respite for my husband while he went through a brutal 
course of chemotherapy and radiation. The Parkway is part of our 
home, and we are heartbroken to think that a bazooka might be taken 

to it when a toy Nerf gun would suffice. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 

potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate 

justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are 

“necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this 

section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more 

appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the 

proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the 

subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 

and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is 

presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes 

the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider 
them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to 

supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much 

more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 

impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 

(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft 
SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative 

methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not 
presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock 

toes and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE 

there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of 
significant adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving 

equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, 
adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas 

in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased need for 
mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to 

“access ramps” that are known to be needed but have not been shown 

in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full 
loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is 

unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less 

significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has 

not been adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-
containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the 

surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of 
such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school 
has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution 

impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary 

School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel 
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exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with 

a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health 

Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children 

are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than 

adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more 

sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at 
each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences and 

schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road 

haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks 

are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is 

not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 

need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic 

for the local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 

or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain 

significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 

Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two 

years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location 

that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims 

“less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive 

receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing 

cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months 

(OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a 

construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the 

lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that the 

Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would 

result in a significant health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from 

Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees 

on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential 
4 



          
         
         

          
          

            
          

           

            
         

         
             

            
         

             
           

          
           

            
          

            
        

         
          

           
           

        
            

     

            
       

            

bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is 

necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 

subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little 

empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often 

inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based 

on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for 
the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 

“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and 

the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is 

insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is 

mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for 
Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 

(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 

feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years 

ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. 
The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited 

data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. 
The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used 

out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for the 

protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, 
which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling recently 

conducted on other segments of the lower American River 
demonstrates the protective effect of trees when included in the 

models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this 

section of the American River. This calls into question whether the 

environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when 

the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate 

modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees 

and vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural 
armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, 
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bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years 

during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, 
isolated plantings – could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. 
The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas 

around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior 
Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a 

recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during 

the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to 

cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as 

designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, 
exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and 

vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior 
and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and 

replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps 

proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River 
(designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for 
recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of 
the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and 

mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and 

visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical 
approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and 

only where data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in 

this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and 

access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and 

canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, 
photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other 
uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access 
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dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 

difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let 
alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features except the 

bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not 
adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved 

small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These 

miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to 

sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, 
bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) 

highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the 

provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, 
January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American River as “an 

outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage 

Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of 
the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of 
the close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban 

environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the 

values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian 

hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian 

vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the 

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 

protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing 

condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all 
“link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall 
recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to 

the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly 

affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a 

State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment 
responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, 
but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 
3B area be clearcut too? 

7 



           
           

           
          

          

            
           

             
          
              

           
           

             
        

        
           

           
           

         
        

        

         
            

         
         

            
 

           
          

         

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service 

need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army 

Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather 
than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-
south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years 

old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which 

studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the 

jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring 

the total length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion 

control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the 

most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 

recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all 
income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small 
points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed 

methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has 

not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish 

habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they 

“mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant 
unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be 

used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that 
requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less 

destructive alternative methods should be used, including the use of 
smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use 
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of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 
encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the 

existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were not 
adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a 

more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices 

that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental 
impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods 

for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental 
analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; 
and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, 
the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 

3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach 

to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage 

oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The 

Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” 

under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under 
USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater 
care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Ann Trowbridge 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:48 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common 

Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: LESANN Dorffler <lesann@me.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:02 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 
Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR):

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to
me. I use this area on a regular basis for paddling boarding, cycling, walking and to
help me with mental health when life gets to overwhelming.

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential
streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the
claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River.
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I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more 

appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 

project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach 

to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 

significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated 

to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 

impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply 

the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The 

analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach 

are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less environmental 
damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and 

trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior 
revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a 

hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment 
staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased need for 
mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” 

that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees 

that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design 

choices have not been meaningfully presented that could have very different and 

less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been 

adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such 

as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
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hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a 

quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of 
diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been 

adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter 
(Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state 

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 

16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel 
exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times 

more sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each 

restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation 

Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 

2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer 
under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the 

mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 

need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the 

local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better 
yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 

incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site 

may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through 

residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air 
pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends 

assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months 

(OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction 

health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide 

substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to 

Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health impact. This has not 
been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, 
to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side 

alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. 
The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, 
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overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and 

modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and 

were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based 

on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE 

claim that this extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods 

are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 

incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence 

justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it 
is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no 

seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, 
especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the 

levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. 
The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and 

fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of 
velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely 

did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow 

velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling 

recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates 

the protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question 

whether this Project is necessary along this section of the American River. This calls 

into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either 
appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and 

vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees 

and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more 

years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more vulnerable, 
not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows 

as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento 

State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will 
fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a prior 
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contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 

storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the 

installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-
site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the 

banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-
through on prior and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and 

replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes 

along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its 

outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which would 

extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated 

due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, 
aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical 
approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where 

data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine 

area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation 

(hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, 
and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river 
access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if 
not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the 

impacts to most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the 

environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens 

of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare 

shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that 
is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, 
bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued 

by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the 

secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the 

Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the 
5 



             
            

          
            

             
           
           

          
            

            
             

             
              

            
          

             
             

             
            

  

              
             
             

            
        

             
            
             

     

         
            

             
           

most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of 
Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush 

riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the 

riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the 

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values 

such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, 
geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment 
intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term 

impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly 

affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and 

Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said 

they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to 

make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and 

impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and 

less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for 
Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, 
including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than 

California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a 

cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total 
length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to 

almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality miles 

of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational 
opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, 
ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these 
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locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This environmental 
justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental 
analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, 
aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less 

than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires 

that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does 

not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 

alternative methods should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and 

nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, 
and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain 

and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were 

not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more 

targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result 
in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and 

develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the 

impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and 

only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with 

the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In 

addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 

2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a 

zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The 

proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable 

regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care 

that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 
7 



 
 

  
Thanks! 
LesAnn Giera 
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From: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:31 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 
Subject: [EXT] FW: American River 

From: Ray Rozema <rrozema54@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:06 AM 
To: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 
Subject: American River 

You don't often get email from rrozema54@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

"I am strongly opposed to your proposed project that will destroy valuable riparian ecosystem in 
the American River Parkway.” It is very destructive and probably does very little for flood control. 

Thankyou 
Ray Rozema 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:37 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Kent <wilsondk@surewest.net>  

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 7:43 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

Since the 1960’s I have fished, run, walked, bird watched and in general enjoyed the American River Parkway on the 
north side of the river from Howe bridge upstream to Arden Way access. During this period vegetation along the river 
has been allowed to return to a natural state. I believe the trees and native vegetation have contributed significantly to 
an increase in bird and animal life, peaceful enjoyment by walkers, runners and cyclists, and helped reduce riverbank 
erosion. We have had numerous high water years and naturally some erosion has occurred. The bike trail has been 
moved higher up and there has been no material damage to private property.  

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 
I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 
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I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 
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Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the 
protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this 
section of the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the 
long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle 
board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for 
miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make 
recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the 
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Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said 
they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B 
area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Kent Wilson 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:36 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Larry Galizio <galiziolarry@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 7:29 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) 

Comment Recipients: 

One of the primary reasons we moved near the River from South Land Park is so that our 

three children (and us) could enjoy the recreation and relaxation of this beautiful area. 

Our children ride their bikes, play around and on the river, and simply go to get away 

from the concrete and noise of the city. My wife and I take walks, run with our lab, and 

find ourselves by or on the river quite often. 

We implore you to approach this project in a more targeted, ecologically-mindful way. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this 

section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, 

bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of isolated, immature 

plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 
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I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank 

erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately 

characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 

mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 

“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a much more 

fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 

remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible 

mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 

CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 

alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 

impacts) are not presented. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis 

of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not 

go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 

TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control 

Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

Respectfully, 

The Galizio Family 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:35 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: sacked <sacked@sbcglobal.net> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 7:26 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 

and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I moved to this neighborhood in 1993 because of the location so close to the lower American. I have loved being so close 

I can walk along the trails from Watt to Mayhew drain & not have to drive to the foothills or further upriver. I've had 6 

dogs that also enjoy the great outdoors & Mother Nature. It would be devastating to see the kind of changes the corps 

wants. Being so close to downtown Sac, the forested banks along the river give such comfort and hope. My physical & 

mental well being thrives at the river in my neighborhood. I really can't imagine living here & not having access to the 

water. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 

do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 

actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 

significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 

is presented. 
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I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 

mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 

impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 

“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 

including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 

damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 

needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 

or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 

of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 

hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 

addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 

carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 

and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 

engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 

require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 

should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 

at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 

of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 

construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 

a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 

on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 

health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 

to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 

protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 

subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 

used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 

conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 

“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 
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Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 

Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 

reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 

(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 

to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 

overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 

modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 

account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 

modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 

effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 

the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 

unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-

renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 

– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 

flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 

Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 

under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 

trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 

the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 

requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 

Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 

would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 

riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 

wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 

need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 

loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 

along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 

difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 

recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 

addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 

These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 

urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 

recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 

River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 

American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 

“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 

Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 

what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 

protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 

protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 

and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
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Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 

INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 

comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 

with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 

and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 

200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 

reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 

damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-

quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 

travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 

significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 

the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 

bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 

vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 

unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 

subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 

subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 

Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 

Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 

generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Kathy Downey 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:34 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Claire Smurr <cesmurr@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 7:16 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

RE: The lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

DO NOT DESTROY THE CROWN JEWEL AREA OF THE WILD AND SCENIC LOWER AMERICAN RIVER 

Your plans have literally brought myself and my family to tears! Do NOT turn the crown jewel area of the Lower 

American River (“LAR”) into something resembling the Los Angeles River!!! 

My husband, Peter H. Smurr (1926-2006), was one of the founding members of SAVE THE AMERICAN RIVER 

ASSOCIATION (“SARA”). He served as its President, and was an active member of SARA for over 25+ years (from the early 

1960s through the mid to late 1980s). What was recently done to the LAR around the area of Sacramento State 

University is abhorrent and extremely concerning to everyone who frequents the LAR. 

I taught each of our five children how to swim at “Pirates Cove” in the 1960s which is located right at the entrance to the 

LAR at SARA Park on Rogue River Drive. This area is also where my two sons learned how to kayak in the 1970s. They 

were taught how to kayak by none other than William “Bill” Griffith (1925-2013), another early and longtime serving 
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member of SARA who also lived on Rogue River Driver. Bill died in the afternoon on January 13, 2013 after taking his 

daily morning kayak paddle. 

If you proceed with your plans as they currently exist, my late husband and Bill will roll in despair from their graves— 

while those of us who remain in this world, will weep with deep sadness lamenting the destruction you will have 

wrought on us for the remaining days of our lives. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me, and everyone who knows it. 

I Strongly oppose the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 

do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 

actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 

significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 

is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 

mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 

impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 

Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values (“ORVs”), for recreation and fish), and which 

would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 

riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 

wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 

need. 

I vehemently object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and 

the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, 

paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) 
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for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make 

recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 

most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 

addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 

These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 

urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 

recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 

River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 

American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 

“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 

Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 

what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 

protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 

protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 

and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 

Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 

INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 

comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 

with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 

and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 

200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 

reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 

damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-

quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 

travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 

significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 
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If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 

the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 

bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 

vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 

“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 

including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 

damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 

needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 

or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 

of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 

hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 

addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 

carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 

and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 

engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 

require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 

should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 

at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 

of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 

construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 

a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 

on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 

health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 

to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 

protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 

subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 

used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
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conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 

“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 

Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 

reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 

(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 

to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 

overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 

modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 

account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 

modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 

effect of trees when included in the models. 

I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the American River. This calls into question 

whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been 

demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-

renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 

– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 

flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 

Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 

under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 

trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 

the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 

requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 

unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 

subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 

subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The 

Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The 

proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to 

come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Claire Elouise (Fowler) Smurr 

5 



                      
                       

                      
                 

   

 

 

This email communication may contain CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION WHICH ALSO MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED and is intended only for the use of the 
intended recipients identified above. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, 
dissemination, distribution, downloading, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this 

communication in error, please immediately notify us by reply email, delete the communication and destroy all copies. 

GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI, LLP 

YOUR 50 STATE LAW FIRM™ 

http://www.grsm.com 

6 

http://www.grsm.com


 

     

 

 

          

       

         

  

 

      

 

  

  

     

 

     

       

   

  

             

            

 

 

            

   

            

        

            

   

              

             

              

              

             

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:33 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Sara Forestieri <sara.forestieri@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 7:04 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 

(DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 

SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 

environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. A big reason why I 

moved to the La Riviera neighborhood was its close proximity to the American 

River. The large majestic oak trees are what makes this area so special. This 

specific stretch of the river has personal significance to me as well. My first 

walks with my son shortly after he was born were along these riverbanks. 
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I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary 

along this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed 

approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by 

years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high 

water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 

bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis 

adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 

mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all 

feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including 

considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than 

simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts 

will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that 

all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public 

Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met 

that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-

grained approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

1. Limited Evidence for Unnecessary Removal of Trees and 

Vegetation: 

• Trees are not a significant risk to levee stability. In fact, trees and 

vegetation provide self-renewing natural armoring of the banks that 

would be eliminated. Removing trees may make us less safe. 

• Historically, levee failures were more associated with areas where 

riparian forests had been thinned or clear-cut. 

• Inadequate environmental analysis of the removal of 200+ years old 

heritage oaks would constitute an “unmitigable” impact on the visual 

and aesthetic resources of the Parkway 

• Destruction of vegetation worsens the heat island effect. 
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• “Access ramps” will destroy additional trees but were not 

accounted for in the draft SEIS/SEIR. 

2. Rip Rapped streambanks present significant negative 

consequences: 

• Shorelines composed of large, angular rock make access by people 

for swimming, fishing, birdwatching, watercraft deployment, and 

other uses dangerous at worst and highly unpleasant at best. 

• The river’s Wild and Scenic designation is compromised by a rigid, 

artificial shoreline. Riprapped shorelines are ugly and detract from the 

natural feel of the Lower American River that makes it such a special 

place and refuge in our city and area. 

• Riprap hinders natural riverbank vegetation growth, and stifles tree 

growth. Heritage trees would be forever lost. 

• The planting benches being proposed on top of the launchable rock 

toes and trenches will likely collapse (“launch”) when the launchable 

rock toes and trenches eventually launch. No provisions or 

commitments have been made to replace lost planting benches. 

2. Erosion is minimal in USACE’s Contract 3B: 

• Experts disagree about the erosion risk along this stretch of the river. 

More empirical data was recommended, but generally concluded that 

erosion resistant material was present and significant scour below it 

was not anticipated. Seepage data show no issue for seepage, 

especially after the deep slurry walls were added inside the levees. 

• Modern, advanced modeling for peak 160,000 cubic feet per second 

flow predicts that water velocities are low at the levees. The older 

models used did not account for the protective effect of trees slowing 

the velocities at the edges. 

• The improvements to weirs and bypasses, and the new spillway at 

Folsom dam and new operating protocols allow for better managing 

of flows, including earlier release of water when storms are forecast. 
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4. Impact on Wildlife and Critical Habitats: 

• The biodiversity of this ecosystem is complex and interconnected and 

is heavily used by wildlife 

• Clear-cutting and rip rapped streambanks pose a threat to critical 

habitats for various fish species, including Chinook Salmon, Central 

Valley Steelhead, and North American Green Sturgeon. 

• Clear-cutting disrupts the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local 

and migratory bird populations. 

• Large, mature trees provide essential nest cavities that would be lost. 

• The substantial loss of shade from the mature canopies along the 

river’s edge may lower the survival rate of various species of 

salmonids. 

• The petition for listing the western pond turtle imposes additional 

requirements on the environmental analysis and mitigation. 

• High levels of noise and vibrations will disturb natural animal 

behaviors such as nesting, spawning and feeding activities. 

5. Recreational Access: 

• This part of the river is heavily used by the public for walking, 

swimming, fishing, kayaking, bird and wildlife viewing, and general 

enjoyment of natural features. There are many footpaths in the forest 

and beaches along the shore that are extremely important to the 

public. The Corps has not provided any detail as to what, if any, of our 

mature trees, footpaths, beaches, fishing access points, and other 

natural features will be preserved. Why should we think that the 

Corps will do anything different than at River Park, where all of these 

features such as mature trees, beaches, footpaths, etc., appear to 

have been destroyed? Sac State is used as a restoration example, but 

we know of no beaches, footpaths, fishing access points there, either. 

Why should we trust that 3B will be different when even the SEIS/SEIR 

does not address these issues? 
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• Installation of miles of angular rock (riprap) will make river access 

dangerous along large stretches of river, and will greatly impede 

swimming, fishing, and deployment of watercraft such as kayaks. This 

will be a permanent and significant loss of irreplaceable recreational 

amenities to the community that is not accounted for in the SEIS/ 

SEIR, despite promises by the Corps in 2016 to address these 

significant issues. 

• The permanent loss of mature trees, beaches, river access points, 

footpaths, and other recreational amenities is not “less than 

significant” as stated in the SEIS/SEIR. The Corps needs to document 

these losses and redo the SEIS/SEIR to account for them, including 

proposals to modify the project where possible to minimize losses. 

• The public has a right to know how specific recreational amenities will 

be affected by this project. The level of detail in the SEIS/SEIR makes 

it impossible for the public to see what will be done, and all we can 

assume is everything in 3B upstream of Watt Avenue on the south 

side will be ripped out like at River Park. The public has a right to 

know the details at this stage of review and should not be required to 

“trust” the Corps. We want the Corps to document and justify 

specifically which of our trails, trees, beaches, fishing access, and 

riparian forest must be destroyed to keep us safe from floods, and 

how much of that destruction will be replaced, versus what will be 

lost permanently given current design. 

• What mitigation for lost beaches, trails, forests, etc. will there be? The 

SEIS/SEIR does not discuss the loss of these features, so it also 

inappropriately fails to discuss mitigation for permanent impacts to 

features that the Corps cannot replace onsite. If beaches or trails are 

lost forever onsite, will other beaches or trails be installed? 
6. Mental Health and Vegetation 

• Trees contribute to the creation of green spaces, which have been 

associated with improved mental health. The presence of greenery 

has been linked to reduced stress levels, enhanced mood, and 

increased feelings of well-being. The removal of trees can lead to a 

loss of these beneficial green environments. 
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• Research has shown that “green exercise” may confer mental health 

benefits in addition to improving physical health. 

• Natural park settings decrease anger, anxiety, and depression; and 

increase restoration and tranquility. 

• The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services states that the 

lack of green space is one of the most important causes of childhood 

obesity, and the need for green places to protect children's health is 

becoming more recognized and apparent. 

• Trees play a role in filtering air pollutants and absorbing noise. Their 

removal can contribute to increased levels of air pollution and noise, 

both of which have been associated with negative effects on mental 

health. Poor air quality and excessive noise can contribute to stress, 

anxiety, and other mental health issues. 

• Trees often serve as gathering places and contribute to the sense of 

community. The removal of trees can alter the social dynamics of an 

area, potentially reducing opportunities for social interaction and 

community engagement. Social connections are important for mental 

health, and changes in community dynamics can have psychological 

implications. 
7. Cultural Restoration and Inclusion: 

• Culturally significant plant species must be included in restoration 

and mitigation efforts, allowing for tribal ceremonies. 

8. Air Quality 

• For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is a 

carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the Office of 

Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA),and OEHHA 

reports that between the ages of 2 to 16 years old, children are three 

times more sensitive to a carcinogen than adults. (Between third 

trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). I'm 

worried about how this air pollutant would impact my 2-year-old 

son's health. 

• The project is large, with over 100 daily truck trips at each site and 

staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure 
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AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped 

with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to 

be 2010 or newer under CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation. The 

USACE mitigation measures should require much cleaner trucks --

2014 or newer or, better yet, electrics. 

• Even where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after 

mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 

incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 

15126.2(b)). 

• Although construction of the Project would occur over two years, 

each site would have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that 

travel through residential communities. USACE claims less than 

significant impacts of air pollution on sensitive receptors. However, 

the OEHHA guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 

construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, page 

8-18). USACE should have prepared a construction health risk 

assessment (HRA), to provide substantial evidence on the record that 

the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that 

would result in a significant health impact. 

• Using quarry rocks from unspecified quarry sources has not been 

adequately addressed for concerns that the rocks may contain 

asbestos content (given the prevalence of serpentine rocks in 

surrounding foothill sources). Dust from hauling and dumping 

asbestos-containing rocks within a quarter mile of a school requires 

further environmental impact analysis. 

9. Environmental Justice 

• The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 

recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of 

all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small 

points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed 

methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged 

  



        

    

             

              

           

          

           

       

           

         

           

           

           

          

           

          

           

          

        

 

populations. This environmental justice issue has not been adequately 

addressed in the environmental analysis. 

We need more information. The importance of this area to the public and the 

ecology of the river merits MUCH more detail from the Corps about the work 

being proposed. The US Army Corp of Engineers should do a thorough spot-

by-spot need and benefits analysis. I also encourage the evaluation of 

alternative methods that are targeted and less destructive to habitat and 

wildlife. Please consider "spot fixes," small equipment, and maintenance, as 

well as supporting the use of stabilizing vegetation, aligning with the National 

Park Service's recommendation. I believe US Army Corp of Engineers should 

find ways to both promote tree preservation and any necessary erosion work. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 

environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and 

its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 

alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 

These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to 

come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Sara Forestieri, PhD, PE 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:32 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Importance: High 

From: Douglas Smurr <dsmurr@grsm.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 6:56 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: 'PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov' <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Importance: High 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water 
Resources (DWR): 

RE: The lower American River components of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

DO NOT DESTROY THE CROWN JEWEL AREA OF THE WILD AND 
SCENIC LOWER AMERICAN RIVER 
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Your plans have literally brought myself and my family to tears! Do 
NOT turn the crown jewel area of the Lower American River (“LAR”) 
into something resembling the Los Angeles River!!! 

My father Peter H. Smurr (1926-2006), was one of the founding 
members of SAVE THE AMERICAN RIVER ASSOCIATION (“SARA”). He 
served as its President, and was an active member of SARA for over 
25+ years (from the early 1960s through the mid to late 1980s). What 
was recently done to the LAR around the area of Sacramento State 
University is abhorrent and extremely concerning to everyone who 
frequents the LAR. 

I learned how to swim at “Pirates Cove” in the 1960s which is located 
right at the entrance to the LAR at SARA Park on Rogue River 
Drive. This area is also where I learned how to kayak in the 1970s. I 
was taught how to kayak by none other than William “Bill” Griffith 
(1925-2013), another early and longtime serving member of SARA who 
also lived on Rogue River Driver. Bill died in the afternoon on January 
13, 2013 after taking his daily morning kayak paddle. 

If you proceed with your plans as they currently exist, my father and 
Bill will roll in despair from their graves—while those of us who remain 
in this world, will weep with deep sadness lamenting the destruction 
you will have wrought on us for the remaining days of our lives. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely 
valuable to me, and everyone who knows it. 

Strongly oppose the devastating methods being proposed to 
address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see 
adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive 
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actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood 
safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a 
more appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts 
of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 
3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately 
characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers 
all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than 
simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 
(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The 
draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained 
approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result 
in far less environmental damage. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army 
Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American 
River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values (“ORVs”), 
for recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected 
Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its 
sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational 
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use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only 
acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 

I vehemently object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and 
aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss 
of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, 
picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and 
wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, 
and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will 
make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and 
make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails 
to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational 
features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact 
analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens of 
unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and 
rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 
wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, 
cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the 
secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 
1981). In classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly 
remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service 
noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the most unique 
stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban 
environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the 
values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
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cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian 
hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian 
vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing 
condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” 
all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall 
recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts 
to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would 
directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower 
American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 
GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize 
impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically 
clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park 
Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require 
the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive 
alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for 
Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-
south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years 
old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which 
studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the 
jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless 
soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring 
the total length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion 
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control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of 
the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 
recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of 
all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small 
points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed 
methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact 
has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish 
habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are 
they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant 
unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be 
used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that 
requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less 
destructive alternative methods should be used, including the use of 
smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place 
use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 
encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate 
the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were 
not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have 
a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock 
toes and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE 
there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of 
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significant adverse impacts, including the need for large 
earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks 
per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment 
staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees 
due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but have not 
been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public 
to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. 
lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have 
not been meaningfully presented that could have very different and 
less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has 
not been adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-
containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the 
surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of 
such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school 
has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air 
pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine 
Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For 
California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an 
identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state 
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the 
age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to 
a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester 
and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed 
project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with 
staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation 
Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be 

  



          
            

           
         

           
           

           
        

        
       

          
             

        
          

        
          
           

          
           
           

           
 

           
            

            
          

         
       

         

equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already 
required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding 
anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 
require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for 
the local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 
or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will 
remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires 
that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California 
Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two 
years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location 
that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR 
claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive 
receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing 
cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months 
(OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a 
construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, 
the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that 
the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that 
would result in a significant health impact. This has not been 
provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east 
from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 
500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway 
for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this 
protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and 
often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and 
modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions 
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were used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and 
some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do 
not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and 
the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for 
flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR 
and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there 
is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While 
seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind 
that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this 
zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially 
after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the 
levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent 
erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need 
based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant 
Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during 
peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not 
adequately account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the 
flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the 
lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees 
when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project 
is necessary along this section of the American River. This calls into 
question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed 
“significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been 
demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees 
and vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural 
armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind 
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denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 
years during construction -- followed by many more years of 
immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more 
vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us 
at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how 
the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 
Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in 
high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a 
prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design 
flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to 
cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” 
as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, 
exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and 
vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior 
and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and 
replanting in such events. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design 
choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained 
alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an 
adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised 
project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if 
justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go 
forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much 
MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be 
retained and protected. 
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This email communication may contain CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION WHICH ALSO MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED and is intended only for the use of the 
intended recipients identified above. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, 
dissemination, distribution, downloading, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this 

communication in error, please immediately notify us by reply email, delete the communication and destroy all copies. 

GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI, LLP 

YOUR 50 STATE LAW FIRM™ 

http://www.grsm.com 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The 
Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” 
under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under 
USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater 
care that this treasure deserves. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DOUGLAS SMURR (He/Him/His) | Of Counsel 

3 Parkcenter Drive, Suite 200 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

dsmurr@grsm.com 
Bio 

www.grsm.com 

vCard 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:30 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; Romine, Guy K CIV USARMY CESPK 

(USA); Toland, Tanis J CIV USARMY CESPK (USA) 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Tree Removal Along Lower American River, USACE 

Contract 3B Site 

From: Cheryl Bly-Chester <cherylblychester@aol.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 6:56 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; rahumada@sacbee.com; publiccommentarcf16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Tree Removal Along Lower American River, USACE Contract 3B Site 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am now and have always been opposed to the removal of any heritage trees along the Lower 
American River and believe that the Army Corps of Engineers Contract 3B project is in violation of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WRSA). 

The lower American River was designated in 1972 as a California Wild and Scenic River and in 1981 under the Federal 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the federal designation 
states that for recreational rivers: “Future construction of impoundments, diversions, straightening, 
rip-rapping, and other modification of the waterway or adjacent land would not be permitted except 
in instances where such developments would not have a direct and adverse effect on the values for 
which that river area was included in the national system as determined by the Secretary charged 
with the administration of the area.” (Page J-9, emphasis added.) 

In the final EIS, the flora and fauna resources of the Lower American River designated to be preserved were described 
as: 

“Flora and Fauna. The Lower American River is lined with lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood, and sycamore trees. The riparian hardwood strip along the Lower American River supports 
a wildlife community similar to the North Coast, with differences associated with high use by the public 
and many years of influence by civilization. Because the riparian vegetation is carefully protected, birdlife, 
including raptors and wading birds, is uniformly dispersed along the river section. Small mammals and a 
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few deer exist in the less developed area; snakes and lizards thrive in the brushlands, dredger cobbles 
and along the river banks.” (Pg 26, Appendix E) 

Both the federal and state WSRA place these values before any government-funded water resources projects and both 
state and federal acts contain prohibitions against governmental cooperation in projects adversely affecting the system, as 
well as establishing specific regulatory programs to preserve these values. 

I am only an engineer and not a lawyer, but it seems straight forward to me that the proposed project to remove the 
valuable resources of lush riparian vegetation and hundreds of trees in order to place riprap rock armoring on the levee is 
a direct violation of both the California and Federal Wild and Scenic River Acts. 

From my experience with other flood protection projects along the Lower American River corridor, this project approach is 
likely the most expedient and least expensive in a flawed cost/benefit analysis placing little monetary value on the less 
tangible aesthetic and recreational resources and riparian habitat losses of removing even a single heritage tree, much 
less hundreds of them. 

I believe that the Army Corps of Engineers must reconsider their standardized approach to flood protection along the 
Lower American River in favor of tailoring their designs to meet the governmental obligations agreed upon to protect our 
valuable resources for generations to come. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Cheryl Bly-Chester, P.E. 
Cheryl Bly-Chester is a kayaker and the former Vice-Chair of the State Reclamation Board (now the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board), and Past President of the Sacramento Post of the Society of American Military Engineers and can be 

reached at CherylBlyChester@aol.com. 

Cheryl Bly-Chester, P.E. 
Managing Principal Engineer 

ROSEWOOD ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING 

1079-B Sunrise Boulevard # 168 
Roseville, CA 95661 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:28 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Mary Daugherty <missmarydaugherty@gmail.com>  

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 6:55 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. 
The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

The American River Parkway is an extraordinary and fragile Treasure which my extended family and I have now enjoyed 

for three generations. The heritage oaks are ancient, and provide not just beauty and bank stability, but also vital

shelter for river plants and animals—even my very young great nieces treasure all of this.  The unique beauty of this 

stretch of the American River will never be recoverable if you callously destroy it. Please, please, please do not do this.  

The American is a living and wild River, not some culvert to be paid over and hosed down. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 
is presented. 
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I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 
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Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the 
protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this 
section of the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the 
long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle 
board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for 
miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make 
recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the 
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Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said 
they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B 
area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Mary T. Daugherty 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:22 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Re. American River Common Features 2016 

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report for the 2016 American River Watershed Common Features Project , Sacramento 

CA 

From: Leo Winternitz <lwintern@comcast.net> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 6:46 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; Bellas. Liz <bellase@saccounty.net> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Re. American River Common Features 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the 2016 American River Watershed Common Features 

Project , Sacramento CA 

Dear Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown, 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, Contract 3B, 4A 
and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with scoping and outreach for the proposed project, the lack of meaningful 
and significant content in the environmental analysis and the project's proposed mitigation using the 
Urrutia property without adequate analysis of the impacts themselves and alternatives for mitigation. 

The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
states that during the scoping level, public involvement is encouraged to help identify impacts and 
alternatives regarding the proposed project as well as any existing studies or information that can be 
used during the NEPA review. The scoping for the SEIS/SEIR document was inadequate. The Army 
Corps failed to engage Regional Parks during the NEPA scoping process and the development of 
alternatives. The Central Valley Flood Protection Board failed to initiate a scoping process under 
CEQA and is relying on scoping that was done for the original 2015 ARCF General Reevaluation 
Report EIR, nearly 10 years ago. 
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The  overall  document  itself  is  difficult  and  confusing  to  read.  Some  information  is  found  in  the  text,  but  
other r elated  important  details  are  missing,  and  found  without  reference,  to  tables  elsewhere  in  the  
document.  The  document  itself  suffers  from  inconsistencies  in  its  descriptions.  As  one  example,  
Alternative  2  is  identified  as  a  proposed  action  in  the  text  but  the  summary  table  lists  it  as  Alternative  
6. Without  the  benefit  of  proper s coping  and  sincere  stakeholder  meetings  to  understand  the  project 
and  identify  alternatives,  how  are  the  responsible  resource  agencies  and  the  public  expected  to 
digest  and  understand  this  already  complex  project? 

The SEIS/SEIR suffers from many inadequacies and inconsistencies. Regional Parks in their 
comment letter comprehensively identifies these significant issues in their remarks on Contract 3B 
North, 3B South and Contract 4B. My particular concern is with the American River Mitigation Site 
(Urrutia Site). 

• The Urritia Site was not authorized in the 2016 document. 
• The Army Corps fails to realize the current important ecological values of the Urrutia site. The 

Urrutia site presents a limited amount of open water habitat within the Parkway that is 
important habitat for migrating birds and resident species of mammals and reptiles. 

• The Army Corp did not coordinate with Regional Parks to discuss suitable alternatives for 
habitat mitigation within the American River Parkway (Parkway). In fact, an alternative 
proposed to the Army Corps to maintain some of the ecological benefits of the Urrutia Site 
were ignored. 

• Protection of existing values at the Urrutia Site have not been seriously considered. In fact, no 
baseline studies of existing ecological resources at the Urrutia Site including birds, plants, 
reptiles or mammals have been conducted. The information is ready available. Despite not 
having information on this basic knowledge the Army Corps has determined that they can 
make habitat "better" here. Albeit a completely different type of habitat. 

• A scientific paper (Airola et.al., 2023) documents the open water habitat (ponds) to wintering 
water birds along the American River. This paper has been provided to the Army Corps. The 
removal of Urrutia Pond results in a significant environmental impact and must be identified 
and mitigated as such in the SEIS/SEIR. 

• The SEIS/SEIR does recognize that the Parkway is a state and federally designated Wild and 
Scenic River, which is managed by Regional Parks. It is unacceptable that the Army Corps 
can dismiss the existing resources identified by Regional Parks and stakeholders as 
negligible. 

• Other opportunities exist that were not considered but could provide the needed habitat 
mitigation. These opportunities would not eliminate habitat with existing values that are 
important for the Parkway and region. Lack of scoping and stakeholder outreach foreclosed 
analyzing and developing these alternatives. 

• Alternatives supposedly included in the document to provide for juvenile salmonid habitat 
mitigation include Rossmoor Bar and Sailor Bar. These alternatives appear to have been 
rejected. However there is no explanation or discussion related to these alternatives in the 
text. Without such an analysis how are we and the Army Corps to know that these alternatives 
are insufficient? 

• In a September 2020 American River Common Features Mitigation Site Concept 
Development and Evaluation Report, six sites along the American River that could provide 
juvenile rearing habitat were identified. Why were these sites not considered and included as 
alternatives in the analysis? 

The SEIS/SEIR is replete with errors and inconsistencies among its various sections describing the 
project, its impacts and proposed mitigation. The range of alternatives is narrow and without rationale; 
important baseline data is not described, and the document itself is poorly organized making it very 
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difficult to read and understand. In addition, the scoping process for gathering information from 
responsible agencies and the interested public was deficient and did not allow for any meaningful 
involvement. Based on these extensive deficiencies it appears the foundational environmental 
analysis is inadequate for making an informed decision that would lead to project approval. 

Sincerely, 

Leo Winternitz 

cc. Liz Bellas, Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:21 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Levee upgrades to the American River 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Scott Prentice <msprentice@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 6:27 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Levee upgrades to the American River 

The cutting of up to 700 trees on the north and south shore of the American River would be an unmitigated disaster

for the ecology of the American River Parkway. I vehemently oppose this massive reduction in the forest cover in and

near the American River. What the Army Corps of Engineers proposes to do will render the flood plain a sterile, naked, 

riprapped strip of land without any redeeming aesthetic or environmental value. Our beautiful American River

Parkway will be reduced to an Army Corps of Engineers sluice box. Please resubmit the current plans to significantly 

reduce the deforesting of the American River Parkway.

Thank you. 

M. Scott Prentice

Sent from my iPad 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:20 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Stephen Sax <s.sax@live.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 6:24 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft 
SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me and to 
Sacramento in general. 
When I talk about the great things about Sacramento, I always 
reference the American River. I kayak and SUP many different sections. I 
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walk and bring my family here when they are in town. I find it a great 
place to go when I need to decompress or just enjoy being outside. I 
love hearing and seeing all the different types of birds including the 
waterfowl and the birds of prey. I love seeing the otter and beavers. It is 
an incredible asset to the people in Sacramento our capitol of 
California. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is 
necessary along this section of the American River, and have concerns 
that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of 
construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as 
likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the 
environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated 
to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 
“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods 
on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 
(see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The 
draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 
environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

From what I understand you are using old models. Your maps are 
overgeneralized, which don't have the detail needed to do a good faith 
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analysis of the best approach to address the issues you are trying to 
achieve. I'd like to see more nature based solutions as well. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 
project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 
and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 
3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this 
treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 
Stephen Sax 9407 Mira Del Rio Dr Sacramento, CA 95827 530-306-7389 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:19 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Mariah C <mariahzara@hotmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 5:58 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) 

Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. My children and I have 
enjoyed exploring this section of the river. We have seen many birds, deer, and 
other wildlife, along with many varieties of trees, the largest and most impressive of 
which are native and introduced oak. The tree canopy along this corridor is 
mature, and provides homes and protection for many animals, as well as shade 
for people recreating. 
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I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along 
this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach 
of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of 
isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as 
no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis 
adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall 
project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. 
The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with 
less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

1-The razing of the bank will decimate the local wildlife. 

2-The rip rap will impact the ability of certain animals, like deer, to access the river. 
It will also prevent humans from being able to play on the shore or easily recreate 
on the river. 

3-Removing the trees and, therefore, the developed root systems will make the 
banks less stable. Those roots already act as erosion protection and potential flood 
protection as well. Why can't we use what is already there rather than building 
something that may end up being no more protective? 

4-The proposed work will significantly impact the beauty of the area for visitors 
and those that live in adjacent neighborhoods. It is protected as a scenic river and 
I'd like it to stay scenic. 
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The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, 
and should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a 
much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Mariah Cosand 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:19 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Thomas Vigran <tvigran@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 5:12 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Bcc: AmRivTrees@gmail.com 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment 
Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 
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The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. My wife and I ride the bike trail on the 
Parkway nearly every morning. The variations in weather and river conditions are a joy and a great 
way for us to start our day. The nature and intrinsic qualities of the River would be forever changed 
by the current plans. Surely this plan can be changed. The additional time, trouble and broader 
collaboration would be well worth it, resulting in a "community owned" river project that would 
enjoy broad support. Below I'm copying a lot of the material written by those with more knowledge 
of the proposal. But in this case, fewer of the details should not be taken as having any less 
concern. Thanks for your efforts in truly, sustainably protect the Parkway. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the 
American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during 
two years of construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put 
us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion 
concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 
significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, 
nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including 
considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall 
project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain 
“significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures 
be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft 
SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, 
fine-grained approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed 
decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care 
that this treasure deserves. 

THANK YOU !!! 

Thomas Vigran 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:18 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Attachments: FB_IMG_1661755043284.jpg; 20200808_194732 (1).jpg 

From: Steven Benson <mrmastodn@aol.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:32 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; mrmastodn <mrmastodn@aol.com>; 

PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; AmRivTrees@gmail.com 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water 
Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I am strongly opposed to the proposed project and have serious 
concerns with the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is priceless to me. 
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I grew up along the American River off of Bradshaw Rd and Folsom 
Blvd where the American River Parkway has been a critical part of my 
entire life. This irreplaceable value of this beautiful and naturally 
vibrant stretch of the river cannot be overstated. After growing up 
here and going off to the Marine Corps I married my wife and shared 
this amazing stretch of nature with her. She fell as in love with the 
Parkway as I am and we dreamed of one day buying a house here so 
we could be near a place that brings us peace and joy like no 
other. Luckily, 7 years ago, our dream came true and we now live on 
Wausau Way, a 2 minute walk away from the levee steps in 
Larchmont Park. Now this project threatens not only the myriad 
wildlife and natural beauty along the Parkway, but it is causing 
emotional trauma and sleepless nights as we think about our dream 
being torn away. We walk these trails daily, we’ve become familiar 
with the cycle of wildlife we see through the seasons, and ALL of these 
trees are our friends. Especially the heritage oaks. Our connection to 
this stretch of the river and its natural biodiversity is so strong that we 
are absolutely crushed considering the clumsy destruction that is 
planned for this stretch of the project. I’ve personally witnessed the 
behavior of this river for almost 50 years and I strongly question 
whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this 
section of the American River. I have concerns that the proposed 
approach of clearcut and leave bare banks during two years of 
construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings will 
just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. The 
cost of this unnecessary work being an immeasurable impact on the 
habitat for the biodiversity of wildlife, the destruction of natural 
corridors for wildlife, and radical devaluation of all of the homes in the 
area due to the loss of this natural wonder. The emotional impact for 
residents along the Parkway also cannot be over-stated. I have 
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attached to this email two images taken along the Parkway directly 
behind Larchmont Park to illustrate the natural beauty of this stretch 
of the Parkway. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the 
environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 
mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to 
supposed “unavoidable” impacts including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply 
the overall project. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 
project and its subcomponents, including considering planned 
alterations to Folsom Dam, and should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 
and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this 
treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Steven Benson 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:31 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

From: Linda Collins <lmjcollins5253@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:23 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 

2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 

and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. I am a regular bike rider and use 

the trail numerous times per week. It would be a terrible shame to lose the beautiful trees and endanger the wildlife 

they support. 

I hope you can consider other means of addressing the river bank area concerns. It is counterintuivie to address 

erosion problems by removing trees. In fact the US Environmental Protection Agency states that:  

Trees are increasingly recognized for their importance in managing runoff. Their leaf 

canopies help reduce erosion caused by falling rain. They also provide surface area 

where rain water lands and evaporates. Roots take up water and help create 

conditions in the soil that promote infiltration. 
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I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 

do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 

actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 

significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 

is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 

mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 

impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 

“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 

including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 

damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 

needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 

or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 

of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 

hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 

addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 

carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 

and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 

engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 

require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 

should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 

at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 

of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 

construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 

a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
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on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 

health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 

to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 

protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 

subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 

used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 

conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 

“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 

Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 

reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 

(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 

to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 

overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 

modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 

account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 

modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 

effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 

the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 

unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-

renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 

– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 

flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 

Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 

under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 

trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 

the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 

requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 

Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 

would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 

riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 

wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 

need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 

loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 

along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 

difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 

recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 

addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 

These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
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urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 

recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 

River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 

American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 

“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 

Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 

what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 

protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 

protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 

and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 

Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 

INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 

comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 

with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 

and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 

200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 

reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 

damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-

quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 

travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 

significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 

the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 

bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 

vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 

unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 

subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 

subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 
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The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 

Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 

Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 

generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:27 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Fwd: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River 

Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, Ca 

Attachments: Joshua Thomas Comment 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS SEIR.pdf 

From: Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:11 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Fwd: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, 

Sacramento, Ca 

Dear United States Army Corps of Engineers comment recipients, 

I messed up the address in my original email, so I'm forwarding you this email with my comment letter for the December 

2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American 

River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, Ca. 

Sincerely, 

Joshua Thomas 

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> 

Date: Thu, Feb 22, 2024, 1:10 PM 

Subject: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, Ca 

To: <ARC_SEIS@usace.army.mil>, <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gove> 

Cc: <bellase@saccounty.gov>, <sorgenkc@saccounty.gov>, <susan_rosebrough@nps.org>, <barbara_rice@nps.gov> 

Dear United States Army Corps of Engineers and CA Dept. of Water Resources public comment recipients, 

1 
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I've attached a letter which reviews the environmental analysis and alternatives provided within the December 2023, 

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River 

Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project. I look forward to your response and hope that you will in good 

faith consider the critiques and suggestions in my letter. 

Sincerely, 

Joshua Thomas (He/Him) 

Ph.D Candidate, History Department 

University of California Davis 
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February 22, 2024 

Mr. Guy Romine 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 

1325 J Street 

Sacramento, California 95814 

Guy.K.Romine@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Josh Brown 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board/California Dept of Water Resources 

3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 170 

Sacramento, California 95821 

Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov 

Submitted via email: ARC_SEIS@usace.army.mil and PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk 

Management Project, Sacramento, CA 

Dear Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown, 

In this letter I critique the incomplete and insufficient environmental analysis provided by 

the December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR and the documents it supplements, the 2016 

General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and the 2016 Final EIS/EIR.1 In these documents, the 

United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) uses biased data and outdated modeling to 

justify one-size-fits-all riprap erosion measures to the exclusion of less environmentally 

destructive bioengineering alternatives, ignores and minimizes important environmental 

impacts, offers inadequate mitigation, and disregards public apprehension about the ecological 

implications of USACE’s proposals. With an understanding that the most durable and effective 

flood control systems work with nature rather than against it, I respectfully ask that USACE and 

the Central Valley Flood Protection Board consider less destructive bioengineering erosion 

prevention measures that are better justified by more up-to-date modeling and by more 

complete data. The risk to the safety of the Sacramento Region, to precious resources of the 

American River Parkway, to our Wild and Scenic River, and to endangered species are too 

great for USACE to follow through with their current proposed measures for American River 

Erosion Contract 3B in the December 2023 Draft ARCF SEIS/SEIR. 

1 I understand that detailed technical analysis is meant for the appendices rather than the main EIS/EIR 
report. For the sake of brevity and flow, I only refer to the GRR, Final EIS/EIR, and 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR, 
but statements about inadequacy, insufficiency, or incompleteness in the GRR, Final EIS/EIR, and the 
2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR include their appendices. If, for example, I state that “heritage oaks were 
only mentioned 9 times in the 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR,” I am referring to the total number of 
mentions of heritage oaks in the SEIS/SEIR and its appendices. 
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Before I delve into the analysis, I want to thank USACE and CVFPB for the critical work 

they have done keeping the Sacramento Region safe. As a PhD candidate who just finished a 

dissertation on the history of flood control in the Sacramento Valley, I understand that without 

extensive and well-maintained flood control infrastructure, the Sacramento Valley could not be 

home to over a million people. 

From my research I also know that before flood control engineers get things right, they 

often get them disastrously wrong. It is an unfortunate rhyme of history that humans increasingly 

believe they can dominate nature until nature loses patience with their hubris. Such was the 

case before 1927, when USACE rejected as “chimerical” and “dangerous” the belief that 

humans could never control rivers but only accommodate them with multitiered systems that 

incorporated spillways and outlets.2 USACE insisted that engineering science allowed for the 

use of only levees to prevent floods, despite evidence that building levees ever higher just 

increased flood heights.3 Then stormwaters blasted through Mississippi River levees in 1927, 

killing hundreds and displacing a quarter of a million people.4 Gifford Pinchot later deemed the 

levees-only policy a “complete engineering blunder and failure.”5 After the Great Flood of 1927, 

USACE pledged to work in harmony with the Mississippi in the future and started incorporating 

spillways and outlets in their designs.6 

Fortunately, the Sacramento Region broke from the levees-only orthodoxy early with the 

Sacramento River Flood Control Project, initiated at the state level in 1911.7 From observing 

that the Sacramento Region consists of basins which naturally take in waters from overflowing 

rivers during storms, the designers of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project devised a 

system which mimics the regions natural tendency for overflow by using bypasses and weirs to 

allow for controlled flooding. 8 This nature-based system has worked for over a century; 

however, California came close to implementing a blundering levees-only system with the 

Dabney Plan, which a commission of USACE engineers devised.9 In 1905 California tasked the 

newly created Sacramento Drainage District with implementing the Dabney Plan.10 But 

landowners derided by Dabney Plan proponents as scientific illiterates delayed the Plan’s 

2 Ari Kelman, A River and Its City: The Nature of Landscape in New Orleans (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 2006), 163. 
3 Ibid, 164-169. 
4 Ibid, 187. 
5 Ibid, 190. 
6 Ibid, 192-195. 
7 “An Act Approving the Report of the California Debris Commission,” The Statutes of California and 
Amendments to the Constitution Passed at the Extra Session of the Thirty-Ninth Legislature, 1911, 
Chapter 25, (Approved December 24, 1911). 
8 Reports on the Control of Floods in the River Systems of the Sacramento Valley and the Adjacent San 
Joaquin Valley, Cal. June 29, 1911, Referred to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors (Washington, 
1911), 7-15. 
9 Report of the Commissioner of Public Works to the Governor of California, Together with the Report of 
the Commission of Engineers to the Commission of Public Works Upon the Rectification of the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their Principal Tributaries, and the Reclamation of the 
Overflowed Lands Adjacent Thereto (Sacramento: Superintendent State Printing, 1905). 
10 “An Act to Create a Drainage District to be Called ‘Sacramento Drainage District,’” The Statutes of 
California and Amendments to the Codes Passed at the Thirty-Sixth Session of the California Legislature, 
1905, Chapter CCCLXVIII, (Approved March 20, 1905), 456. 
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implementation until the 600,000 cfs events of 1907 and 1909, which were twice as much as the 

300,000 cfs estimates from bypass proponents that Major T.G. Dabney dismissed as impossibly 

high, demonstrated the infeasibility of a levees-only approach on the Sacramento River.11 Had 

the state of California carried out the Dabney Plan, it would have expended millions on levees 

which the storms of 1907 and 1909 would have obliterated or overtopped.12 

I mention this history because once again USACE engineers seem intent on brute-

forcing flood control, this time by armoring the banks of the Lower American River with riprap. 

FEMA frequently repairs riprap facilities and has remarked that “the very nature of having to 

repair these facilities counters the popular engineering belief that riprap is the best solution for 

mitigating stream bank erosion.”13 Neither the General Reevaluation Report nor the December 

2023 Draft ARCF SEIS/SEIR seriously considered less destructive, nature-based alternatives to 

riprap. The “no-action alternative” in the Draft SEIS/SEIR is simply the proposal of the 2016 
GRR, which includes “bank protection” (i.e. riprap armoring) and launchable rock trenches.14 

Moreover, despite the outdated 2016 analysis, and new information demonstrating the feasibility 

of less destructive alternatives for this beloved stretch of Wild and Scenic River, USACE 

excludes any nature-based alternative to riprap. Instead, USACE only presents minor 

alternatives for individual projects, while “all other projects remain the same.”15 

11 On the 1895 bypass plan designed for 300,000 cfs: “Report of the Commissioner of Public Works,” 
Appendix to the Journals of the Senate and Assembly of the Thirty-First Session of the Legislature of the 
State of California, Volume IV (Sacramento, 1895). Dabney’s critique of the 1895 plan: T.G. Dabney, 
Report of the Commissioner of Public Works, 33-35. On the 1907 and 1909 floods: Robert Kelley, Battling 
the Inland Sea: Floods, Public Policy, and the Sacramento Valley (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1989), 277-278. 
12 Robert Kelley, Battling the Inland Sea, 277-278. 
13 FEMA, Engineering with Nature: Alternative Techniques to Riprap Bank Stabilization, 7. 
14 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, 3-48. 
15 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-7 and 3-8. 
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Figure 1 

For Contract 3B, which covers both banks between Howe Avenue and Larchmont 

Community Park, the 2023 proposal is just the 2016 preferred alternative with the addition of 

launchable rock toes and tiebacks.16 Launchable rock toes are functionally the same as 

launchable rock trenches except they are placed at rivers edge instead of higher up the bank.17 

Tiebacks are riprap laid perpendicular instead of parallel to the river.18 USACE explores no 

16 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-11, 3-25, and 3-26. 
17 Ibid, 3-29. 
18 Ibid. 
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biotechnical or bioengineering alternatives, even though the lower American River is a protected 

area. USACE is only offering the public a choice between riprap and more riprap. This choice, 

according to a USACE presentation to the Lower American River Task Force in December of 

2023, could remove 685 trees.19 For American River Erosion Contract 3B South, where USACE 

plans to remove 522 trees, the 2023 SEIS/SEIR simply states that “one alternative was 
considered but rejected due to having additional environmental impacts.” USACE did not even 
briefly indicate what that alternative entailed.20 

USACE’s choice to give the public no alternative besides riprap makes a mockery of the 

review process. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) calls the alternatives section “the 
heart of the EIS.”21 This section, according to CEQ, is supposed to rigorously explore and 

objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.22 The California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) requires that an EIR provide a range of alternatives to a project that “will feasibly attain 

most of the basic objectives of the project.”23 Note that CEQA only mandates that alternatives 

feasibly attain “most,” not all, of a project’s basic objectives. This indicates that CEQA intends 
that lead agencies offer a range of choices. Whereas a single proposal precludes public 

engagement, a range of choices can “foster informed decision making and public 

participation.”24 The intention to foster public participation and informed decision making through 

discussion of a meaningful range of alternatives was articulated by the Third District of Appeal, 

whose jurisdiction includes Sacramento County. In We Advocate Through Environmental 

Review v. County of Siskiyou, the Court ruled that making project objectives so narrow “as to 
preclude any alternative other than the Project” violated CEQA.25 In particular, the Court 

criticized Siskiyou County for ensuring that “the results of its alternatives analysis would be a 

foregone conclusion.”26 In making the alternatives a foregone conclusion, the County 

“transformed the EIR’s alternatives section—often described as part of the ‘core of the EIR’— 
into an empty formality.”27 Here too, by limiting the public’s choice to nothing but riprap and 

more riprap for Contract 3B, USACE has turned the public review process for the December 

2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR into an empty formality. 

The alternatives of riprap or more riprap not only mocks the review process, but it runs 

afoul of both the National and State Wild and Scenic River Acts. The Lower American River 

from the confluence to the Nimbus Dam is designated as a protected river under both the 

California and the National Wild and Scenic River Acts.28 These Acts require preserving 

19 Lower American River Task Force, December 12, 2023. https://waterforum.org/wp-
content/uploads/LARTF-Dec-2023-Slides.pdf 
20 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-5. 
21 Council on Environmental Quality, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 
22 Ibid. 
23 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. 
RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15126.6(a). 
24 Ibid. 
25 We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou (April 20, 2022) 78. Cal.App.5th 
683. 
26 Ibid. 
27 Ibid. 
28 Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981. 
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protected rivers “in free flowing condition.”29 The National Wild and Scenic River Act (NWSRA) 

defines free flowing as “existing or flowing in natural condition without impoundment, diversion, 
straightening, rip-rapping, or other modification of the waterway.”30 The NWSRA allows for the 

existence of riprap on the waterway at the time of a river’s inclusion, but clarifies that “this shall 
not be construed to authorize, intend, or encourage future construction of such structures within 

components of the national wild and scenic rivers system.”31 The California Wild and Scenic 

River Act (CWSRA) only permits new riprap on the Eel River, stipulating that “nothing in this 

chapter shall be construed to prohibit any measures for flood protection, structural or 

nonstructural, necessary for the protection of lives and property along the Eel River.”32 The 

explicit exclusion of the Eel River from the riprapping prohibition indicates that the CWSRA was 

meant to prohibit riprapping on all the other rivers included in the CWSRA system. This 

interpretation is reinforced by the legislature’s declaration that the use of these rivers in “their 
free-flowing state, together with their immediate environment,” is of the “highest and most 

beneficial use.”33 

USACE claims that river velocities ruled out less destructive alternatives, but that 

assertion is not justified by the technical documents they cite. As USACE explained in letters to 

apprehensive citizens in the 2016 Final EIS/EIR Public Involvement Appendix: 

“The proposed bank protection and launchable rock trench measures are the only two 
possible measures that could address the significant erosion problem on the American 

River. Other measures were eliminated from consideration because the river 

velocities render them infeasible. More information on the erosion problem on the 

American River can be found in the Erosion Protection Appendix to the GRR (GRR 

Appendix C, Attachment E).”34 

The document USACE advised apprehensive citizens to read, the Erosion Protection Report, 

indicates that USACE could avoid a lot of devastation in the Contract 3B area. The experts 

consulted in the Erosion Protection Report understood that to properly prioritize work, USACE 

should develop “systematic and justifiable criteria for site stabilization.”35 For that to be 

achieved, USACE would need to analyze lots of soil samples, called borings, due to a “high 
degree of variability in the bed materials.”36 The experts believed that USACE could not “assure 

continuity of various layers” without analyzing more borings than they had already, and the 

experts warned USACE that “interpretations made of connecting the dots between borings 
could be erroneous.”37 Analyzing more borings could further avoid needless devastation by 

accounting for “the horizontal and vertical location of the scour resistant clay” for project 

29 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Sec. 1(b). California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 5093.50. 
30 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Sec. 15(b). 
31 Ibid. 
32 California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 5093.57. 
33 Ibid, 5093.50. 
34 ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016 (Updated May 2016), Appendix F-Public Involvement. 
35 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment E, Erosion Protection 
Report, 15. 
36 Ibid, 17. 
37 Ibid. 
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designs.”38 Instead of following their expert panel recommendations to analyze borings 

from possible erosion resistant places along the Lower American River, USACE instead 

resorts to overgeneralized data to justify a one-size-fits-all approach to erosion 

protection. USACE did hire consultants to map out the stratigraphic layers of the Lower 

American River.39 Fugro Associates collected dozens of borehole samples, including 5 on the 

south bank between the Mayhew Drain and the Watt Bridge.40 While this is too few borings, it is 

5 more than USACE used in the Geotechnical Report for the area of Contract 3B South. 

USACE briefly summarized the Fugro Report, noting that the “study demonstrated the presence 
of two potentially erosion-resistant units,” including widespread “relatively erosion-resistant 

deposits associated with the Pleistocene-aged Fair Oaks Formation.”41 Nevertheless, USACE’s 

geotechnical analysis eschewed Fugro’s geologic mapping for the Contract 3B South area. 
Instead, its analysis only considered two index points along the entire Lower American River, 

none upstream of Howe Bridge.42 

Figure 2: Index point locations in Geotechnical Report used to determine probability of levee failure under different 
high-water flows. 

38 Ibid, 15. 
39 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment C - Geotechnical Report, 
25. 
40 Fugro Consultants, Lower American River Stratigraphic and Geomorphic Mapping Report (2012), 
Figure 4.10. 
41 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment C - Geotechnical Report, 
25. 
42 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment C - Geotechnical Report, 
18. 
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Figure 3: Map of Index Point Locations Considered in Geotechnical Report. Only 2 index points are used for the 

entire Lower American River 
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The use of a boring near Howe Avenue Bridge to justify work two miles upstream is 

especially egregious because the Erosion Protection Report indicates that the banks upstream 

of Howe Avenue consist of fundamentally different bed materials than the banks downstream of 

Howe Avenue. According to the Erosion Protection Report, the area between river mile 6.6-7.5 

contains “broader areas of scour where the formation is likely more widely exposed in the 
channel bed or lies concealed beneath a thin cover of active channel only a few feet thick.”43 

This unit “contains no bank resistance to lateral erosion and will not contribute to levee 
stability.”44 This is, in other words, an area with highly erodible bed materials. However, the area 

upstream of Howe Avenue, especially near the entrance of SARA Park (left bank river mile 

10.0-10.3) where the Corps proposes to install a launchable rock trench and launchable rock 

toe, contains significant amounts of erosion-resistant clay hardpan, which the technical 

documents refer to as the “Pleistocene Fair Oaks Formation.”45 The only modeling results 

USACE provides for the area containing Pleistocene Fair Oaks Formation, between river mile 7 

and river mile 11, indicate that “for all the flows simulated the sheer stress in the reach with 
locally exposed hard material is below the critical stress for erosion of moderately resistant 

material (clay and cemented sand with silt). Therefore, significant scour below this erosion 

resistant material/surface is not anticipated.”46 

43 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment E, Erosion Protection 
Report, 32. 
44 Ibid. 
45 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment C - Geotechnical Report, 
25, 38. American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment E, Erosion 
Protection Report, 12, 31, 32. 
46 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment E, Erosion Protection 
Report, 24. 
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Figure 4: Erosion Resistant Pleistocene Fair Oaks Formation within the left bank river mile 10.0-10.3 area where 
USACE proposes 2 Launchable Rock Toes and a Launchable Rock Trench. The launchable rock trench, adjacent to 
this formation, cuts through a forest. 
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Figure 5: Forest that launchable rock trench at left bank river mile 10.0-10.3 would remove. 
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Yet in the appendices for the 2016 Final EIS-EIR, USACE only provided specific velocity data 

for RM 6 and RM 7.5. 

Figure 6 

As for the rest of the Lower American River, USACE simply states that average velocities range 

from 6 to 9 ft/sec.47 Even at those velocities, biotechnical and bioengineering measures are 

feasible. Given that velocities along the banks can vary from 0-12 ft/sec during a 160,000 cfs 

event, an average velocity for the entire LAR cannot meaningfully justify nor exclude particular 

measures for particular segments. 

Proposing destructive launchable riprap for Contract 3B after failing to follow their expert 

recommendations conflicts with the laws which aim to protect the environment in general and 

the Lower American River in particular. The American Parkway Plan requires designing erosion 

projects “to minimize damage to riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat.”48 CEQ demands 

agencies consider feasible mitigation that will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment.49 

Mitigation includes “avoiding an impact by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.”50 

Without carefully accounting for the erosion resistant areas of the LAR in its analysis, USACE is 

proposing potentially unnecessary erosion measures and therefore failing to minimize damage 

to the environment. CEQA makes it “a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize 

environmental damage where feasible.”51 According to the California Supreme Court, CEQA 

was intended to be interpreted in such a manner as to afford the fullest possible protection to 

47 ARCF 2016 Final EIS-EIR (Updated May 2016), Appendix G – Biological Assessment, p. 93-94. 
48 Sacramento County American River Parkway Plan 2008, Section 4.16, p. 85. 
49 Executive Office of the President, Council on Environmental Quality, Memorandum for heads of 
Federal Departments and Agencies, January 14, 2011, p. 2. 
50 Ibid, 4. 
51 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. 
RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15021(a). 
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the environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.52 It is not unreasonable 

for USACE to carefully determine where they can avoid environmentally destructive measures 

by taking into account geologic mappings already in its possession. Ignoring those geologic 

mappings, intentionally or not, biases USACE towards the most sweeping and environmentally 

destructive erosion measures. 

Bias for riprap is also evident in the expert opinions USACE decided to share, and 

withhold, about erosion risk in the Lower American River. To determine risk of levee failure for 

each segment of the Lower American River, USACE contracted with HDR Ford Engineers, who 

elicited expert opinions and then used those opinions to estimate probabilities of levee failure.53 

USACE incorporates by reference the Lower American River - Subreach 1, 3, and 4 technical 

memorandum but not the more expansive document from which the memo is based, Lower 

American River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment: Subreach 1, 3, and 4.54 This is a 

regrettable decision considering the latter document contains the full range of expert opinions 

for tier classification, including what they see as favorable conditions. By contrast, the technical 

memo typically only pulls opinions on the adverse conditions for the highest risk segments, 

classified as tier 1. Not citing the document with the full range of expert opinions on both 

adverse and favorable conditions creates the illusion that there is consensus for USACE’s 

singular measure of launchable rock where none exists. Experts might have agreed on risk 

rating, although even this proposition is dubious. For left bank river mile 9.8-10, one expert 

wrote “yikes” while another indicated he was a no-vote on intervention.55 Likewise, despite its 

tier 1 classification, one expert noted that the left bank river mile 10.4-10.5 segment enjoyed a 

history of good performance.56 CEQA does not require “technical perfection in an EIR, but rather 
adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”57 CEQA also concedes 

that “disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate.”58 Nevertheless, CEQA 

requires that the EIR “summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.”59 

Neglecting to cite “Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment,” as well 
as neglecting to summarize the substantial points of disagreement among the experts it 

elicited, deprives the public and policy makers of necessary information to determine the 

adequacy of USACE’s very limited proposals which lack biotechnical and bioengineering 

alternatives. 

Experts notably disagreed about USACE’s insinuation that the banks all along the Lower 

American River are subject to high river velocities. Some of the experts noted low velocities for 

several areas where USACE has proposed launchable riprap. For left bank river mile 9.8-10.0, 

where USACE proposes a launchable rock toe, one expert stated that water velocities were too 

52 Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors, 8 Cal. 3d 247. 
53 HDR and Ford Engineers, Lower American River - Subreach 1, 3, and 4 Tier Classification Technical 
Memorandum, (Sacramento, November 13, 2019). 
54 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 10-1. 
55 HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment: 
Subreach 1, 3, and 4, (2019), E38. 
56 Ibid, E48. 
57 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. 
RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15003. 
58 Ibid, 15151. 
59 Ibid. 
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low on levee at 200 year flood flows, 160,000 cfs, to cause serious damage.60 For left bank river 

mile 10.0-10.3, where USACE proposes two launchable rock toes and a launchable rock trench, 

two of the experts cited low velocities on levee and upper bank, with one noting “water velocities 

low on levee face at 160 kcfs.”61 For left bank river mile 10.4-10.5, an expert stated that water 

velocities were low on the levee at 160 kcfs.62 

Such observations are consistent with the velocity contour maps in the General 

Reevaluation Report.63 While these maps show that at 160,000 cfs velocities along the some of 

the LAR’s banks can reach a significant velocity of 12-13 ft/sec, between left bank river miles 10 

and 11, which comprises most of Contract 3B South, estimated velocities along the banks 

during a 200 year, 160,000 cfs event only range from 0-1 ft/sec to 6-7 ft/sec. At these velocities 

Figure 7 

USACE could have considered several types of lining materials for erosion protection, at least 

according to table 4-4 of the Erosion Protection Report. The permissible velocity for 6-inch 

gravel/cobble is 4-7.5 ft/sec, 6-8 ft/sec for class a turf vegetation, and some types of soil 

bioengineering can withstand up to 12 ft/sec. 64 

60 HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment: 
Subreach 1, 3, and 4, (2019), E38. 
61 Ibid, E46. 
62 Ibid. 
63 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, 2-21. 
64 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment E, Erosion Protection 
Report, 43. 
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Figure 8 

Launchable riprap, in short, was most certainly not the only option USACE could consider. 

USACE instead chose to use overgeneralized data which biases their proposals towards the 

sole possibility of launchable riprap. Local flood control experts, on the other hand, recognized 

the feasibility of less destructive biotechnical measures. For left bank river mile 10.4-10.5, the 

consultants who put together the 2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring 
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Report for the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency recommended as a possible solution 

“cobbles with vegetation or other biotechnical measures such as brush mattress, willow waddles 

or brush boxes (all supplemented with plantings).”65 This is a recommendation USACE should 

explore in a new SEIS/SEIR. 

USACE’s velocity contour maps may show even lower velocities along the banks. The 

quality of the maps seems biased towards justifying the most extreme possible erosion 

measures, as the maps are too zoomed out to precisely ascertain river flow velocities along the 

banks, except for river mile 6.6-7.5, which happens to be part of the Lower American River 

where velocities are fastest along the banks. For this segment of the river, USACE provided 

high quality, zoomed in maps (Figure 4). None of the other sub-reaches of the Lower American 

River got such scrupulous treatment. For left bank river mile 10-11, where USACE proposes 

three launchable rock toes and a launchable rock trench, we can better perceive the river’s flow 
behavior by looking at the velocity contour maps from the 2017 Lower American River 

Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report, which were derived from the same hydraulic modeling 

as the velocity contour maps provided in the 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR).66 The 

more high quality maps from the 2017 report show that from 115,000 cfs to 145,000 cfs, there is 

little change in the velocity of flows along left bank river mile 10 to 11. In both cases, the water is 

almost stagnant, moving at 0-2 ft/sec for most of the river mile and rising to only about 4-6 ft/sec 

at around left bank river mile 10.67 

65 MBK Engineers, 2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report, (May 2018), 10. 
66 Ibid, Appendix B, Velocity Contours. December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 4-150, 4-151, 3.3-5. 
American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, 4-7. American River Common Features 
General Reevaluation Report, Appendix, 47. 
67 MBK Engineers, 2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report, (May 2018), 
Appendix B, Velocity Contours, Applied Velocity Lots 115,000 cfs plate 8 and Applied Velocity Plots 
145,000 cfs plate 8. 

16 



 
 

 
  

 

 
  

Figure 9 

Figure 10 

17 



 
 

 

           

          

          

         

      

       

       

         

          

              

             

           

       

         

 

 

 
     

           

         

           

 
  

   
  
      
  

   
  

145,000 cfs does not quite get us to the 160,000 cfs mark, but it should be emphasized that 

there was very little change from 115,000 to 145,000 cfs, that some of USACE’s experts noted 
low velocities near levees at 160,000 cfs between river miles 9.8 and 10.5, and that even the 

discernable part GRR’s low resolution velocity contour maps show that at worst river velocities 

reach 6-7 ft/sec around left bank river mile 10. 

The expert opinions on the favorable conditions created by bank vegetation reinforce the 

imperative that USACE should and could explore bioengineering alternatives. For left bank river 

miles 9.8-10, 10.0-10.3, and 10.4-10.5, experts noted the presence of vegetation as a favorable 

condition. For left bank river mile 10.4-10.5, one expert observed that a favorable condition was 

“dense veg/root mats'' that cover much of the bank, as well as a fully grass levee and a dense 
shrub mass at the top of the bank that attenuates velocity and wind wave.68 Yet another expert 

highlighted “good past performance” and “vegetation on berm” as a favorable condition for this 

segment.69 According to table 2 of the 2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion 

Monitoring Report, soils with good vegetative cover are resistant against erosion for up to 6-7 

ft/sec.70 

Figure 11: Table 2 - Suggested Maximum Channel Water Velocities 

The experts did warn that if erosion took bank vegetation, the risk of levee failure could 

increase.71 Experts also expressed concern about encroachment, sill degradation, and bed 

lowering.72 But given that velocities in this area are low and vegetation already protects the 

68 HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment: 
Subreach 1, 3, and 4 (2019), E48. 
69 Ibid. 
70 MBK Engineers, 2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report, (May 2018), 5. 
71 HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment: 
Subreach 1, 3, and 4 (2019), E46. 
72 Ibid. 
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bank, USACE could explore alternatives that preserve, enhance, and augment on-site 

vegetation instead of removing almost all vegetation. USACE could even explore the possibility 

of enlisting the public—such as environmental volunteer organizations—in plans to maintain the 

vegetation on streambanks. This would fulfill CEQ's command that public involvement “should 
be fully provided for in the development of mitigation and monitoring procedures.”73 USACE 

could also consider techniques which recruit sediment. One example of this being done in a 

high energy river downstream of a dam (such as the Lower American River) was on the Middle 

Green River in Washington, where, instead of hard armoring, King County built a bioengineered 

bank stabilization project by using logs at the river’s toe secured to the bank with coir fabric, soil 
wraps, and vegetation, adding roughness and recruiting sediment. One of the project designers 

assured that “this type of technique is what I would advocate even in a high energy 
environment.”74 

Much is at risk if USACE neglects to explore bioengineering alternatives that will work 

with nature instead of against it, including public safety. Research going back nearly a 

century indicates that riparian forests play a vital role in bank stability and flood control. 

Over 95 years ago an engineer observed that during the Great Mississippi flood of 1927, levees 

only failed where trees had been removed: 

“It was interesting to inspect various sections of the big flood. Wherever a heavy stand of 
native willows or other forest trees were growing in the burrow pit and on the land 

between the river the erosion from wave action and current was very slight and on miles 

of levee where tree growth existed no injury was caused whatsoever. On the contrary, 

where land was cleared and there were no obstructions to break the waves, injury 

and destruction were evident along the entire distance.”75 

Likewise, studies of the catastrophic 1993 Missouri Flood found a direct correlation between the 

width of riparian forest and the likelihood of levee failure. Where riparian forest had been 

cleared or thinned, levees were 74-88% more likely to fail.76 Trees also play a preeminent role in 

armoring banks from erosion. According to Rood et al (2014) mature riparian trees are highly 

effective at preventing erosion, even superior to grass, and they recommend that “riparian 
forests should be conserved to provide bank stability and to maintain an equilibrium of river and 

floodplain dynamics.”77 Besides armoring banks, trees make armor less necessary by 

73 Executive Office of the President, Council on Environmental Quality, Memorandum for heads of 
Federal Departments and Agencies, January 14, 2011, p. 13. 
74 FEMA, Engineering with Nature: Alternative Techniques to Riprap Bank Stabilization, 11-12. 
75 O.S. Scheifele, 1928. “Protection of River Banks and Levees.” The Canadian Engineer: 123. 
76 J.P. Dwyer and D.R. Larsen, 1997. “Value of Woody River Corridors in Levee Protection Along the 
Missouri River in 1993.” Journal of the American Water Resources Association. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230348698_Value_of_Woody_River_Corridors_in_Levee_Prote 
ction_Along_the_Missouri_River_in_1993. Stephen B. Allen, John P. Dwyer, Douglas C. Wallace, and 
Elizabeth A. Cook, 2023. “Missouri River Flood of 1993: Role of Woody Corridor Width in Levee 
Protection.” Journal of the American Water Resources Association. 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2003.tb04416.x 
77 S.B. Rood, S.G. Bigelow, M.L Polzin, K.M. Gill, and C.A. Coburn. (2015). “Biological bank protection: 
trees are more effective than grasses at resisting erosion from major river floods.” Ecohydrol, 8: 772–779. 
Doi: 10.1002/eco.1544. 
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redirecting the energy of rivers from the banks towards the center of the channel, thereby 

reducing scour and erosion. Such a phenomenon was observed almost a century ago by the 

aforementioned engineer, who remarked: “experience has shown that where a clump of trees 
were allowed to spring up on the river face of levees eddies were caused and erosion started 

down stream from trees.”78 Late twentieth century modeling has confirmed early twentieth 

century observations. When Johannes DeVries applied vegetation models specifically for the 

dimensions of the Sacramento River, looking at areas with and without vegetation on levees, he 

found that reducing dense vegetation next to levees generally increased the velocity of water, 

and therefore, the potential for scour.79 In 2021 and 2023, an academic team which had worked 

with the California Department of Transportation incorporated vegetation into a high-fidelity 

model to account for trees in large-eddy simulations of the Lower American River. They found 

that dense strands of mature trees had “a significant impact on the computed flow field by 
diverting the high-velocity core of the flood away from the banks toward the center of the 

channel.”80 Results showed that “velocities in the center of the river increased by approximately 

50%” but “were nearly damped out entirely along the banks.”81 For the case without trees, the 

flow was “distributed throughout the full river width, with high velocities near the banks.”82 

Figure 12 

78 O.S. Scheifele, 1928. “Protection of River Banks and Levees.” The Canadian Engineer: 122. 
79 Johannes DeVries, Vegetation Effects on River Hydraulics, Floodway Conveyance & Velocity 
Response, SACRAMENTO AREA FLOOD CONTROL AGENCY (Aug. 28, 2007). 
80 Kevin Flora, Christian Santoni, and Ali Khosronejad. 2021. “Numerical Study on the Effect of Bank 
Vegetation on the Hydrodynamics of the American River Under Flood Conditions.” Journal of Hydraulic 
Engineering: 05021006-8. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0001912. Kevin Flora and Ali 
Khosronejad. 2023. “Uncertainty Quantification of Bank Vegetation Impacts on the Flood Flow Field in the 
American River California Using Large-Eddy Simulations.” Earth Surface Processes and Landforms. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.5745: 7 
81 Flora, Santoni, and Khosronejad, 05021006-12. 
82 Ibid, 05021006-8. 
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Figure 13: Resident picture of left bank river mile 10.4-10.5 during the 2017 high water event (80,000 cfs). The water 
was so stagnant his dog could wade in it. 

USACE still cites as the basis for its Contract 3B proposal the 2-D hydraulic modeling from the 
2004 Ayres Report, Lower American River, Erosion Susceptibility Analysis for Infrequent Flood 
Events.83 This outdated 2-D hydraulic model almost certainly overestimates velocities along 
banks with large trees. As Khosronejad’s team explained: 

Incorporating vegetation into high-fidelity computational models is imperative for 

obtaining accurate modeling results. In this study, when trees were accounted for in 

large-eddy simulations, a drastic effect on redistributing the high-velocity flow away from 

the banks and increasing its magnitude near the center of the American River was 

observed.84 

Based on modern, advanced scientific hydraulic modeling simulations on the Lower American 

River, we can expect that removing 685 trees will make erosion much worse for years to come 

by allowing river flows to crash against the banks during high water events. Such a 

83 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 4-150, 4-151, 3.3-5. American River Common Features 
General Reevaluation Report, Appendix, 47. 
84 Kevin Flora, Christian Santoni, and Ali Khosronejad. 2021. “Numerical Study on the Effect of Bank 
Vegetation on the Hydrodynamics of the American River Under Flood Conditions.” Journal of Hydraulic 
Engineering: 05021006-12. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0001912. 
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phenomenon is already coming to fruition. Some of USACE’s soil-filled revetments suffered 

significant erosion in 2023 from just 30,000 cfs flows. 

Figure 14 

Therefore, USACE risks increasing erosion potential with mass tree removal in the 

Contract 3B area. 

Even though USACE obtained approval for the 2016 Record of Decision, they should 

still explore a full range of alternative measures, especially considering the significant passage 

of time since 2016 and the fact that new information is available (e.g. the 2021 and 2023 

Khosronejad studies discussed above) contradicting the 2016 findings. CEQ directs agencies to 

carefully reexamine an EIS when a proposal has not been implemented within five years of the 

Record of Decision to account for new “information relevant to environmental concerns and 
bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.”85 As already outlined, in the 7+ years since the 

Chief of Engineers issued the 2016 ROD, new Caltrans commissioned research has 

shown that river velocities along the banks of the Lower American River are significantly 

slower where there are mature trees than what had been previously indicated by older 

models. Considering that USACE ruled out alternative measures because of fast river 

velocities, it is critical for them to now consider this more recent research. Furthermore, 

the mandate to identify the least environmentally destructive approach applies whenever during 

any public review process. As CEQ makes clear, the purpose of the review process is for the 

85 Council on Environmental Quality, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 
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public and other agencies to assist the lead agency in developing and determining 

environmentally preferable alternatives.86 If an alternative is identified in public comments that is 

not unreasonable, CEQ demands lead agencies to issue a new SEIS to explore that 

alternative.87 Finally, USACE assured citizens concerned about their overly broad, one-size-fits 

all proposals in the 2016 EIS/EIR that before initiating work on individual contracts and project 

segments, USACE would explore a fuller range of alternatives. As USACE wrote to Matthew 

Carr, after analyzing individual segments of the LAR, “if some sort of bank protection is 
determined to be necessary, other options to reduce impacts, including bioengineering 

measures, will be analyzed.”88 Not only did USACE break its promise to analyze bioengineering 

measures in supplemental EIS/EIR’s, but when the EPA suggested in the 2022 Public Scoping 
comments that USACE offer bioengineering alternatives in the 2023 SEIS/SEIR, USACE 

dismissively responded that it had already explored alternatives measures in the 2016 GRR.89 

USACE should heed the EPA’s suggestions. If USACE installs launchable rock toes and 
trenches where alternative measures were feasible, it not only risks exacerbating erosion, but it 

could also irreparably damage precious resources of the American River Parkway. 

One of the American River Parkway’s precious resources that USACE’s proposal 
endangers is heritage oak trees. CEQA states that “knowledge of the regional setting is critical 
to the assessment of environmental impacts.”90 Thus, “special emphasis should be placed on 

environmental resources that are rare or unique to that region and would be affected by 

the project.”91 Heritage Oaks constitutes such a rare and special resource for 

Sacramento County, so much so that they are protected by law. The Sacramento County 

Code defines a “heritage tree” as a “California oak tree growing on any land in Sacramento 
County, including privately owned land, with a trunk sixty inches or greater in girth measured 

four and one-half feet above the ground.”92 The Sacramento County Tree Ordinance decrees 

that “in order to promote the health, safety, and enhance the beauty and general welfare of 
Sacramento County,” it shall be the policy of the County “to provide for the special protection 

of heritage and landmark trees within the unincorporated area of the County.”93 Contract 3B 

South applies entirely within the unincorporated area of Sacramento County. The December 

2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR lists the Sacramento County Tree Ordinance as one of the state 

and local plans which govern activities within this project area.94 There is no other mention of 

the Sacramento County Tree Ordinance in the 2023 SEIS/SEIR, even though USACE’s 

proposal to remove hundreds of trees in the Contract 3B South Area is inconsistent with the 

86 Ibid. 
87 Ibid. 
88 Letter to Matthew Carr from Josephine R. Axt, May 24, 2016, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016 
(Updated May 2016), Appendix F-Public Involvement. P. 1. 
89 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, Appendix A. Nepa Scoping Materials, Appendix D. Response to 
Comment Number 15-1. 
90 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. 
RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15124(c). 
91 Ibid. 
92 Sacramento County, California County Code, Chapter 19.04.030. 
93 Ibid, Chapter 19.04.010. 
94 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 1-7. 
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goals and purpose of Sacramento County’s tree code. Considering that some of the heritage 

trees in the area of Contract 3B South are over 300 years old, their removal would 

constitute an essentially “unmitigable” impact on the visual and aesthetic resources of 
the Parkway. 

Figure 15: Heritage Trees in the Project Area of Contract 3B South 
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Given that the Sacramento County Tree Ordinance affords special protection to heritage 

trees within the unincorporated area of Sacramento County, dozens of which live in the Contract 

3B South area, one would expect the SEIS/SEIR to address potential impacts that pertain 

specifically within the unincorporated area of Sacramento County. There is no distinction in this 

SEIS/SEIR made between the impacts on heritage trees in unincorporated Sacramento County 

and in the city of Sacramento, which does not provide for the same level of protection to 

heritage trees. USACE treats the environmental impacts of Contract 3B North, which is in 

Sacramento City, and Contract 3B South, which is in unincorporated Sacramento County, 

together. This inadequate level of environmental analysis fails to account for how different areas 

within the project study protect and regard their environmental resources. 

The actual discussion of what proportion of heritage trees this project would impact is 

vague, unclear, and inadequate. In the entire SEIS/SEIR, heritage trees are mentioned on 9 

pages.95 On some of those pages those mentions are only incidental. As for Contract 3B South 

specifically, where heritage trees enjoy special protection, the heritage oaks are mentioned on 

two pages. The first mention, on page 3-5, is that one alternative was dismissed as “it would 

have required removal of heritage oaks.”96 The second mention is on page 3.1-23, where it 

states that “a buffer of heritage oaks would be kept in place near both Oak Meadow Park and 
Larchmont Park, so the viewshed of trees from those parks would not be affected.”97 The 

language of the first mention of heritage oaks for Contract 3B South implies USACE has 

designed the project to avoid removing any heritage oaks. But the language of the second 

mention implies USACE is only keeping heritage oaks in select areas, such as in front of parks 

to preserve their “viewshed.” If USACE was not removing heritage oaks in other areas of the 
project footprint, why would USACE mention keeping a buffer of heritage oaks near Larchmont 

Park? 

USACE simply fails to accurately and concretely communicate likely impacts to large 

woody vegetation, including heritage trees. The SEIS/SEIR mentions selecting designs to 

“minimize impacts to heritage oaks” or to “reduce impacts to heritage oaks” or making 
refinements that would “substantially reduce or avoid several of the significant impacts” to 

“riparian vegetation, and loss of heritage oaks.”98 But does this language of reduction, 

minimization, and avoidance really convey anything coherent to apprehensive citizens? Would 

the results resemble reasonable expectations based on USACE’s language? We can use the 

2016 FEIS/FEIR, as well as American River Contract’s 1 and 2, to explore the consistency 

between USACE’s language and what the public might reasonably expect. In the 2016 

FEIS/FEIR, USACE asserted that for erosion measures on the American River, removal of 

waterside vegetation “would primarily consist of shrubby vegetation and grasses” and that 
“larger trees in the bank protection project” would be “protected in place.”99 USACE’s diagrams 

of a launchable rock trench and of bank protection indicate that most trees would remain on the 

banks after the installation of riprap. For the “American River Launchable Trench Scenario,” 

95 Ibid, 3-4, 3-5, 3-42, 3-107, 4-144, 3. 1-3, 3.1-23, 3.1-25, 4.1-40. 
96 Ibid, 3-5. 
97 Ibid, 3.1-23. 
98 Ibid, 3-5, 3-107. 
99 ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016 (Updated May 2016), 104. American River Common Features General 
Reevaluation Report, 4-12. 
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figure 1 of the Final EIS/EIR (figure 4-9 in the General Reevaluation Report) shows that tree 

removal would only occur on the levee itself and at the base of the levee.100 It indicates that 

USACE would spare most trees on the riparian bench and on the natural levee slope. For 

“American River Bank Protection Scenario,” no part of the bank is highlighted for vegetation 

removal or tree clearing.101 From these diagrams, an apprehensive citizen could reasonably 

conclude USACE would remove few trees, if any at all, while installing either launchable rock 

trenches or bank protection. 

Figure 16 

USACE has added new kinds of riprap since the 2016 FEIS/FEIR, but site 2-1 of American 

River Contract 1 contained the measures proposed for the Lower American River in 2016, Bank 

Protection and Launchable rock trenches.102 Because it contained no new measures, USACE 

issued a supplemental environmental assessment for American River Contract 1 instead of a 

100 Ibid, 37. 
101 ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016 (Updated May 2016) 
102 American River Contract 1 Final SEA/SEIR (April 2022), 2-2, 2-8. 
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supplemental environmental impact statement, which NEPA would require if there were 

significant impacts not anticipated in the original environmental impact statement.103 In other 

words, American River Contract 1 is what USACE envisioned when it proposed bank protection 

riprap and launchable rock trenches for the Lower American River in the General Reevaluation 

Report. Here are some pictures USACE provided for the Lower American River Task Force at 

their March 2023 public meeting.104 

Figure 17 

103 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, Sec. 106(a)(2). 
104 https://www.waterforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/LARTF-Mar-2023-Slides-upd-3-23-23rdx.pdf. 
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Figure 18 

Not a single shrub nor tree remained at site 2-1 after USACE installed the launchable riprap. In 

the SEIS/SEIR for American River Contract 2, USACE stated it would “minimize the removal of 
existing riparian vegetation” and that “impacts to forested wetlands will be minimized to the 
greatest extent feasible.”105 The following picture shows the most extensive work USACE did 

under American River Contract 2 at Site 2-3. 

Figure 19 

105 American River Contract 2 Final SEIS/SEIR - September 2021, 3-97, 5-7. 
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Once again, USACE’s measures left not a single shrub nor tree. Based on the little information 

USACE provides to the public, I cannot determine whether USACE could have saved at least 

one tree on these slopes. What I can say is that if somebody told me they were going to 

minimize forest tree removal, or that large trees would be protected in place, and in the end no 

trees remained, I would feel like I had been bamboozled. The aftermath of these projects 

contradicts USACE’s figures on launchable rock trenches and bank protection when it comes to 
trees. As for minimizing vegetation loss on American River Contract 2, whose designs deviated 

from the 2016 GRR, USACE’s language may or may not be technically accurate, but it 
conveyed nothing of the actual impacts. If no trees will remain in a segment, USACE should 

state that. If only a few trees will remain in a section after construction, USACE should 

state that. Likewise, if most of the trees will remain, USACE should state that. But “minimizing 
vegetation loss” tells the public nothing about how much forest will be lost and how much the 

visual resources of the Parkway will be impacted. 

For the 2023 SEIS/SEIR, USACE adds launchable rock toes and tiebacks, features not 

included in the General Reevaluation Report, but USACE claims these new measures “are 
similar enough in method and location on the levee to the erosion protection methods described 

in the No Action Alternative that the visual impact from the design refinements would be similar 

to what was already analyzed in the No Action Alternative.”106 Based on the denuded 

landscapes of American River Contract’s 1 and 2, the projected similarity of the 2023 proposed 

measures to the 2016 proposed measures is very concerning. The results of past ARCF 

projects make it reasonable to assume that USACE will remove virtually all the riparian forest, 

including dozens of beloved heritage oak trees, in the Contract 3B area despite the language of 

avoidance and minimizing damage. 

USACE should consider that, in the words of the California Supreme Court, an “EIR is 
intended to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in fact analyzed and 

considered the ecological implications of its action.”107 USACE’s vague and contradictory 
language as regards trees in general and heritage trees in particular for the 2023 SEIS/SEIR 

does not demonstrate more than a perfunctory consideration of ecological implications, 

especially since concerns about riparian forest removal were raised for the 2016 EIS/EIR. In a 

letter dated February 22, 2016, an apprehensive citizen lamented that it would not be possible 

to evaluate the effectiveness of USACE’s mitigation for cutting down forest “without knowing 
what sections of forest will be cut and what sections will be replaced on the same site versus 

replaced nearby versus replaced on a distant site. In short, the Corps is saying, ‘trust us to do 
the right thing.’”108 With so little detail on heritage oaks, USACE is still asking the public to just 

trust it to do the right thing. CEQA requires that the degree of specificity in an EIR “correspond 
to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.”109 

USACE is cutting down specific forests and specific heritage oaks, but it provides few details on 

its removals in the SEIS/SEIR. Based on the discrepancy between its language in the 2016 

106 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3.1-24. 
107 People ex rel. Department of Public Works v. Bosio, 47 Cal. App. 3d 495. 
108 Letter from Matthew Carr, Graham Brownstein, et al, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016 (Updated 
May 2016), Appendix F-Public Involvement. 
109 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. 
RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018,15146(a). 
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Final EIS/EIR, the language in American River Contract 2, and the actual denuded landscapes 

around Sac State, an apprehensive citizen will find no relief when USACE assures them that 

they are designing these projects to minimize loss to vegetation and heritage oaks. 

Providing the public a clearer indication in the SEIR/SEIS of how many trees USACE will 

remove, what type of trees they will remove, and which segments of the LAR will suffer the most 

tree removal is feasible for USACE. At the December 12, 2023 public presentation for the Lower 

American River Task Force, USACE told the public they were going to remove 522 trees for 

Contract 3B South and 163 trees for Contract 3B North.110 USACE could not provide this 

information to the public unless they knew either exactly every tree they were going to cut down, 

or at least mapped out all the areas in the project footprint and estimated the relative density of 

trees in each segment. USACE neglected to provide the data on tree removal in the Draft 

SEIS/SEIR, even though CEQA requires that an EIR include “relevant information sufficient to 
permit full assessment of significant environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and 

members of the public.”111 Relevant information also includes “maps, plot plans, and 

diagrams.”112 CEQA clarifies that an EIR’s sufficiency is to be reviewed in light of what is 

feasible. USACE could easily provide the public with a tree inventory map, or a map which 

indicates through a color-coded intensity key what minimum proportion of trees they plan to 

remove in each segment. No such map exists in the SEIS/SEIR, although USACE was able to 

provide a tree inventory map upon request in September of 2023 that marked every tree in the 

Contract 3B area along with their size. Such a map would bring USACE closer to the “sufficient 
degree of analysis” necessary for decision makers and the public to “make a decision which 

intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.”113 

110 Lower American River Task Force, December 12, 2023. https://waterforum.org/wp-
content/uploads/LARTF-Dec-2023-Slides.pdf. 
111 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. 
RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15147. 
112 Ibid. 
113 Ibid, 15151. 
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Figure 20: Tree Inventory Map 

A week before the end of the public comment period USACE did publish a basic tree survey 

map to sacleveeupgrades.org. Unlike the map at figure 19, the map USACE publicly posted 

lacks any detail on tree size.114 It also made no attempt to communicate the extent of tree 

removal in the project area. 

114 LAR C#B trees upstream 20240126, 
https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Portals/12/documents/civil_works/CommonFeatures/ARCF%20Images/L 
AR%20C3B%20trees%20upstream%2020240216.pdf?ver=g77S56NJfmSgxT4fSmikkQ%3d%3d. LAR 
C3B trees downstream 202401216, 
https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Portals/12/documents/civil_works/CommonFeatures/ARCF%20Images/L 
AR%20C3B%20trees%20downstream%2020240216.pdf?ver=TEZUt9K9zHjOiXVcV-fdXw%3d%3d. 
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Figure 21 

There is simply insufficient detail in USACE’s tree survey map for an apprehensive citizen to 

form any coherent notion of how USACE’s erosion measures will impact the riparian forest. It 

indicates nothing about the size of trees nor which trees will be removed or what proportion of 

trees in any of the project segments will be removed. An apprehensive citizen could interpret 

USACE’s parenthetic assurance that “not all trees are to be removed” to mean anything from 
most trees will remain to all but one tree will be removed. Such a broadly interpretable 

statement is meaningless. It is a perfunctory disclaimer rather than a sincere attempt at 

communicating to the public the environmental impacts they could expect on a forest that they 

hold dear. 

USACE provides a low-quality image of the various habitats in the project footprint but 

fails to distinguish with any detail the different habitats and how much tree loss each segment 

will suffer.115 

115 Ibid, 4.1-2. 
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Figure 22 

In addition to the low-quality image of the various habitats in the project footprint, 

USACE provides a vague and confusing map of “project impacts.”116 The project impacts maps 

identify three kinds of areas within the project footprint: construction access, construction buffer, 

and staging. USACE leaves it up to the public to interpret these terms. Contrary to standard 

practice, USACE does not define these terms in the SEIS/SEIR. An apprehensive citizen could 

reasonably surmise that construction access refers to where construction equipment will be 

moving and construction buffer to the areas where construction will occur. Yet consider the 

project impact map for Contract 3B South. 

116 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-30. 
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Figure 23 

On the south bank (Contract 3B South) all the bank protection and launchable riprap are 

proposed for the area between Larchmont Community Park and the Watt Bridge. However, 

there are staging areas to the west of the project area at Glenbrook Park Access and to the east 

of the Project area at a private parcel. The area between Larchmont Community Park and the 

Mayhew Canal is colored purple, indicating “construction access.” This makes sense. Though 
no construction is scheduled between Larchmont Park and the Mayhew Canal, trucks may have 

to use the canal and the levee leading to Larchmont Park to transport materials to and from the 

staging area along Folsom Blvd. 

Figure 24 
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As with the area between Larchmont Park and Mayhew Canal, the area between Watt 

Bridge and Glenbrook River Access is not slated for erosion protection measures, but trucks will 

need to use this area to transport materials to and from the project area. Unlike the area 

between Larchmont Park and Mayhew Canal, the area between Watt and Glenbrook River 

Access is colored orange, indicating it is a “construction buffer” zone. 

Figure 25 

What is an apprehensive citizen supposed to make of these differences? Why is the non-project 

area between Watt and Glenbrook River Access labeled a construction buffer zone while the 

non-project area between the Mayhew Drain and Larchmont Park is labeled a construction 

access zone? There is no effort on USACE’s part to clearly communicate what this figure 

means and what implications construction access and construction buffer zones will have for 

residents near the Contract 3B South footprint. 

USACE’s disregard for public apprehension is evident in their decision to include so 

many projects/contracts in this one SEIR/SEIS. Whereas all previously proposed ARCF 

contracts received their own SEIS/SEIR or SEA/SEIR—including Reach D Contract 1, 

Sacramento River East Levee Contract 1, Sacramento River East Levee Contract 2, 

Sacramento River East Levee Contract 3, Sacramento River East Levee Contract 4, American 

River Contract 1, American River Contract 2, Sacramento River Erosion Contract 1, American 

River Contract 3A, and Sacramento River Contract 2—the 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR 
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contains no less than eight major projects, contracts, and subcontracts—including American 

River Erosion Contract 3B North, American River Erosion Contract 3B South, American River 

Erosion Contract 4A, American River Erosion Contract 4B, American River Mitigation Site, 

Magpie Creek Project, American River Erosion Contract 3, and Sacramento River Mitigation 

Site.117 The consequences of this decision is that the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR is both exceedingly 

long (over 1700 pages of report and appendix) and exceedingly superficial. The main Draft 

SEIS/SEIR report may be over 900 pages, but that is only an average of 117 pages per 

contract/project. The Draft SEIS/SEIR Report for American River Contract 2 is just 311 pages, 

but since it only covers one contract, its analysis is almost three times as long as the average 

for the projects/contracts included in the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR. This more thorough and 

thoughtful analysis is evident in the detailed site by site diagrams found in the Draft Report for 

American River Contract 2, which are lacking in the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR. For instance, the 

following diagram from the Draft SEIS/SEIR for American River Contract 2 shows exactly how 

the soil filled revetments will look like under the Howe Avenue Bridge.118 

Figure 26 

By contrast, the visual projections of USACE’s proposed work for the 2023 Draft 
SEIS/SEIR are vague and overly generalized.119 Instead of site-by-site diagrams for Contract 3B 

South, USACE provides a zoomed-out map with lines indicating where launchable rock toes, 

trenches, and bank protection will be implemented. It is impossible from this visual (figure 27 

117 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-13. 
118 American River Contract 2 Draft SEIS/SEIR - June 2021, Figure 2-5. 
119 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-36. 
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below) to ascertain any meaningful environmental or recreational impacts. Instead of site-by-site 

descriptions of soil filled revetments, USACE simply provides figures which illustrate the general 

concept of launchable rock toes, trenches, and planting benches (see figure 16).120 The pictures 

of American River Contract 1 and 2 already demonstrate that we can we expect little 

resemblance between USACE’s conceptual diagrams and the final work. 

Figure 27 

The practice of providing low detail, zoomed out maps of the entire project area also 

notably contrasts with the habitat maps found in American River Contract 2, which included not 

only section by section habitat maps, but identified 13 types of habitats, compared to only 4 for 

the 2023 SEIS/SEIR. Furthermore, the habitat maps for the American River Contract 2 

SEIS/SEIR Appendices identified various types of woodland, including oak woodland, which the 

map for the 2023 SEIS/SEIR does not do.121 At the very least, USACE can mark out the areas 

of the Contract 3B segments which have oak trees. 

120 Ibid, 3-28 and 3-40. 
121 American River Contract 2 Draft SEIS/SEIR, Appendix B. Wildlife Habitat Survey Reports for 
Subreaches 1, 2, 3, and 4, Including Arden Pond and for Rossmoor East and West, Figure 3A, Figure 3B, 
Figure 3c. 
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The lack of specificity means the public cannot reasonably trust USACE’s claim that the 

loss of forest land is less than significant long-term with mitigation. To state that Contract 3B 

South’s impacts are less than significant long-term because mitigation will allow vegetation to 

“grow back and provide a natural visual character again,” ignores the special character of the 
resources in this area.122 If heritage trees are part of the vegetation lost, then the visual 

character of the area cannot be the same for centuries. Such is the case with USACE’s 

2011 revetments at left bank river mile 10.3-10.4. Where once there was majestic trees and 

majestic views of the river, there is now coyote brush which blocks views of the river. 

Figure 30: Coyote brush that grew instead of trees at left bank river mile 10.3-10.4. Before there was large trees and 
clear views of the river. 

122 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3.1-23. 
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Figure 31: View of heritage trees and the river at left bank river mile 10.4-10.5, where USACE is proposing riprap 
under Contract 3B South. 
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Furthermore, USACE’s claim that project features which will remain even after 
construction completion, i.e. “the O&M ramps, tie backs, and vegetation free zone areas,” will 
constitute an insignificant long-term impact on visual and aesthetic resources because they “are 
only a small portion of the project site for American River Erosion Contract 3B North and South” 
is inadequate, incomplete, and unjustified. It is like saying removing 2% of a person’s body 
weight will be insignificant only to find out that the 2% comes from extracting the brain. Likewise, 

the “portion” of a project site is an inadequate measure of its impact on the visual and 

recreational resources of the Parkway. If a ramp, for example, goes through a 300-year-old oak 

tree, that is a “substantial degradation to the existing visual character or quality of public views 

of the site.” USACE does not actually show in the Draft SEIS/SEIR where the O&M ramps and 

tiebacks will be. USACE should show where the access ramps will be and how they will avoid 

impacts to heritage oaks. USACE should provide their map of all the heritage trees in the 

Contract 3B area and mark out the specific trees they intend to save. Otherwise, it is impossible 

to determine whether the long-term impacts to the existing visual character and quality of this 

project area will be significant and long-term. 

USACE also needs to acknowledge the potential impacts even to heritage trees they 

plan to “save.” It is not enough to simply state whether they will cut down trees. In placing heavy 

ramps, moving construction equipment back and forth across the banks, and removing most 

vegetation, USACE’s contractors would likely still operate within what the California Oak 

Foundation calls the “root protection zone” of trees excluded from removal.123 The root 

protection zone is critical area of an oak tree’s roots that is typically 1.5 times the area from the 
trunk to the dripline.124 

Figure 32: Diagram from “Care of California’s Native Oaks” 

123 California Oaks Foundation, “Care of California’s Native Oaks” in Bulletin of the California Oak 
Foundation (Oakland, 2016), 1. https://californiaoaks.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/05/CareOfCAsNativeOaks.pdf. 
124 Ibid. 
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Removing vegetation, trenching, or compacting the soils (through, for example, the movement 

of diesel trucks near trees) can kill or greatly reduce the remaining life expectancy of an oak tree 

even if the visible parts of the tree remain unscathed immediately after project completion. 

Indeed, some of the heritage oak trees near USACE’s 2011 revetments at left bank river mile 

10.3-10.4 died or lost most of their branches shortly after USACE finished installing the riprap. 

USACE should explain how they will install erosion measures without encroaching on the root 

protection zone of beloved heritage trees. 

Figure 33: Heritage Oak Tree near the 2011 revetment project area that dropped all its branches shortly after the 
installation of the riprap. 
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Figure 34: A irreplaceable Heritage Oak Tree in the Contract 3B South area 
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The loss of heritage oak trees would be unmitigable, but to mitigate the other significant 

impacts of habitat removal, USACE proposes, where feasible, to cover launchable riprap with 

several feet of topsoil, then plant native trees such as cottonwoods, valley oaks, box elders, and 

alders.125 However, the flawed design of the planting benches along with the limited period of 

performance monitoring shows they are not an adequate mitigation measure for the potential 

long-term, significant impacts caused by Contract 3B’s proposed erosion protection features. 

When riprap launches, it is expected to take down the planting benches. According to 

the Geotechnical Report, the waterside berm next to a launchable trench is expected to erode, 

and “will eventually reach the launchable trench.”126 When this happens, the “soils surrounding 
the trench will allow for the riprap contained in the trench to ‘launch’ into the void created 
adjacent to the trench.”127 If the trench launches as anticipated, they will likely take down the 

planting benches with them. Concern about collapsing planting benches was raised by the 

National Marine Fisheries Service 2021 Biological Opinion for ARCF. They wrote that 

launchable riprap is “also designed to launch to protect the levee from scour.”128 “The launching 
of this type of riprap,” NMFS writes, “is likely to result in the loss of some of the mitigation 
planting bench” and to NMFS “the lack of durability of this mitigation is concerning.”129 Given 

that it could not “be accurately determined at what future time this planting bench will be 
damaged from launchable rock, the overall benefit of the mitigation becomes less certain.”130 

USACE acknowledges this concern but has failed to consider mitigation measures for 

the entire life of the project, which is 50 years according to the 2023 SEIS/SEIR.131 In 

coordination with USFWS and NMFS, USACE promises to develop a vegetation management 

plan to “Ensure that native riparian plantings installed within the planting benches are protected, 
managed, monitored, and maintained,” but only for “8 years, not to exceed 10 years following 
installation.”132 Since erosion is cumulative, the likelihood that riprap launches would only 

increase each subsequent year after the monitoring period ends, and thus would also increase 

the likelihood of damage to mitigation planting benches. This increasing likelihood means 

that without a plan to monitor and protect the planting benches over the entire 50-year 

life of the project, USACE cannot reasonably claim that planting bench mitigation will 

make the long-term impact of this project in the area of Contract 3B “less than significant 
under CEQA.”133 

USACE has also inadequately addressed how erosion of the planting benches will nullify 

their effectiveness as long-term mitigation. As USACE observed in the 2016 FEIS/FEIR, “Both 
the Sacramento River and the American River are confined by levees and have very little 

sediment in the water. Additionally, on the American River, Folsom Dam blocks sedimentation 

from upstream sources. Therefore, the energy of the flow tends to erode riverbanks and 

125 Ibid, 4.1-46. 
126 American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment C - Geotechnical 
Report, 17. 
127 Ibid. 
128 Current NMFS Biological Opinion - 12 May 2021: 80. 
129 Ibid. 
130 Ibid. 
131 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 5-24. 
132 Ibid, 3-66. 
133 Ibid, 3.4-12 
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levees.”134 Contract 3B is not widening levees, nor is it increasing the amount of sediment 

flowing from Folsom Dam. Thus, we can expect that the same erosion processes which 

necessitated ARCF to operate even after the installation of launchable rock toes and trenches 

as well as planting benches. According to geologist Jeffrey Mount, “Thick, well-developed soils 

that have well-established vegetative covers tend to be more resistant to erosion.”135 If the 

mature trees and thick vegetation which currently armor the banks of the American River in the 

Contract 3B area are supposedly insufficient to prevent erosion, then we can expect planting 

benches made up of newly laid soil held in place by immature trees (for many years) to erode 

away. This is not a hypothetical. USACE’s planting benches have already suffered major 
erosion from the 2023 high water event that was less than 40,000 cfs (see figure 14) and from 

the rains of February 2024 (Figures 35 and 36). 

Figure 35: Eroding planting bench. You can see the irrigation lines in the upper third of the picture. 

134 ARCF Final EIS/EIR - Jan. 2016 (Updated May 2016), 9. 
135 Jeffrey F. Mount, California Rivers and Streams: The Conflict Between Fluvial Process and Land Use 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995), 105. 
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Figure 36 

USACE’s answer to the problem of planting bench erosion are tiebacks, but at best 

USACE can only assert that tiebacks “limit the extent of erosion,” not prevent it altogether.136 

Natural banks have deep, layered soils amassed over millennia from fluvial overflow deposits. 

This fluvial overflow deposit has created natural levees along the rivers of the Sacramento 

Valley that are up to twenty feet high.137 Even if topsoil erodes away, there is still room in the 

bed materials of natural levees for roots to expand into. In contrast, launchable riprap creates an 

absolute floor only a few feet below the surface.138 As the planting bench erodes away, the 

space for roots to grow gets shallower and shallower, until there is nowhere for the roots to go 

at all. Thus, an adequate mitigation measure based on planting benches would need to provide 

a mechanism for the continual replenishment of the planting bench over the entire 50-year life of 

the project. USACE provides no details in the 2023 SEIS/SEIR as to how deep the planting 

benches will be, how fast they may erode under different flow conditions, and how they may be 

replenished. Without these details, the public cannot evaluate the sufficiency of planting 

136 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-38. 
137 Elna Bakker, An Island Called California: An Ecological Introduction to Its Natural Communities, 
Second Edition, Revised and Expanded (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984), 144. 
138 American River Contract 2 Final SEIS/SEIR - September 2021, Figure 2-15, Figure 2-16, Figure 2-17. 
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benches as mitigation. Furthermore, the February 2024 rains, which did not create an 

extraordinary high-water event, caused erosion around the tiebacks, on the tiebacks, and under 

the tiebacks in the American River Contract 2 area. 

Figure 37: Eroding planting bench and tieback with the riprap already exposed. 

Figure 38: Eroding Tieback and Planting Bench 
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In response to concerns about the possibility of launching riprap damaging planting 

benches, USACE also resorts to an assumption of inevitable habitat degradation, but such an 

assumption is irrelevant considering CEQA and NEPA requirements. In the public scoping 

comments for the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR, comment 8-3 raised concern about the incompatibility 

of launchable riprap with planting bench mitigation. USACE’s response was that “in the case of 
catastrophic flood USACE expects the bank protection features to perform as flood control 

features, and without these features, habitat loss would most likely be greater than without 

these erosion protection features in place.”139 There are several problems with this response. 

First, where USACE has installed launchable rock toes and trenches, they have left virtually no 

habitat, as shown in the pictures of erosion protection features installed for American River 

Contract’s 1 and 2 (see figures 17, 18, and 19). In best case scenarios, USACE leaves a few 

trees, but a few trees no more make a habitat than a few houses make a town. Even where 

USACE has spared a few trees, there is no other vegetation left—no other trees or bushes, 

shrubs, grasses, vines, etc. USACE cannot reasonably claim that habitat loss would be greater 

without erosion protection measures when they remove all the habitat to install the erosion 

protection measures. 

Figure 39: One of the segments where USACE did not remove all the trees. 

Second, the likelihood of habitat loss due to catastrophic flooding is not inevitable. There 

are many trees in these forests which have survived multiple 160,000 cfs flood events. 

We should not trade the possibility of future habitat damage for the certainty of present 

habitat annihilation. 

139 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, Appendices, Appendix A. Nepa Scoping Materials, comment 
number 8-3. 
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Third, mitigation for CEQA and NEPA is measured against baseline conditions, not 

against projected future conditions. In other words, both CEQA and NEPA require mitigation 

measures that attempt to restore conditions as they existed before project implementation. As 

outlined in CEQA, “the lead agency should describe physical environmental conditions as they 
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published.”140 A lead agency may use projected 

future conditions as a baseline “only if it demonstrates with substantial evidence that use of 
existing conditions would either be misleading or without informative value to decision-makers 

and the public.”141 A brief response to a public comment does not constitute “substantial 
evidence.” Furthermore, an existing conditions baseline “shall not include hypothetical 
conditions.”142 Under NEPA, environmental data collection and analysis is completed prior to 

project implementation to provide an understanding of the baseline conditions for each 

potentially affected resource for reference when determining the predicted efficacy of mitigation 

commitments is being achieved.143 In short, mitigation for both NEPA and CEQA are primarily 

based on existing conditions before project implementation, not on hypothetical future 

conditions, and USACE has not provided substantial evidence as to why future conditions 

should be used as a baseline. 

NEPA also demands a “Commitment to seek funding” for the entire life of a project, and 
“if it is reasonably foreseeable that funding for implementation of mitigation may be unavailable 

at any time during the life of the project, the agency should disclose in the EA or EIS the 

possible lack of funding and assess the resultant environmental effects.”144 CEQ demands that 

“if the agency committing to implementing mitigation has not disclosed and assessed the lack of 
funding, and the necessary funding later becomes unavailable, then the agency should not 

move forward with the proposed action until funding becomes available or the lack of funding is 

appropriately assessed.” 145 USACE has not identified mitigation funding for the 50-year life of 

ARCF, nor has it assessed the potential environmental impacts that would culminate from this 

lack of funding. According to the Army’s regulations, “unless money is actually budgeted and 
manpower assigned, the mitigation does not exist.”146 Without identifying mitigation funding for 

the 50-year life of ARCF, USACE cannot reasonably claim they are mitigating environmental 

impacts nor that these impacts are long term less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, 

USACE should not move forward with Contract 3B. 

Identifying the potential long-term costs of maintaining planting benches on top of 

launchable riprap is critical because USACE has a history of devising brute-force solutions 

which end up burdening local governments with costly long-term commitments. For example, 

after storms inundated Santa Cruz during the 1950s, USACE went to war against the San 

Lorenzo River. USACE stripped the river of vegetation, straightened it, and lined its channel with 

140 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. 
RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15125(a)(1). 
141 Ibid, 15125(a)(2). 
142 Ibid, 15125(a)(3). 
143 Executive Office of the President, Council on Environmental Quality, Memorandum for heads of 
Federal Departments and Agencies, January 14, 2011, p. 12. 
144 Ibid. 
145 Ibid, 9. 
146 Ibid, 17. 
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concrete and riprap. USACE promised that these measures would protect downtown Santa 

Cruz from a 100-year flood. Instead, the river laughed at USACE’s hubris and moved restore its 

profile by filling its channel with 12 million cubic feet of sediment within 10 years of the project’s 
completion. Santa Cruz subsequently had to spend millions of dollars annually to dredge a 

channel which can now only handle 25–30-year floods.147 USACE should identify the possibility 

that planting benches on top of launchable riprap will become a long-term commitment for local 

agencies. CEQ requires that the lead agency identify “all relevant, reasonable mitigation 
measures” even “if they are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency” to “serve to alert 
agencies or officials who can implement these extra measures.”148 

Fourth, both the California and National Wild and Scenic River Acts make it a policy that 

protected rivers and “their immediate environments shall be protected for the benefit and 

enjoyment of present and future generations.”149 The NWSRA declares that “each component of 
the wild and scenic rivers system shall be administered in such manner as to protect and 

enhance the values which caused it to be included in said system.”150 In essence, both WSRAs 

demand continuous preservation. It is the policy of the state and federal government to preserve 

and protect rivers in the condition they were in when they were inducted into the Wild and 

Scenic River Systems for both present and future generations. If USACE is going to decimate 

habitat along a Wild and Scenic River, it is USACE’s responsibility to restore and sustain that 
habitat to what it was before they installed riprap. 

Even with planting bench mitigation, USACE’s policies still conflict with the State and 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers Acts. In Appendix E of the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Proposed Designation of Five California Rivers in the National Wild and 

Scenic Rivers System, the US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and 

Recreation Service explain that the protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-

flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an 
aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.”151 In other 

words, the scenic, aesthetic, and natural appearance of the river and its banks cannot be 

separated from what makes the river “recreational.” Later in the chapter, the Interior Department 
and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service identify the resource values which made 

the Lower American River a suitable candidate for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River 

system. Among these resource values was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.”152 The Heritage Conservation Service reiterated the 

connection between lush riparian forest and the Lower American River’s recreation value in the 

Evaluation Report on the Eligibility of Five California Rivers for Inclusion in the National Wild 

147 Jeffrey Mount, California Rivers and Streams, 302-304 
148 Council on Environmental Quality, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 
149 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Sec. 1(b). California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 5093.50. 
150 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Sec. 10(a). 
151 US Interior Department and Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, “Appendix E” in Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Designation of Five California Rivers in the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System (1981), p. 9. 
152 Ibid, 26. 
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and Scenic Rivers System.153 The LAR’s forests, the Heritage Conservation Service reported, 

constitute a critical part of “one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country” 
that provides “many recreation opportunities,” including “hiking” and “canoeing.”154 They add 

that the American River and its adjoining riparian lands possess “notable wildlife and botanic 

values considering its proximity to an urban setting.”155 Because of the proximity of lush riparian 

habitat to urban Sacramento, “students of all ages and members of the Audubon Society and 

the Sierra Club spend a considerable amount of time along the river observing wildlife.”156 

Critically, the Lower American River’s “riparian hardwood strip” provides so much recreational 

value because “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected,” allowing for the uniform 
dispersal along the river of “birdlife, including raptors and wading birds.”157 We cannot say that 

the riparian vegetation has been “carefully protected” after allowing an agency to remove it 

altogether. Thus, any significant impacts from intentional actions, even short-term, to the 

riparian forests of the Lower American River would degrade the INTRINSIC conditions which 

makes the LAR a state and national wild and scenic river. Furthermore, USACE has not 

addressed what it means that their erosion measures are designed for 50 years. Does it mean 

that in half a century they will have to return and repair or replace the riprap? How can these 

forests, heavily populated with trees that are 75, 100, 150, and 200 years old, ever return to a 

“carefully protected” status if USACE must install tree-removing erosion measures every 50 

years? 

Because the riparian forests of the American River Parkway constitute an essential 

feature of its outstanding recreational values, cutting down the forests for any reason may 

impair the LAR’s outstanding remarkable value of recreation. Certainly, if the riparian forests 
can never return to their former maturity because of the inevitability of the riprap launching, or 

because erosion diminishes the planting bench over time, or because in 50 years USACE may 

have to clear-cut the forests again to reinstall riprap, then USACE’s chosen mitigation measure 
of planting benches fails. But even with mitigation, mass habitat decimation and measures that 

by design cannot be long-term mitigated are irreconcilable with Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

Regardless, USACE should address the erodibility of planting benches, the long-term prospect 

of launched riprap damaging the benches, and how they aim to restore riparian forest to a 

carefully protected status, which would require sustaining mitigation plantings beyond the 50-

year design of this project. 

It is also uncertain whether USACE can reconcile its measures with the second 

outstanding remarkable value of the Lower American River, anadromous fishery. As stated in 

the vegetation management strategy of the 2017 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan 

Conservation Strategy, the removal of woody vegetation found on and near Central Valley 

levees “can result in ecological impacts that are considered essentially ‘unmitigable’ due to the 

153 Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, Evaluation Report on the Eligibility of Five California 
Rivers for Inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, (1981), II-32 
154 Ibid. 
155 Ibid. 
156 Ibid. 
157 Ibid. 
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unique nature of this landscape feature.”158 The NMFS Recovery Plan points to the construction 

of “armored banks” as a major contributor to the decline of endangered salmonids which rely on 
wetlands and riparian habitats.159 Approximately 95% of the historical wetlands and riparian 

habitats no longer exist in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valley, and the remaining riparian 

habitat is highly fragmented.160 Consequently, more than 16 species associated with the 

habitats of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valley are now listed under the California 

Endangered Species Act or ESA. 22 other animal species dependent on floodplain habitat are 

considered sensitive species.161 Riprap has especially harmed salmonids by eliminating much of 

the high value SRA cover along the banks of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River 

Systems.162 Spawning salmon need clean gravel with small to moderate pebbles to build their 

redds.163 By replacing small rocks and pebbles with riprap, USACE will impair salmonid habitat. 

Planting benches do not adequately mitigate the destruction wrought on salmonid habitat by 

launchable riprap. The 2017 CVFPP Conservation Strategy found that “for anadromous fish, the 
habitat value of woody vegetation planted in revetment, relative to SRA cover, is uncertain.”164 

As of the 2022 update to the CVFPP Conservation Strategy, data is still insufficient to justify “the 
habitat value of woody vegetation planted in revetment, relative to SRA cover.”165 

Both CEQA and NEPA require that lead agencies consider the cumulative impacts of 

their projects, which USACE has not sufficiently done. CEQ’s NEPA regulations define 
cumulative impacts as the “impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact 

of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.”166 

CEQA asks agencies to look at whether or not projects are “cumulatively considerable,” which 

means that “individual effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 

future projects.”167 Furthermore, CEQA was in part passed as recognition that “the capacity of 
the environment is limited.”168 USACE has not considered how removing 685 trees from the 

riparian corridor between Larchmont Community Park and Howe Avenue, and in many 

places installing large stones at river’s edge, so soon after decimating the riparian 
habitats at river park, and before mitigation plantings can mature, will compound 

environmental impacts on SRA habitat that vulnerable salmonid populations need to 

survive. If USACE carries through with Contract 3B, for at least several years there will 

158 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan Conservation Strategy (November 2016), Appendix D. Vegetation 
Management Strategy, D-3. 
159 Annalisa Louise Batanides Tuel. 2018. “Levee Vegetation Management in California: An Overview of 
Law, Policy, and Science, and Recommendations for Addressing Vegetation Management Challenges,” 
Environs: 381. 
160 Ibid, 394. 
161 Ibid, 395. 
162 Ibid, 397-398. 
163 Ibid, 397. 
164 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan Conservation Strategy (November 2016), 8-8. 
165 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan: 2022 Conservation Strategy Update, 3-65. 
166 June 24, 2005 Memorandum, Council on Environmental Quality, Re: Guidance on the Consideration of 
Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis, p. 2. 
167 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. 
RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15065. 
168 CEQA, 21000(d). 
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not be a single fully intact mile of riparian corridor on the Lower American River from 

Larchmont Community Park to Paradise Beach, a stretch covering 6 miles, more than a 

quarter of the 23 mile Wild and Scenic Lower American River. Given how fragmented and 

narrow SRA habitat is already, USACE’s Contract 3B does not bode well for salmonids. 

USACE mentions that on the Sacramento River, 

“Vegetation removal as part of these projects, in combination with the vegetation 

removal that is planned for other erosion contracts from the ARCF 2016 Project, could 

contribute to long-term cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to 

temperature increases and nonattainment of beneficial uses along the Sacramento 

River.”169 

For the American River, however, USACE just notes that the “Proposed Action’s contributions 

would be significant and unavoidable,” but fails to consider how adding this project so soon after 

the work for American River Contracts 1, 2, and 3A could compound adverse effects.170 For 

vegetation and wildlife, USACE minces words by stating that “project implementation has the 
potential to contribute to the loss or degradation of sensitive habitats, riparian habitats, waters 

of the United States, waters of the State, and forestland.”171 USACE concedes that the effects of 

its current proposals may have similar adverse effects as past proposals, but again, fails to even 

mention how completing so many projects so close in time could compound adverse effects on 

vegetation and wildlife.172 USACE then claims: 

“Once mitigation and compensation plantings have matured to the level of those 

removed, the affects to biological resources would be less than significant because the 

new habitat would be similar to those removed over the 50-year life of the project.”173 

As already noted, USACE has not addressed the increasing likelihood of riprap 

launching over the 50-year life of the project, which in turn would damage the planting benches 

and prevent new plantings from reaching maturity. USACE has also not addressed the 

erodibility of planting benches, which will make them less hospitable for plant growth over time. 

Furthermore, as already noted, part of the LAR’s outstanding remarkable value of recreation is 
its lush, “carefully protected,” riparian forests. A lush, carefully protected forest is 

multigenerational, with vegetation ranging anywhere from 3 days to 300 years old. Even if 

USACE’s new plantings survive the eroding planting benches and the launching of the trenches 

and toes, they will not reach the same level of multigenerational diversity of the habitats they 

have replaced for centuries. Thus, USACE cannot say that within the 50-year life of the project, 

the habitat will resemble the removed habitat. USACE once again fails to place “special 

emphasis” on “environmental resources that are rare or unique to that region.” The 

169 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 5-22. 
170 Ibid. 
171 Ibid, 5-24. 
172 Ibid. 
173 Ibid, 5-25. 
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riparian forests of the LAR are not just any habitat. They were special enough to factor in the 

LAR’s Wild and Scenic induction. CEQA requires agencies place special consideration for 
environments within a quarter mile of a Wild and Scenic River.174 USACE should acknowledge 

what makes the LAR unique and take care in their analysis of how their policies will affect its 

special resources. 

Based on years of experience, apprehensive local fishermen are not convinced that 

USACE has fully considered the ecological implications of its actions, nor that its selected 

mitigation methods will work. The following is the perspective of a Sacramento area fisherman, 

who wishes to remain anonymous. 

“Coming from a family of fishermen and being a fisherman myself, I find it hard to believe 
that anyone who had done their research before destroying many miles of the river bank, 

would not have concluded the massive damage they would be creating for the fish and 

their natural habitat. From my many years of fishing, we always stayed close to and 

fished the banks of the water. Whether a river, lake or stream, the fish naturally hide, 

feed from and have their habitat along the water's edge. If you want to find fish, you 

almost always stay along the edge of the water where you find rocks, fallen trees, 

branches, grasses and overhangs where they protect themselves. This goes for many 

types of fish, of which I am used to fishing for. 

After going out to see the American River and following the edge of the water, all I could 

think of is what about the fish? Their entire natural habitat is completely destroyed from 

this project. I also have seen the absolutely useless areas, where this project had 

chained old trees along the river, thinking it would be the new fish habitat. We are in the 

middle of winter, which is our rainy season and the majority of these trees are not even 

in the water. The only time they would be, is in a flood season where the river would 

come up high enough to do anything at all for the fish and even then would only be a 

tenth of what was destroyed. Being here, in California, it seems like we are in drought 

more years than not, so the conclusion is what a futile waste and where will the fish go? 

Someone did not think this through very well or at least did not do their research well, or 

maybe at all!” 

The drone photo below, taken in January of 2024, illustrates how much more habitat, shade, 

and hiding places undisturbed riparian habitat provides compared to the bundles of dead woody 

material USACE uses for mitigation. 

174 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. 
RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15206(b)(4)(D) 
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Figure 40 

Not only will destroying mature forest threaten salmonid populations, but the laying down 

of launchable riprap on numerous beaches in the Contract 3B area could make several beloved 

beaches in the Contract 3B area forever inaccessible. Once again, this was a concern raised in 

2016. Apprehensive citizens wrote: 

“The final EIS/EIR does not adequately characterize the many varied uses of the river 
and Parkway. Thus, it cannot and does not catalog and assess the harms to such uses 

that will be the result of the proposed project. For instance, the impacts to recreation 

seem focused on use of the parkways paved bikeway. While a key asset, there are other 

equally worthy of close consideration, such as swimming, shoreline recreation, 

fishing, walking, and bird watching.”175 

Another comment, from M.B. Schwehr, recalls how after five years where USACE installed 

riprap at left bank river mile 10.3 in 2011, 

“The shady, serene river trails and river shoreline no longer exist, and will not for 

decades due to removal of nearly all the majestic trees in that stretch, despite 

assurances that ‘most’ would be spared. The shoreline is un-useable for any 

recreation due to the large quarried rocks.176 “ 

We can better understand M.B Schwehr’s dismay by comparing the riprapped shoreline of left 

bank river mile 10.3 to the as yet non-riprapped shoreline of the adjacent shoreline. 

175 Letter from Matthew Carr, Graham Brownstein, et al, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016 (Updated 
May 2016), Appendix F-Public Involvement. 
176 Letter from M.B. Schwehr, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016 (Updated May 2016), Appendix F-Public 
Involvement. 
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Figure 41: Riprap at left bank river mile 10.3-10.4 

Figure 42: Adjacent, non-riprapped shoreline at left bank river mile 10.4 

The non-riprapped shoreline is usable for walking, swimming, launching a canoe, or fishing. The 

riprapped shoreline is covered with large rocks and is unusable for the public. 

To apprehensions about loss of access to shoreline recreation, fishing, and swimming, 

USACE assured that “once construction is complete and mitigation plantings have been 
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established, access to the water’s edge in the construction footprint will be permitted.”177 This 

assurance does not address concerns that riprap would eliminate beaches altogether. In 

addition to the riprap bank protection proposed in the 2016 General Reevaluation Report, 

USACE has added launchable rock toes. USACE needs to address how bank protection and 

launchable rock toes will affect access to beaches. USACE understands that beaches are an 

aesthetic and visual resource. Section 4.4 of the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR lists “sandy beaches” as 

part of the aesthetics and visual resources of the SRMS.178 Elsewhere in the SEIS/SEIR, 

USACE mentions that “shorelines provide hunting grounds for wading birds such as herons and 

egrets, and for kingfisher waterfowl, and shorebirds.”179 Yet not once in the 2023 Draft 

SEIS/SEIR does USACE address potential loss of shoreline due to the installation of launchable 

rock toes. At left bank river mile 10.5, USACE’s proposed launchable rock toe may make two 

beloved beaches forever inaccessible. 

Here is a beach at left bank river mile 10.5 as it was photographed for Google Earth 

Figure 43: https://earth.google.com/web/@38.57018843,-
121.3590219,8.57635447a,0d,60y,0h,85t,0r/data=IjAKLEFGMVFpcFBhRU5CenZxMlhmOG5VUElPaHZib1pqYThOY 

W01YnRLVF9JRDRpEAU6AwoBMA 

CEQ states that 

Mitigation measures must be considered even for impacts that by themselves would not 

be considered “significant.” Once the proposal itself is considered as a whole to have 
significant effects, all of its specific effects on the environment (whether or not 

177 Letter to Graham Brownstein from Josephine R. Axt, May 24, 2016, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 
2016 (Updated May 2016), Appendix F-Public Involvement. P. 2. 
178 December 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 4-139. 
179 Ibid, 4.1-16. 
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“significant”) must be considered, and mitigation measures must be developed where it 
is feasible to do so.180 

USACE has not considered the impact of its proposal on the beaches of the Contract 3B area. 

NEPA requires that it not only consider those impacts, but also consider any feasible mitigation 

measures. 

American River Erosion Contract 3B creates so much risk for public safety, for heritage 

trees, for mature riparian forest, for salmonid populations, and for recreational resources that 

the only prudent course of action for USACE is to reconsider and redesign the whole project. I 

ask USACE to follow the recommendations of its own experts and account for erosion resistant 

areas of the LAR in its geotechnical analysis. I ask that instead of relying on oversimplified 2-d 

models which overestimate velocities along banks with mature trees, USACE use high-fidelity 

hydraulic modeling that will allow them to avoid needless devastation of a protected area. If 

high-fidelity hydraulic modeling and thorough geotechnical analysis still demonstrate a need for 

erosion protection measures, I ask USACE to work with unbiased independent experts to devise 

bioengineering alternatives that enhance the natural erosion protection features of the Lower 

American River instead of removing them. The habits and wildlife along our Wild and Scenic 

River may not survive another attempt by USACE to wage war against nature. 

Sincerely, 

Joshua Thomas 

PhD Candidate, History Department 

University of California Davis 

180 Council on Environmental Quality, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:25 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Public Comments for USACE 3B 

From: Morris, Eliza J <eliza.morris@csus.edu> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:15 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comments for USACE 3B 

Here are all the items I hope to see clarified through this process: 

1. The information we have been given on the levee repairs states that the levees will be improved to
address identified seepage, stability, erosion, and height concerns. Looking through the recently
released EIR/EIS it seems that the project actually does much more than just improve our levees. Those
of us in the project area would like to know why certain design choices are being made. Why, when the
river is 200 or more feet from the levee, do all the trees need to be removed or damaged in order to do
work that goes far beyond fixing the levee. In fact, for a majority of the sections in our subreach, no
levee repair is planned at all. To help our neighborhood better understand why these extreme choices
are being made, and before all the trees are removed, we would like to have the opportunity to review
a document similar to the one that was created for the previously completed projects like the
document titled: Lower American River Subreach 2: Summary of Bank Protection Conceptual Design
Process. The trees along the river trails and in the part are an important feature of our neighborhood.
Can we get information on exactly which trees will be removed? In particular, the trees along the
northside of Larchmont Park are part of the planned staging area for the work. Will those trees be
preserved for our future park use?

2. Given that there are so many Environmental Resource Categories where the CEQA Significance and the
NEPA Effects Determination are “Significant and Unavoidable” it is critical that a document similar to
the Lower American River Subreach 2: Summary of Bank Protection Conceptual Design Process for the
3B South stretch be shared. In Section 7.2 of that document, it states: “Following closely behind
Subreach 2, TRAC will begin the process of evaluating, documenting, and coordinating on the three
other subreaches. Subreach 1 (Sacramento River Confluence to Paradise Bend), Subreach 3 (Howe
Avenue to Watt Avenue), and Subreach 4 (Watt Avenue upstream to top of leveed reach) will all go

1 

INDIV-631
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Line

RDorff
Line

https://ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>;PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:eliza.morris@csus.edu


through the same bank protection assessment and recommendation development process as Subreach 
2.” By gaining access to this document, I hope to better understand why specific design choices have 
been made for each segment and what concept designs were chosen by TRAC for each segment. 

3. It is unclear why the haul route along La Riviera was not identified as unacceptable using the Climate 
and Economic Justice Screening Tool, as La Riviera runs along and confines a neighborhood that is 
identified as disadvantaged with the CEQ Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool. The chosen haul 
route is the only way for those community members to get in and out of their homes. Unlike the areas 
identified in project 3A, La Riviera is a one-lane street that currently does not have a high level of 
traffic. The current staging area is also approximately 300 feet from O. W. Erlewine Elementary School, 
which is a Title 1 school. Both the use of La Riviera and Larchmont Park could be avoided if instead 
Glenbrook Park were used as a replacement staging area. It is located adjacent to the Glenbrook River 
Access area, which has already been included in the project map. By modifying haul routes to use that 
park La Riviera and Larchmont Park could be entirely avoided and thus the neighborhood identified as 
disadvantaged would not be impacted. Glenbrook Park is approximately the same size as Larchmont 
Park and the nearby river access point was already identified as a levee access site for the project. This 
Proposed Action will cause significant and avoidable environmental justice impacts. It is also assumed 
in the analysis that people using the park or the stretch of the river along the neighborhood would go 
to the next nearest recreational area. Many of those using this space are families without the means to 
access other spaces who often walk to use the park from the disadvantaged community. Perhaps these 
considerations resulted in the Environmental Justice element: d. Result in a substantial impact to 
disadvantaged communities, particularly impacts related to the burdens identified by the CEJST being 
rated as significant and unavoidable. However, it can be avoided with the use of Glenbrook Park 
instead of Larchmont Park. 

4. If, despite clearly being an Environmental Justice issue, the use of Larchmont part is unavoidable there 
are two items that are essential for maintaining a small level of recreational access for the 
neighborhood. First, we will need to have an alternative play structure installed for use further from 
the construction. Second, we will need to have access maintained to the last walkable stretch of river, 
upstream from the work on 3B South. This could be accomplished by keeping a flagger at the levy to 
allow pedestrians through to the other side. 

5. The Lower American River – Subreach 1, 3, and 4 tier classification Technical memo from Nov. 13, 2019 
identified the river miles differently from the USACE Supplemental SEIS/SEIR XIV, identifying Watt at 
RM 10. The hydrological data from Ayres Associates that was used in much of the analysis identified 
Watt closer to RM 9. The technical memo identified the need for work downstream from RM 10.5. It is 
unclear where that location is from the TRAC analysis and the hydrological data being used to 
determine the recommended work. According to the 2017 LAR Bank Erosion Report the location of RM 
10.5 is just before Larchmont Park, which would imply a very different range for the project. That 
location is close to the bank protection and launchable toe segment between the RM 10.2 and 10.3 
markers on the USACE plan. If the TRAC assessment relied on the 2017 LAR Bank Erosion Report for 
flow rates to make their determinations, then it is possible the work should extend to the location near 
RM 10.2 on the USACE plan map. This lack of clarity and the use of studies employing different RM 
locations makes the need for a summary document, similar to the one distributed regarding the 
designs for subreach 2 even more important. 

6. Given that the Howe Avenue bridge low chord is at the 160,000 cfs water surface elevation, I would like 
to know why, in project 4B, work is being proposed to prevent erosion from velocities at 160,000 cfs 
and 192,000 cfs. Is there reason to assume that excavating a 5-foot trench below the surface of the 
ground around the tree and installing 2 feet of soil-filled revetment will help with scour protection? 
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The report mentions that some trees may not survive the excavation; is there evidence that the trees 
are likely to survive it? 

7. There is a planned bike reroute for 3B south. As someone who commutes to work on the levee and the 
bike path from Watt to Sac State, I would like to make sure that there will be a safe alternative. I have 
been hit by a car once when using the in-road bike paths along La Riviera. With the increased traffic due 
to the haul routes, I would like to make sure there is a protected option for those of us, myself, and the 
many students living in this area, who commute from the 3B South area to Sac State. 

8. The following is listed: NEPA Impact Conclusion (Design Refinements): Short-term and Major effects 
that are Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. However, in that document it also states the 
following: “The project locations considered under the Proposed Action do not fall within ¼-mile of any 
schools.” This is not accurate, as the maps given clearly show a project area with 1/4-mile of O. W. 
Erlewine elementary. It is possible that the impact on this school was not included, because as stated in 
the document, “O.W. Erlewine Elementary School are not within disadvantaged communities, 
therefore, disruption to these schools or school traffic would not be an EJ consideration.” However, the 
EJ assessment cannot be accurate, because it does not include the fact that O.W. Erlewine Elementary 
is a Title 1 school. 

9. The American River Parkway Plan states, in Policy 4.12, that “Vegetation in the Parkway should be 
appropriately managed to maintain the structural integrity and conveyance capacity of the flood 
control system, consistent with the need to provide a high level of flood protection to the heavily 
urbanized floodplain along the lower American River and in a manner that preserves the 
environmental, aesthetic, and recreational quality of the Parkway.” It appears from the documents 
provided that the final design will be to install riprap along nearly the entire stretch of 3B South. This is 
inconsistent with the Parkway requirements. Please provide clarified or modified design plans so that 
the public can evaluate the consistency with the ARPP, or whether the plans violate the ARPP. 

10. The outputs of the SMAQMD’s Strategic Area Project Health Effects tool for the general geographic 
location of Sites 2-2 and 2-3 (where the greatest level of emissions would occur) under the Proposed 
Action indicate that ozone and PM2.5 exposure across the 5-air-district region would result in mortality 
of up to 6 persons per year above background health incidences of 75,000 mortality incidences per 
year, or an increase of about 0.015 percent of background incidences. What is the calculation of the 
rest of the project? We have yet to see detailed analysis of the work for 3B South and have not seen 
these calculations. These need to be provided and justified. 

11. The noise analysis says that the changes will be negligible as the work is near 50 and boating is 
common. Boating is absolutely not common, and the work is quite far from 50. The estimate for current 
dBA is 82-84. This is not accurate for a majority of the homes near the project. At my home, the noise 
value is far, far lower (currently 35 dBA at 3:30pm). The actual changes need to be calculated for the 
homes impacted along the project. 

12. Detailed information was provided for the previous projects on riparian habitat and acreage lost. We 
have not seen any information on how much of the current vegetation will remain for the 3B South 
project following the work. This needs to be provided. 

13. Thus far we have seen only ½ page of detail describing the design for 3B South. It refers back to a few 
details from 3B North, but that description is only 1 page. Without additional detail, it is extremely 
difficult to determine the plan for that segment of the river. However, by looking at the amount of 
materials listed it seems as though riprap will be placed along nearly the entire stretch of 3B South. We 
need to see detailed plans for the stretch so that we can better understand the design plans. 

14. The document states that there are locations at Site 4-1 where there is a launchable toe at the 
riverbank toe (referred to as bank toe in Figure 3.5.2-9), unlike the typical launchable toe at American 
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River Erosion Contract 3B where the launchable toe is at the edge of the planting bench (as shown on 
Figure3.5.2-13). How much of the 3B South river edge will be unusable for recreation as a result of this 
design choice? 

15. The design plan analysis from Section 2 states, “before the vegetation can become established, the site 
would be vulnerable to high velocities and shear stresses if a significant flood event were to occur in 
the first 3 years”. Presumably, a similar circumstance will be true for Section 3. When considering this, 
and also the construction time required before those initial 3 years during which vegetation will be 
reestablished, does the plan provide more protection than what currently exists assuming degradation 
of the new construction? The current assessment assumes zero maintenance. How does the risk 
assessment compare in the two circumstances? A clear risk assessment should account for this initial 
period of increased vulnerability, and needs to be provided to the public. 

16. Air Quality Effects 3.1-c: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations was 
assessed as Less than Significant. Given that O. W. Erlewine, a Title 1 school, is approximately 300 feet 
from the Larchmont Park staging area, I would like additional information on how this was calculated. 

17. What are the long-term minor water quality effects that were identified as likely in Water Quality 
Effects 3.4-b? 

Thank you, 

Eliza Morris, PhD 

Associate Professor of Physics and Astronomy 

California State University, Sacramento 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:16 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Michael Yanuck <myanuck@hotmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:10 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR), 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B: 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. I 
enjoy walking along the water's edge there. 

I live in this neighborhood, and I often walk on the path along the trees & this place 
enriches my life tremendously both on a physical and mental levels. I lived on Indian 
Reservations for years serving native peoples as a medical officer of the Indian Health 
Service, so being in a place that reminds me of the pristine nature that I knew on the 
Reservations is very important to me, and that's what I find there. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the claim 
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that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually 
improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, 
until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, 
nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including 
considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible 
mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 
CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not 
presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches 
– and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – 
introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, including the need for 
large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, 
adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and 
beside elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the unaccounted 
for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but 
have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know 
the full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is 
unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been meaningfully 
presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been 
adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as 
the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of 
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truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a 
school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of 
diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been 
adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel 
PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, 
children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than 
adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The 
proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging 
areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR 
requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding 
anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks to 
be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially 
children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where 
impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that 
all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site 
may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through 
residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air 
pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends 
assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months 
(OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction 
health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide 
substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to 
Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health impact. This has not been 
provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 
the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone 
of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE 
claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and 
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often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little 
empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often inconsistent 
among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and 
the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in 
this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 
incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence 
justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is 
valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage 
risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 
60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and 
there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion 
analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the 
erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during 
peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for 
the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects 
the levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the 
lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when included in the 
models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the 
American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be 
deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been 
demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation 
(which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and 
then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum 
of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated 
plantings – could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach 
is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet to see 
how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach 
(parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a 
recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-
peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 
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Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the 
installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site 
“planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare 
of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior 
and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such 
events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes 
along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its 
outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which would 
extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due 
to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic 
and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, 
not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area 
of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, 
dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and 
wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other 
uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along 
long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. 
The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational 
features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not 
adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, 
riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction 
threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban 
area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, 
and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the 
provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying 
the Lower American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the 
Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the 
most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of 
Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush riparian 
growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what 
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makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian 
vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as 
“scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, 
fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall 
recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature 
riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC 
conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic 
River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize 
impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the 
Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make 
a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose 
strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less 
destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for 
Contract 3B. 
I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, 
including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California 
and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish 
that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of 
lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length 
of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 
miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower 
American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational 
opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, 
and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in 
this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible 
to disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been 
adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, 
aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less 
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than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires 
that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not 
meet that requirement. 
If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative 
methods should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based 
solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical 
techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the 
existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately 
evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted 
analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in 
what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop 
more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project 
and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In 
particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B 
and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained 
and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it 
was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone 
designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed 
actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this 
treasure deserves. 

Thank you, 
Michael Yanuck 

  



 

     

 

 

            

 

  

 

      

 

  

  

     

 

     

       

   

  

            

 

          

 

                  

                       

                      

                    

                    

                   

  

                        

                          

                        

                      

                         

                         

                       

                      

                          

                      

                       

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:15 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments RE: Army Corps of Engineers Project section 3B 

From: Lynn Jordan <jordan.lynn@sbcglobal.net> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:07 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments RE: Army Corps of Engineers Project section 3B 

To: US Army Corps of Engineers & Water Dept. 

I attended the 16 January 2024 on-line meeting that presented the American River erosion project. The presentation 

had very little to do with the specific part of the project that concerns me (Section 3B) and included much discussion of 

projects throughout the greater Sacramento area, and very little to do with the project on our section of the river. It 

had no answers to our specific questions and used many acronyms making it nearly impossible to follow the train of 

thought. I, as a nurse, am required to explain procedures to our patients using ordinary language that they can 

understand. It would have been helpful to have the same courtesy from those who gave the presentation. 

I lived for 13 years (May 1985-Nov 1998) just east of the Mayhew Drain on Mira del Rio Drive. I was concerned about 

living so close to the river when I moved in but the beauty of the parkway became a part of my daily life and I realized 

that life is not safe anywhere one lives and one must make choices and accept risks that suit their needs. Roughly 9 

months after I moved into the area, the near-miss flood of 1986 occurred. It was terrifying to see the water rise across 

the flood plain and onto the levee. Nevertheless, in 1998, I decided that I wanted to be even closer to the river so I 

moved to Twin Falls Drive, just west of the Mayhew Drain, and I have a gate that opens onto the parkway levee. It is a 

privilege to watch the scores of people who walk by, enjoying the levee every single day of every week. I accepted the 

risk in order to have access to the river parkway. Who can measure the solace of walking on a quiet, tree-lined pathway 

after holding the hand of a dying patient? The trees and trails are a big part of my life. I was inconvenienced when the 

levee was widened and the slurry wall was built into the levee some years ago. (One of the noisy/dusty mixing machines 

was just outside my back gate for a very long time and one of the high-pressure water lines broke on a Sunday afternoon 
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sending many gallons of water into my back yard before the fire fighters were able to find someone to turn off the 

water.) Regardless, I understood the reasons for the project and felt that a few months of inconvenience was worth the 

extra safety that the construction would provide. 

This project is different! From what I have been able to glean from the explanations provided, this erosion project does 

not make sense. It indiscriminately removes ancient trees and undergrowth (which helps to hold erosion in check) and 

creates a canal that is neither beautiful nor useful to those who use the parkway and river daily. No one wants to launch 

a kayak, walk on, or put out a beach towel on rip rap, to sit in the unshaded sun to spend an afternoon. This is a 

relatively straight section of river which is less likely to flood, even in the event of a repetition of the 1986 fiasco with the 

loss of the coffer dam upstream. The people who live here have weighed the risk and chosen to live in a place of 

riparian habitat, where fish swim and spawn, birds fly and nest, rattlesnakes live, along with coyotes, rabbits, squirrels, 

and unknown thousands of other creatures who will be forced to leave due to starvation and lack of places to hide from 

predators. The thousands of people who use the bike trails and levee daily will lose a gem that allows them to regain a 

richer perspective on life. Whatever happened to the balance between safety and beauty? I thought that this river 

parkway was the gem of Sacramento, and a designated Wild and Scenic River, safe from development like this. Please 

rethink this project! For those areas that are truly at risk, please use your creativity to create targeted and minimally 

invasive solutions. There is no reason to bulldoze the entire area. Physicians have learned to use fine scalpels and 

sutures rather than bone saws to repair limbs. I’m sure that engineers and planners who are creative and skilled can 

determine new and innovative, natural ways to achieve improved solutions to the local problems of erosion. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lynn R. Jordan 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:15 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comment ARCF 

From: Craig Heimbichner <cheimbichner@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:07 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comment ARCF 

To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Bcc: AmRivTrees@gmail.com 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) 
Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

1

INDIV-634

mailto:Bcc:AmRivTrees@gmail.com
mailto:Cc:PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:To:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:CraigHeimbichner<cheimbichner@gmail.com


            
   

               
             

            
            

            
                
        

            
            

        
           

        
            

  

           
          
         

            
           

         

            
           

          
            
           

            
          
          

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. I walk it every day and 
live here one block away. It is a joy in my life. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along 
this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed 
approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by 
years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high 
water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis 
adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall 
project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained 
approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 
These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to 
come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 
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Thank you. 

Craig Heimbichner 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:14 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Howard Price <ibhap1948@hotmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:06 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely 
valuable to me. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate 
justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are 
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“necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this 
section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more 
appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the 
proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and 
LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is 
presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 
significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 
mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to 
supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much 
more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California 
Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has 
not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much 
more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative 
methods would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes 
and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there 
was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant 
adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, 
massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to 
roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside 
elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the 
unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are 
known to be needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or the 
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exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range 
of other design choices have not been meaningfully presented that could 
have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not 
been adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing 
composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding 
foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and 
the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution 
impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary 
School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel 
exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a 
cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children 
are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than 
adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more 
sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each 
restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. 
Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to 
be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already 
required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything 
beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks 
to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and 
especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. 
Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). 
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Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, 
each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would 
travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than 
significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, 
OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As 
the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk 
assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide 
substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose 
residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health 
impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from 
Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on 
the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank 
erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is 
based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or 
out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. 
Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among 
different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall 
levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that 
this extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods 
are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 
incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient 
evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned 
for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 
data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-
seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more 
slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and there is 
inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion 
analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to 
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account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of 
velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models 
that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in 
slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of 
the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 
included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is 
necessary along this section of the American River. This calls into question 
whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by 
either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and 
vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the 
levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks 
and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction --
followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could 
actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just 
as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet 
to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 
Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high 
water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a prior 
contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during 
the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to 
cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as 
designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, 
exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and 
vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and 
current requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in 
such events. 
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I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps 
proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River 
(designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation 
and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American 
River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian 
habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, 
and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles 
of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify 
the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this 
pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 
for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe 
access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, 
solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along 
the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long 
stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for 
miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the 
environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of 
dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, 
and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 
wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban 
area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-
nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This 
is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the 
Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal 
Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage 
Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the 
most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the 
close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban 
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environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the 
values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian 
hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation 
is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values 
such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural 
character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an 
aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of 
designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian 
forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC 
conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild 
and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they 
would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service 
need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to 
find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south 
alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old --
older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies 
suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry 
riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the 
total length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control 
projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most 
wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

  



        
           

            
           

         
         

      

         
            

         
          

            

            
          
          

        
           

        

             
     

            
         

         
       

            
             

           
            

            
      

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 
recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all 
income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points 
and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods 
would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged 
populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been 
adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish 
habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they 
“mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant 
unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used 
to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 
alternative methods should be used, including the use of smaller 
equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing 
stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the 
National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a 
more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices 
that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental 
impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for 
project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental 
analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and 
then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the 
project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B 
and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage 
oaks must be retained and protected. 
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The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The 
Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” 
under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under 
USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care 
that this treasure deserves. 

Respectfully, 

Howard Price 

Sent from Mail for Windows 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:12 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Opposition to the Removal American River Wildlife Habitat 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Layla Airola <laylaairola@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 3:47 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Opposition to the Removal American River Wildlife Habitat

To whom it may concern, 

I would like to express my opposition to the proposed plan to remove much of the oak and riparian woodland along the 
American River between Howe Ave. and above Watt Ave and converting the off-channel Urrutia Pond to a mitigation 
site. I have lived blocks away from this proposed area for over 10 years and value the natural elements of this area 
greatly. The removal of wildlife habitat and urban nature will harm many species of animals and the quality of life of 
nearby residents. 

The draft SEIS/SEIR contains multiple serious flaws that must be addressed to meet the legal and procedural 
requirements of NEPA and CEQA. The process for involving the public and responsible agencies was inadequate to 
meaningfully involve them in the planning process. The SEIS/SEIR document is so poorly organized and presented that 
has been nearly impossible for all but the most experienced reviewers to navigate and understand. 

The document also is replete with errors and inconsistencies among various sections in describing the project and its 
impacts. The range of alternatives considered is artificially narrow, with no meaningful alternatives presented or 
evaluated for bank protection methods or mitigation site locations. The environmental analyses, including impact 
assessment for noise, air quality, recreation, and biological resources, are inconsistent in various sections of the 
document and misrepresent and omit numerous environmental impacts, including some that were clearly identified in 
public scoping. In particular, the impacts of bank protection to existing oak woodland and riparian habitat, and 
associated wildlife and recreation use, and the effects of converting the Urrutia Pond to a mitigation area are either 
mischaracterized or ignored. 

In short, the extensive deficiencies I and others have documented demonstrate that the document is inadequate to 
meet the legal requirements for public review under NEPA and CEQA. We request that the project partners reissue a 
new draft SEIS/SEIR that addresses the multiple deficiencies of this document, so that responsible agencies and the 
public can have meaningful input to the process, as is legally required. Should the project agencies not reissue the 
supplement, you 
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should prepare an extensively revised version of the document that is organized in a comprehensible way and that 
fully corrects the many sufficiencies in the document, so we can properly evaluate its legal adequacy. More 
importantly, it should propose alternative actions that will reduce environmental impacts and serve the public 
interest. 

Thank you for your consideration and time, Layla Airola 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:13 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Flood Project 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Dionna Campbell <dwangan@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 3:51 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; publiccommentarcf16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: amrivtrees@gmail.com 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Flood Project 

To whom it may concern, 

I was deeply dismayed to see the effects of your recent flood protection along American River Parkway near

downtown Sacramento. I fully realize the need for flood protection, but the methodology that was used was as unwise

as it is unsightly. I am writing today to ask you to stop clearcutting the banks of the American river for flood protection.

Research shows it is not the most effective route, and it’s destroying the gem of our city.

To recap, please do not continue to decimate the American River Parkway’s levees  in the name of flight protection.

There are better ways available.

Sincerely, 

Dionna Campbell 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:11 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Michael Perry <mrhysperry@gmail.com>  

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 3:39 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE PARKWAY AND THE WILD AND SCENIC 

AMERICAN RIVER]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project.
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
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(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the 
protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this 
section of the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 

M. 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:11 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: LOWER AMERICAN RIVER PROJECT SEIS/SEIR 

From: jodi artisticinteriorsbyjodi.com <jodi@artisticinteriorsbyjodi.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 3:37 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: amrivtrees@gmail.com 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] LOWER AMERICAN RIVER PROJECT SEIS/SEIR 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. My Uncle Don 
Sato used to kayak on the American River, and pick up trash. During his 
battle with cancer, he still managed to kayak. Being on the river brought 
him joy, and the will to continue living. My father used to bring us to the 
river to fish, and play on the riverbank. The trees along the riverbank have 
always been an integral part of the enjoyment of being at the river. 
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Watching the birds that rest on these majestic trees, and simply marveling 
at their beauty is theraputic. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary 
along this section of the American River, and have concerns that the 
proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of 
construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as 
likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental 
analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides 
adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor 
considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-
grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 
California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft 
SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 
impacts) are not presented. 

I am concerned that once the trees are removed, it will be hundreds of 
years, if ever, to heal the land. The trees have been on the land before the 
areas along the riverbanks were developed. Removing the trees is 
removing a historic life force. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project 
and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and 
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LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure 
for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure 
deserves. 

Thank you. 

Jodi Sato-King 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:10 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) - December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: ronald.a.hall@sbcglobal.net <ronald.a.hall@sbcglobal.net> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 3:15 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) - December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

As a resident who lives about 1 mile from the American River in Rosemont, I appreciate all the work that has been done 

to make the area safe from devastating floods. The additional proposed levee work will undoubtedly enhance safety,

but this needs to be balanced against the environmental and scenic damage caused by the work. In particular, the river

upstream of the Watt Ave bridge, which is perhaps the most beautiful section of the American River between the Hazel

Ave bridge and Discovery Park, will be severely degraded. I urge you to consider reducing the number of trees that have 

to be removed, 

Thank you, Ronald Hall 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:09 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Trees at America River 

-----Original Message-----

From: Micki Harriman <dreamyncali@aol.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 3:12 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Trees at America River 

live near the river where you plan on removing all the trees for erosion control. This was attempted about 10 or so

years ago and it didn’t work in the area they did it on. These trees provide adequate erosion protection, shade,

oxygen, beauty, and a great place for animals and birds. I am totally against this project. 

Thank you , 

Micki Harriman 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:03 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Sara Caspi <scaspi@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 2:58 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; AmRivTrees@gmail.com 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I live in this Neighborhood and I often walk on the path along the trees & this place 
enriches my life tremendously both on a physical and mental levels. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the claim 
that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually 
improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 
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I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, 
until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, 
nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including 
considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible 
mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 
CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not 
presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches 
– and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – 
introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, including the need for 
large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, 
adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and 
beside elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the unaccounted 
for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but 
have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know 
the full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is 
unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been meaningfully 
presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been 
adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as 
the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of 
truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a 
school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of 
diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been 
adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel 
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PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, 
children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than 
adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The 
proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging 
areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR 
requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding 
anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks to 
be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially 
children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where 
impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that 
all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site 
may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through 
residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air 
pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends 
assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months 
(OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction 
health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide 
substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to 
Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health impact. This has not been 
provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 
the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone 
of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE 
claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and 
often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little 
empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often inconsistent 
among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and 
the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in 
this zone. 
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Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 
incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence 
justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is 
valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage 
risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 
60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and 
there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion 
analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the 
erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during 
peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for 
the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects 
the levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the 
lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when included in the 
models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the 
American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be 
deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been 
demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation 
(which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and 
then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum 
of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated 
plantings – could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach 
is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet to see 
how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach 
(parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a 
recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-
peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the 
installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site 
“planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare 
of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior 
and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such 
events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes 
along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its 
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outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which would 
extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due 
to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic 
and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, 
not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area 
of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, 
dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and 
wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other 
uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along 
long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. 
The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational 
features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not 
adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, 
riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction 
threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban 
area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, 
and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the 
provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying 
the Lower American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the 
Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the 
most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of 
Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush riparian 
growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what 
makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian 
vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as 
“scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, 
fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall 
recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature 
riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC 
conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic 
River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize 
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impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the 
Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make 
a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose 
strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less 
destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for 
Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, 
including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California 
and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish 
that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of 
lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length 
of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 
miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower 
American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational 
opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, 
and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in 
this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible 
to disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been 
adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, 
aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less 
than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires 
that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not 
meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative 
methods should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based 
solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical 
techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the 
existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately 
evaluated. 
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This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted 
analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in 
what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop 
more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project 
and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In 
particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B 
and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained 
and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it 
was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone 
designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed 
actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this 
treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Sara Caspi 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

  



 
     
 

 
        

 

  
 

      
 

  
  

     
 

     
       

    
        

 
                 

                  
            

 
              

               
 

               
     

 
   

 
 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:57 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River planned flood control 

From: John Hervey <herveyplus@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:31 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River planned flood control 

The American River Parkway is a special resource for the Sacramento area. It has many scenic, 
recreational, fish and wildlife and other values. Even mental health values for those who need to get 
out in nature to help decompress from everyday life stresses. 

Clearing everything out of the way would just speed the water downstream causing other 
problems. Letting the water spread out and sink in would help in many ways. 

Some thinning where needed could be acceptable but we certainly don't need anything leading to 
another LA River effect here. 

John B. Hervey 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:35 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Caitlin Mueller <camueller5@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:33 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources
(DWR) Comment Recipients:

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft
SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. I am appalled this project has

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me and I feel a
personal and professional connection to this project.

Personally, I live and work a block from the river and visit it almost daily. I
love going for walks along the river and I feel more peaceful after
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walking under the massive old trees by the river than I do along the city 

sidewalk. Nothing can replace the grandeur of a 200 year old Valley Oak 

tree. Yes, trees that are cut down can be replanted, but mature trees 

have way more value both aesthetically and ecologically than saplings 

and there is no way for an oak tree sapling planted today to reach the 

level of a 200 year old oak tree in my life time. I also enjoy birding and 

the river has many great birding spots. There is a particular grove of 
large trees I especially like since there is always a variety of birds 

chirping and flitting around. The birds eat the many insects that live in 

the trees so if this grove was bulldozed, the birds would leave. If the 

trees from only a small section of river were being removed then birds 

and other wildlife could move and adjust, but since such huge sections 

of this incredible riparian habitat is being removed, this creates a much 

more serious problem. 

The reason I was most excited to move into the place I currently live is 

that it’s so close to such a nice part of the river. Destroying this beautiful 
river bank is no insignificant matter when it comes to local property 

value. In all honesty, if the river here ends up looking like the river near 
Sac State, I’ll be glad I’m just renting and didn’t just buy a house. 

Professionally, I am a landscape designer and work for a landscape 

architecture firm in Sacramento. I work on public and private projects 

such as parks, streetscapes, commercial landscapes, schools, and 

neighborhoods. My company has worked with both the Army Corp of 
Engineers and DWR and I can appreciate how long, difficult, and 

complex these types of projects can be. I have been on the receiving 

end of countless plan check comments, conflicting project 
requirements, and constant value engineering. But that is no excuse for 
what I see proposed here. It may be cheaper and easier to simply cut 
down all the trees deemed in the way and dump rip rap to replace it 
but that is absolutely not acceptable here. This plan comes across as a 
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low quality, ignorant, and pathetic solution. This is the middle of 
Sacramento where people care about their neighborhood and the 

environment. This is not the place to skimp. This project needs to spend 

the time and money to reconsider its approach. The river going through 

Sacramento is a feature that should be celebrated, not a troublesome 

problem to be smoothed over. The river and any work done around it 
should be treated with the respect it deserves. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is 

necessary along this section of the American River, and have concerns 

that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of 
construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as 

likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 

potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the 

environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated 

to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 

“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods 

on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 

impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 

(see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The 

draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 

environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 
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-Limited evidence for unnecessary remove of trees and vegetation -
Plants (with appropriate maintenance) are fantastic erosion control. 
Instead of spending the money to remove mature plants with great root 
systems, why not spend money to protect, plant, and/or maintain 

appropriate vegetation that will best support the desired goals of the 

levee? Over and over I have seen examples of situations where 

solutions that work with nature instead of against it have produced 

better and cheaper results in the long run than engineered solutions 

that rely solely on manmade materials and structures. 

-Impact on wildlife and critical habitats - I took many ecology classes 

at community college and UC Davis while pursing my degree in 

Landscape Architecture. I learned the importance and complexity of 
natural ecosystems, the value of choosing the right species of plant for 
the right location, the ecological value of mature plants, and many 

other important values that I see completely thrown out the window for 
this project. This could have been an amazing opportunity to 

collaborate with UC Davis or other ecological experts to come up with 

the best plan for this specific area. Instead this appears to be business-
as-usual. California has already lost massive amounts of riparian 

forests so we can’t afford to keep destroying them. 

-Recreational access - I love walking, hiking, birding, biking, paddle 

boarding, and drawing by the river. I know I am not alone since I pass 

many others also enjoying the river. Practically and emotionally 

speaking, rip rap creates a huge barrier when trying to experience the 

river. The existing trees also provide shade which is very valuable in the 

summer heat. 

This project’s lack of concern for the local and broader community and 

the environment is appalling. The project team for this need to step up 

and come up with solutions that work with nature not against it. 
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The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 

environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 

project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the 

subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 

and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 

3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable 

treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this 

treasure deserves. 

Thank you, 

Caitlin Mueller 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:35 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Contract 3B 

From: Larry Bernstein <ljbmdrnr@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:32 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Contract 3B 

I write concerning Contract 3B in the American River Parkway. I strongly object to the removal of 
many hundreds of mature trees in the project to reinforce the levees. 

I believe the Corps has not assigned correct monetary, environmental and cultural values to the riparian habitat they propose to 
severely disrupt. I see how this project impacted the river banks near Sacramento State University and do not want this repeated 
upstream for another six miles. 

I urge the Corps to reconsider their plan. “This is how we’ve always done it” is not a reason to proceed with destruction. Alternatives 
might cost more and/or take more years to complete, but they would be well worth it to preserve the parkway. 

The Corps might consider using smaller construction equipment with a lighter footprint. Thinking outside the box, maybe deliver the 
riprap from the river by barge instead of with huge trucks. 

I appreciate the effort to save large heritage oaks, but the wholesale removal of trees like what occurred near Sac State is totally 
unacceptable. 

Lawrence Bernstein 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:34 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Patricia Prendergast <pprender22@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:31 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. As an artist and longtime resident 
of the River Park neighborhood, I have spent many enjoyable hours painting the river shoreline trees. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
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(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles 
of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you, 

Patricia Prendergast 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:33 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; Toland, Tanis J CIV USARMY CESPK 

(USA); Romine, Guy K CIV USARMY CESPK (USA) 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River USACE Contracts 3B, 4A, 4B 

From: Lisa Howard <lisad_howard@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:29 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: Jonah.Knapp@CVFlood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River USACE Contracts 3B, 4A, 4B 

I am writing today to share my concerns about planned work on the lower American River, particularly 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. I have serious concerns with the proposed project. 

Trees are an important stabilizing agent along rivers. Their root systems can bind together soil and 
strengthen the riverbank. Yet the USACE is proposing the elimination of more than 500 trees, 
including heritage oaks, to create an artificial riprap. 

This would leave the banks bare for two years of construction and put us at more risk of erosion and 
flooding. Historically, levee failures are more associated with areas where riparian forests have been 
thinned or clear-cut. 

Clear-cutting mature trees will also destroy wildlife habitat and remove carbon-sequestering trees at a 
time when we should be protecting mature trees that are already sequestering carbon and helping to 
keep our air clear. It would take decades for new growth to provide the benefits already being 
provided by the trees along the American River. 

Clear-cutting would: 
- pose a threat to critical habitats for various fish species, including Chinook Salmon, Central Valley
Steelhead, and North American Green Sturgeon;
- disrupt the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local and migratory bird populations, many of
which have already seen drastic declines in number over the past few decades;
-destroy the shade from large canopies, which could affect the survival rate of various species of
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salmonids; 
- disturb natural animal behaviors such as nesting, spawning, and feeding activities 

In addition, the American River is designated as a Wild and Scenic destination, and an artificial 
shoreline would detract from the natural beauty that earned the river that designation. 

I encourage you to: 

- evaluate alternative methods that are more targeted and less destructive to habitat and wildlife. 

- consider "spot fixes," small equipment, and maintenance. 

- support the use of stabilizing vegetation, aligning with the National Park Service's recommendation. 

Thank you for your consideration and your efforts to ensure the American River remains a healthy 
and beautiful part of Sacramento. 

Sincerely, 
Lisa Howard 
Rocklin, CA 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:32 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Jon Schwedler <jschwedler@wildearthguardians.org> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:27 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: publiccommentarcf16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR):

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. I moved my
family to this neighborhood, paying a premium for our residence, in large part to have access to a
scenic natural area with wildlife, trails, and river access. The proposed "treatments" for removing
trees and installing riprap is not only an affront to these natural and scenic values, but also the
use of natural infrastructure to control climate-driven events. After seeing the destructive work
already done on the American River from Glen Hall Park to Sact State, I have observed firsthand
that work has only INCREASED erosion and instability in that section, with increased brown leakage
and cracking, instable banks.

The proposed destructive work appears to be counterproductive to our aim of increasing flood
resiliency along these sections of river. I do not understand how this project could have been
approved thus far, and deeply suspect this is a federal funding hammer looking for a nail.
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Over the last ten years I have observed otters, beavers, eagles, osprey, wood ducks, geese, boa 

snakes, rattlesnakes, woodpeckers, quail, lizards, deer, fox, coyote, yellow-billed magpies, frogs, 
salamanders, and even sea lions in the water where this destructive project is proposed. It is 

absurd to suggest the project's proposed wildlife "mitigation" area miles away is anywhere near 
adequate for the loss of our existing habitat and wildlife. It would be tragic to lose this valuable 

area in the face of lost cumulative wildlife and habitat trending across the state. 

Specifically, I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the claim that these 

highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along 

this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate 

environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, 
and not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 

and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor 
provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all 
feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much 

more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain 

“significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures 

be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR 

has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-
grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and 

adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a 

compounding set of significant adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving 

equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and 

levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that 
are known to be needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for 
the public to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is 

unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been meaningfully presented that 
could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately 

evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock 
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common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks 

and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks 

used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For 
California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a 

cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 
In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like 

Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more 

sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with 

staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires 

using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already 

required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus 

Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 

need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, 
and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where 

impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible 

mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 

15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 
100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through residential communities. The 

SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, 
OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting 

longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a 

construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide 

substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM 

emissions that would result in a significant health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew 

Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River 
Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary 

is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information 

and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often 

inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 

conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the 

proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 

General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. 
While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, 
the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-
seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees 
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years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion 

analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-
resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used 

out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in 

slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling 

recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 

effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary 

along this section of the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental 
impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been 

demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which 

currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave 

behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during 

construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually 

make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high 

water flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento 

State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water 
flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during 

the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed 

launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” 

may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable 

to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment 
regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more 

miles of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, 
ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American 

River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human 

recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A 

“surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data 

justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the 

Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, 
picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, 
solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap 

will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if 
not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 

most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis 

has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, 
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riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 

wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, 
beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 

recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of 
the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, 
January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly remarkable 

recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway 

is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and 

adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, 
oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so 

valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior 
Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for 
values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, 
historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall 
recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian 

forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the 

Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment 
responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River 
Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a 

determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong 

conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, 
rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including 

potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than 

our nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, 
quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American 

River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, 
including some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, 
involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family 

picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods 

would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This 

environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental 
analysis. 
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The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and 

vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there 

are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce 

the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods 

should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-
place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the 

National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These 

alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis 

and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are 

deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-
grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate 

environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 

proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with 

the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 

approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be 

retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was 

designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a 

“Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE 

Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, 
and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Jon Schwedler 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:31 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Leslie Overstreet <leslie.overstreet@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:27 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE PARKWAY AND THE WILD AND SCENIC 
AMERICAN RIVER]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
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(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles 
of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Bill & Leslie Overstreet 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message----- 

ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Friday, February 23, 2024 1:30 PM 
Sutton, Drew 
publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
[EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on American River Common Features project. 

From: Victoria Harris <vitaharris@icloud.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:05 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on American River Common Features project. 

I’m a resident of Sacramento County and use the American River Parkway a lot. I have seen what happened to the levees 
downstream of the H Street bridge. It is appalling.  That absolutely cannot happen for this project.  

I would like to see an alternative approved that results in the least amount of existing vegetation being removed. 

Also I urge that a detailed mitigation and monitoring plan be prepared and provided to the County (and be made 
available to the public) so that staff and public members can ensure that all mitigation measures are completed in 
accordance with the final EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Victoria Harris 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:30 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comment 

From: Travis VanZant <travisvanzant@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:01 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comment 

To Whom it May Concern, 

I am a homeowner on Wausau Way, 95826 in the affected area. 

I am IN FAVOR AND SUPPORT this project. This is first and foremost a levee system and not a national park, wildlife 
preserve, or otherwise. Any project that improves and maintains the flood control abilities of the levee system is not 
optional but a necessity. 

Please continue with my support and, I am sure, the full support of the majority of home and business owners in the 
affected area. 

Sincerely, 

Travis VanZant 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:29 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: William Patterson <bilwpat@surewest.net>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:53 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I have spent over 30 years walking and observing the wildlife and trees along the south side of the American River 
between Watt Avenue and the Grist Mill area. If this project is completed as planned, there would be no reason for me 
to return. There are so few natural areas left around Sacramento, places such as this must be left alone. 

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE PARKWAY AND THE WILD AND SCENIC 
AMERICAN RIVER]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 
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I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 
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Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the 
long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle 
board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for 
miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make 
recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the 
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Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said 
they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B 
area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 
William D. Patterson 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:26 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: ARCF 2016 Draft SEIS/SEIR 

From: Nancy Kniskern <knancy2020@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:49 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: ARCF 2016 Draft SEIS/SEIR 

Subject: American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendicest: 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, 
and 4A and 4B. 

My Experience on the American River Parkway 
The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. I have lived near the Mayhew Drain for 33 years 
and have spent much time on the river canoeing, rafting, swimming and playing with my dog. It has been 
among my greatest pleasure to be able to walk into the clear water and cool off on a Summer day; to watch the 
Magpies twittering over what twigs are needed in their nest; to see my dog swim and swim for the pure joy of it. 
I dread the days when the tandem trucks, with their polluting emissions and heavy loads will deliver the rocks 
designed for erosion prevention and be lain in such a way as to rid the young fish from their natural habitat. 
will miss seeing the deer, the coyotes, the hare, the birds, the otters, the beavers, the many waterfowl. We have 
been lucky to live so near this excellent slice of paradise. As a friend of mine from LA said: We have to drive 
75 miles to see something like this, and pay another $50 to walk it. It’s hard to be beat the trails along the 
American River for walking, running or bird/nature watching. 
The USACE will now step in and “make this SAFER” by laying rock, evening the ridges of the river bank, and 
its edges. Making the river not accessible for recreational activities or for the simple things of cooling off in the 
shade of a tree, or by placing your feet in the water. 
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How do we account for this loss of Nature?  How do we know if the disregard for its many attributes will be 
worth it if we see the nearby USACE renovated banks erode within months of its completion (referencing the 
recently completed Campus Commons area)? 
The “new construction” does not address the ongoing erosion caused by rain, or the on-going problems with the 
drainage system backing up.  As a USACE engineer remarked while examining a levee (in a USACE video), it 
is good to see the grass grow on the levee slopes, to help prevent erosion.  There will be no growth on that 
newly manmade slope for some time.  When you realize these mistakes happen, will the USACE be here to 
maintain and or fix this? 
With the newly graded slope, with no vegetation for some time – will the water rush downriver, and thereby 
protect our community? What happens to the downstream urban community, and the rural communities past the 
urban center? 
I would rather the Corps cancel the entire slope reconstruction and concentrate on those areas that need 
protection.  Or save the money for this area and store on an emergency flood control plan that can be applied in 
the time of need.  I wish for the people that come to this place after me also enjoy the land and natural 
surroundings as much as I have. 
COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS: 
Because the loss is so huge and the gain is so unpredictable (only a flood will tell - - the results are unproven 
and expensive), I wanted to look at a cost benefit analysis. 
There is no Cost:Benefit Analysis, but people realize that there is a great immediate and irreparable loss in 
natural resources.  

How to account for loss in natural resources?  The United Nations is addressing this issue in it’s, 
“System of Environmental – Economic Accounting (SEEA) 2012” Applications & Extensions, New 
York 2017.”  Lectures from the UN also include economic reasoning that if we do not account for 
natural resource loss, we will not treasure them, and we need to realize what damage we do when 
creating a system or new things.  In this way, we have a Gross Domestic Product (GDP) that is more 
realistic.
 “If we start to understand the value of nature to our society and economy, we wil recogniz=se the 
importance of living in harmony with nature, rather than destroying it for the short term gain.  So many 
governments and businesses around the world are now realizing this, and starting to act – it gives me 
real hope for the future.”  Chief Advisor, Economics and Development WWF-
UK (https://www.wwf.org.uk/what-we-do/valuing-nature# 

Cost = total loss of ecosystem for this area 
Loss of Fish Habitat: the lower American River is known for its anadromous fish (one of the 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values in its designation of being a Wild and Scenic Reiver) to include 
salmon, steelhead, striped bass, and American shad.  Limited warmwater fishery for largemouth black 
bass, various sunfish, and catfish, together with a few trout and striped bass, supports a summer fishery. 
The lower American River is fishable year-round (rivers.gov/river/American). 
Loss of Wildlife and aquatic animals (not specifically quantified) 

• To include:  coyotes, deer, possum, raccoons, hare, squirrels 
• Muskrat, beavers, otters, 

Loss of over 500 trees – includes: 
• Loss in Air Quality 
• Loss of Carbon Capture (Loss in in fighting Climate Change) 
• Loss of Natural vegetative erosion prevention (roots) 
• Loss of shade canopy 
• Loss of noise barrier 
• Loss of nesting habitat 
• Loss of shelter 
• Heritage Oaks 

o Unique nesting features for mergansers and wood ducks 
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o Cannot replace  – large rooting (erosion prevention) system & Carbon 
sequestering loss 

Loss of River Access & Recreation Activities 
This short stretch of river, flowing through the city of Sacramento, is the most heavily used recreation 
river in California. It provides an urban greenway for trail and boating activities and is also known for 
its runs of steelhead trout and salmon. (rivers.gov) 

• Swimming, wading 
• Launching small craft 
• Fishing 
• Hiking 
• Picnicking

 Loss of a variety of birds (150 species in area – due to loss of habita 
• Lack nesting, food, shelter 
• No longer an area for migrating birds

 Adverse Noise 
Adverse Vibration to nearby real property 
Loss of Air Quality – diesel and carbon emissions (Alternative fuels/ lower emission vehicles 
were not considered in alternatives) 
Loss of Accessibility on land and in water – Not mentioned as a loss, but projected to be able to 
return to the river in 10 years (Sacramento USACE Public Affairs Officer, Feb 2024) 
Cost of Project:  To Be Determine 
Cost of Mitigation:  To be determined 
Cost of Maintenance:  To Be Determined 

Benefit = added value if we have a particular kind of flood from increased water flow and it is shown to be 
better than the barriers to such an event compared to what is already in place. 

Possible, unproven, help in preventing floods 
Clear view of the lower banks of the river 
Sunbathing bank for rattlesnakes 
Many, many non-indigenous rocks; rocks forever in this river bed 

According to Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, Section 15003 – Policies (b) the EIR serves not only to protect the 
environment but also to demonstrate to the public that it is being protected. 
I see no proof of protection, just proof of destruction.  We are not being protected.  This is an operation being 
forced on us that we are convinced that the Corps could do so much better if it considered Engineering with 
Nature.  There is no nature-based solution considered in the many alternatives listed. 
I am also convinced that this document fails to inform the public generally of the environmental impact of a 
proposed project (see Section 15003 ( c).  Mitigations mentioned do not address the loss of the immediate 
area.  Environment is more than air and water quality assessments.  Construction scheduling also needs to 
recognize breeding season of the wildlife in this area.

  I strongly suggest that the USACE retool their program and preserve more Nature so that we do not incur 
this      unmitigable loss of natural environment 

DIFFICULT DOCUMENT REVIEW 

As a member of the public, I think you need to be through this process of reading, understanding, researching 
and commenting at least one time to understand the process.  This is hugely encumbering, difficult to follow, 
and unnecessarily confusing document…although there are various Codes of Federal Regulations requiring a 
more understandable document, and the Corps insists it performs a lot of public out reach.  
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The 45-day review is a minimum review period, and the Corps could easily extend it (Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, 
section 15105(a)).  The 940 page document, along with the 840 page Appendix has a total of 1780 pages and 
encompassed 8 separate projects.  I am interested in a few projects, but the information for these were dispersed 
throughout the document.  A 45-day period would mean 40 pages would need to be analyzed each day, and 
upon extension, a 60-day period would average a 30 page analysis to be done each day. 

(Title 40 CFR, Section 1502.7) The text of final environmental impact statements …shall be 150 pages or 
fewer and, for proposals of unusual scope or complexity, shall be 300 pages or fewer unless a senior 
agency official of the lead agency approves in writing a statement to exceed 300 pages and establishes a 
new page limit.  (This length of document averages 7 pages a day to review…) 

(Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, Section 15003) Policies (g)) states, “The purpose of CEQA is not to generate 
paper, but to compel government at all levels to make decisions with environmental consequences in 
mind.” This criteria is not met in this SEIS/SEIR.   

(Title 40 CFR Section 1502.8) states that, “Agencies shall write environmental impact statements in plain 
language and may use appropriate graphics so that decision makers and the public can readily 
understand such statements. 

Excerpt from 3-29 ARC Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR: 
This table outlines and defines the erosion protection terms for erosion protection activities on the 
American River. 
“Launchable toe with planting bench – Placed as the waterward face of a planting bench.

              Launchable toe – placed along the riverbank near the riverbank toe.
              When at riverbank toe, can be included with or without a planting bench.  

Tie-back features are typically incorporated element with erosion features listed above as necessary to 
meet flood risk measures.

            Planting Bench Rock Tie Backs – Placed within planting benches and spaced intermittently 

There is not much effort or intent in this document for new or inventive alternatives, especially when it did not 
consider any of the nature-based solutions. 

I noted that some ideas contained in the document to be used in preventing erosion are complicated and 
basically rely on rocks and rock replacement.  One of the elements used in the construction plan is the 
launchable rock trench.  This is introduced in the American River Common Features GRR Erosion Protection 
Report, section 6.3.  The report states the “rock trench design concept” comes from the Windrow trenching 
method of erosion protection widely used along the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers; however, it is not used in 
the area of the Wild and Scenic River portion of the Missouri River, according to the National Park Service. 

(Title 40 CFR Section 1502.1 (g)) states, “Environmental impact statements shall serve as a means of 
assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions rather than justifying decisions already 
made.” 

I would recommend that the Corps review less invasive designs when they are more appropriate for a more 
comparative portion for the lower American River. 

Public Engagement: 

The Army Corps of Engineers has not engaged with the Public via meetings or workshops to explain the various 
methods of bank protection measures that they expect to install.  It is up to the public to figure out such terms 
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as, “launchable rock toes, tiebacks, launchable rock trenches, and riprap armoring. The USACE told us when 
we requested a meeting to discuss these terms, he said that there would be presentations offered in January that 
will explain the details. The presentations did not explain these terms, nor did they allow any questions. They 
promised to record our comments. That meant that we could not get simple questions answered to better 
understand the document. Recently, in a US Army Corps of Engineer presentation, the presenting Colonel 
stated that they are, “engineering with nature,” and dedicated to” communicate, communicate and 
communicate as soon as possible.” 

On their website, an Update for August 11, 2023, stated, “We will hold two virtual public meetings, one on 
Wednesday, January 10, 2024, and one on Tuesday, January 16, 2024 to present this document. And that is all 
they did, was present the document and record comments (not answer any questions). At the original Scoping 
meeting held November, 2022, the instructions included (pg 4), #3 Comments will inform the preparation of the 
SEIS/SEIRwill not be responded to verbally during this meeting. Comments will only be accepted in writing 
via e-mail or regular mail. 

Chapter 4 of the Appendix A states “Future Public Involvement, “USACE also plans on opportunities for public 
awareness, involvement, and participation including website updates and formal and informal meetings with 
interested members of the public, community groups, and individuals as requested. We asked for a meeting 
multiple times including during the Corps two presentations, and were not able to get one. 

I made phone calls that were frequently answered by “sorry this number is not available.” When I left a 
message, it was often not returned. 

One letter written attached to the Draft Environment Impact Statement EIR and Draft GRR stated that the best 
outcome will occur if the USAE works with stakeholder groups at the local level. Agreed. Another letter 
written by our Assembly member encourage the Corps to work with two local agencies. 

More Nature-Based Solutions: 

In November 2022 the letter submitted by the US Environmental Protection Agency noted that the Alternatives 
Analysis offered by the Corps did not explore and objectively consider “various bank and levee protection 
designs that could be employed to maximize environmental benefits or ecological components, structures and 
functions while also reducing risk and property loss from a large flood event.” 

I concur with most things addressed in this letter, and especially with the suggestion that more environmental 
aware solutions exist. In this way, the Corps is remiss in not at least mentioning the alternative nature-based 
solution discovered by their own Engineering with Nature Program. 

In a comment on the Draft EIS-EIR and Draft GRR (March 2015) an Environmental Scientist, Division of 
Water Quality stated, “In general, we encourage the Corps and the CVFPB to implement alternatives which 
conserve to the greatest extent the existing riparian vegetation, especially large mature trees that would not 
likely pose a threat to the integrity of the levee banks. 

Executive Order 14072 takes multiple actions designed to tackle the climate crisis, make our nation more 
resilient to extreme weather, and strengthen local economies, including focusing considerable attention 
and federal effort on nature-based solutions. There is a video to learn more about the executive order and 
the role USACE will play in enacting it. (https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/ewn-supports-white-house-in-
accounting-for-nature/) 
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This idea is further emboldened by the Title 40 – Protection of Environment, Section 1507.2 (e) 
Comply with the requirements of section 102(2)(H) of NEPA that the agency initiate and utilize 
ecological information in the planning and development of resource-oriented projects. 
Further, in 1507.3 © (4) Requiring that the alternatives considered by the decision maker are 
encompassed by the range of alternatives discussed in the relevant environmental documents and 
that the decision maker consider the alternatives described in the environmental documents. If 
another decision document accompanies the relevant environmental documents to the decision 
maker, agencies are encouraged to make available to the public before the decision is made any part 
of that document that relates to the comparison of alternatives. 
Climate Change: 
Although this is implied in the need for flood control in general, Climate Change is not addressed. The river 
bank stabilization effort can be equally challenged by drought and/or flood. However, this plan does not 
address drought conditions, and if there is a multi-year drought I would expect this design to increase the impact 
of heat and loss of vegetation. Certainly, carbon capture will not occur without trees and other mature 
vegetation. Temperature, both cold and hot, would be more extreme. 

In the President’s November 8, 2022 address to the climate Change Conference (COP 27), it was 
stated that Nature-based solutions are actions to protect, sustainably manage, or restore natural 
or modified ecosystems as solutions to societal challenges, like fighting climate change. Examples 
include protection or conservation of natural areas, reforestation, restoration of marshes or other 
habitats, or sustainable management of farms, fisheries, or forests. These actions can increase 
resilience to threats like flooding and extreme heat, and can slow climate change by capturing and 
storing carbon dioxide. Nature-based solutions play a critical role in the economy, national 
security, human health, equity, and the fight against climate change. 

Erosion construction: 
The design of this erosion prevention construction does nothing to mitigate erosion destruction caused by rain 
or rills of water that may result from heavy storms, common during Sacramento Winter months. In fact the 
recent (Winter 2023-24) Army Corps construction of the banks near Campus Commons shows astounding 
amount of erosion shortly after construction. Yet the nearby banks, unaffected by the Corps construction, fared 
far better. 
I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the American 
River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction 
followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no 
work at all. 
The Alternatives in the section for hauling equipment is not adequately considered. Big, tandem diesel-fueled 
trucks and other large similar hauling equipment are the only ones that can be used. There are alternative 
designs and fuels/energy sources available; but these are not considered in the report. These trucks are limited 
in their movability – necessitating trimming/cutting multiple trees in their path. Perhaps this is the size 
preferred for hauling rocks, but not the best environmental choices for a variety of reason. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant 
and unavoidable” after mitigation, requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 
California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more applicable, tailored approach (with less 
environmental impacts) are not presented. 
Recommendation: 
I know that this project is planned to go forward regardless of the adequacy of this review or “comment 
period.” (Also inferred by the project television news coverage, KCRA News Segment aired 2/22/2024). 
I also feel that “one size fits all” model was used in these plans. (This is especially true as I read what seemed 
as a disingenuous promotion of the use of a launchable rock trench as a feature (see 6.3 of the Erosion 
Protection Report of the American River Common Features GRR.) I believe the local citizens are not 
represented in this effort; in fact most people we met during our outreach of the past three months had no idea 
that this project was scheduled to take place. While we are tasked to review 1780 pages for adequacy and 

6 

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
9

RDorff
Text Box
10

RDorff
Text Box
11



                  
  

  
                   

                  
                

            
                    

              
                

                
                

                
                       

       
               

          
                  

                  
                 
        

                   
               

                
                  

                     
                 

         
                  

               
         

                  
              

               
                

                   
  

accuracy of alternative solutions, the Corps is not accessible to answer questions or to meet with the local 
community. 

Code of Federal Regulations, Section 1502.1 states one of the purposes of the EIS is to ensure agencies consider 
the environmental impacts of their actions in decision making. It adds that, “a means of assessing the 
environmental impact of proposed agency actions, rather than justifying decisions already made.” I feel that the 
SEIS/SEIR coupled with Corps communications really is to justify decisions already made. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers, in pursuing this “one size fits all” project is missing a great opportunity to 
reposition themselves as a problem solver resulting in improvements to the environment, promoting natural 
resources while providing a gentle footprint to lower-cost, more natural solutions, This community, like so 
many others, wants to continue to enjoy nature’s bounty while ensuring safe and healthier lifestyles for 
everyone. We believe the Corps has the interest and knowledge to provide nature-based solutions to 
engineering problems, to include the best approach to various extreme weather tragedies that happen with our 
rapid climate change. We all want to be part of the solution for this future and not cause any harm to life, 
environment or our many gifts of nature. 
This means retooling our solutions through creative problem solving; applying engineering knowledge in ways 
that fit every unique environmental problems they face. 
Now, it seems the Corps is bent on involving massive amounts of rocks, using polluting vehicles resulting in 
hard armor construction of the river that limits its movements. It is thereby missing a great opportunity…to 
move into a position of known climate change heroes for all populations it affects through engineering with 
nature and helping mitigate disastrous events. 
The Corps should be able to propose a more nature-based project, work with the tools and expertise of their 
Engineering with Nature program. During this process they should have information readily available with 
multiple outreach programs for local stakeholders and interest groups. This would result in unique and 
progressive projects that can be endorsed by a wider population and promote the health of the local community, 
the earth and result in a healthier environment that is more able to survive the many events that will result from 
climate change. They should dedicate their role as a promoter of natural solutions, while increasing natural 
resources and supporting the local populations and their environment. 
This effort along with intent to work with local stakeholders, can result in a more cooperative project that 
preserves and promotes the benefits of nature while protecting the population from emergencies from the 
flooding river, rain or drainage issues. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers needs to engage with the Public, and not continue a one-way communication 
which does not increase knowledge of the projects nor increase confidence in the plan 
The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed decisions 
affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure 
deserves. We are destroying the reasons it has been delegated a Wild and Scenic River. 
Nancy Kniskern 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:25 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Opposition to Contract 3B site 

From: rlindgren@juno.com <rlindgren@juno.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 10:47 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARFC16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Opposition to Contract 3B site 

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing in opposition to the “Contract 3B site project”. For 26 years my family and I have 
enjoyed the American River Parkway (the jewel of Sacramento) almost daily to walk, jog, bike, 
kayak, swim, and observe birds and countless other wildlife. These activities are a huge part of 
our physical and mental health and play a large role in our quality of life. Lack of access for 1-2+ 
years feels like a gut punch. Unnecessary bulldozing of hundreds of trees and eliminating wildlife 
habitat feels even worse. 

Additionally, I see by the maps that the Glenbrook River Access Park is to be used as a staging 
ground for the project. That space is literally behind my back yard. It was used as a staging 
ground for many months during the last levee strengthening project a decade ago. We 
experienced cracked walls and concrete pads, and constant noise, dust, and diesel fumes. Access 
to the parkway was closed off during that time. I appreciate that the levee is stronger due to that 
project, but now I am supposed to tolerate 1-2+ years more of the same? 

Please take the time to revisit and re-evaluate the project. I hope the erosion bank project can be 
done in a more measured, targeted, less invasive manner. 

For my neighbors and me, this is a very personal issue. 
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Thank you for your consideration. 

Best wishes, 

Rob Lindgren 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:25 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Anne Klein <annenamiko@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:46 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me and my children, who have grown 
up enjoying nature walks along this special riparian corridor. 

As a former landscape ecologist who worked on mapping and classifying vegetation along the America River and 
beyond, I am quite familiar with the plant and animal species that occupy this habitat. There is no substitute for erosion 
controls offered naturally through riparian tree, shrub, and herb species with root systems that often extend well 
beyond their above-ground leaf and branch components. Not only are healthy riparian plant communities evolved over 
thousands of years to effectively stabilize stream banks and erosion, but they also serve as important habitat to many 
important local/sensitive wildlife, insect, plant, and fungal species. The destruction of this contiguous habitat with 
already built-in erosion controls, seems like unnecessary devastation to a valuable ecosystem that benefits myriad 
species and recreational users. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 
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I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 
is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 
require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 
should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 
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The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
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American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 
unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 
subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
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Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Anne Klein 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:23 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: PATRICK CARROLL <rickbna@comcast.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:44 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. My family and I 
use the parkway for walks every day. We love to stroll through the many forested trails, sit under the 
shady banks, fish, birdwatch, etc. This is an invaluable resource, and in my opinion, the best asset in 
the Sacramento area. 
The heterogeneity of riparian forests creates numerous habitat features that explain why riparian 
forests in California support a greater diversity of wildlife than any other habitat type. Riparian 
vegetation along river channels also functions as primary regional migration routes for most wildlife. 
The trees and vegetation remove CO2 from the atmosphere, which of course is a major concern 
these days. 95% of California's Central Valley riparian habitat has been lost in the last 200 years. We 
cannot afford to lose anymore of it! 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion 
concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions 
are “necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American 
River. 
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I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor 
provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained 
scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant 
and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR 
has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-
grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less environmental 
damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding 
this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding 
set of significant adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive 
amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment 
staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the 
unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but have 
not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of 
trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design 
choices have not been meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant 
impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated 
for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the 
surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated 
dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used 
and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For 
California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a 
cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In 
the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel 
exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The 
proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent 
to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks 
to be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or 
newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation 
is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks to 
be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 
should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant 
and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 
(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 
100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through residential communities. The 
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SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, 
OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer 
than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction 
health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial 
evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that 
would result in a significant health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the 
Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American 
River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is 
necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date 
information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and 
were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall 
levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the 
proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 
General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. 
While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 
data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, 
especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and 
there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair 
Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date 
models that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow 
velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on 
other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 
included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the 
American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed 
“significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either 
appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which 
currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind 
denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction --
followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more 
vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no 
work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 
Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand 
a recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design 
flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable 
rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as 
well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there 
has been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and 
replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles 
of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for 
recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway 
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Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, 
aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not 
miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; 
and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak 
and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for 
mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access 
dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. 
The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features 
except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare 
shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain 
our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, 
cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with 
the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted 
that “the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the 
country because of the close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban 
environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush riparian 
growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian 
hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The 
US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, 
geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall 
recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of 
the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower 
American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, 
the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 
that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially 
heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation --
which studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap 
installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American 
River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, 
including some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, 
involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family 
picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would 
eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice 
(EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 
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The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas 
are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are 
“significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the 
impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should 
be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of 
existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park 
Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were 
not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 
approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are 
deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained 
alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of 
the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable 
need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 
3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was 
designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected 
Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B 
affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect 
the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Patrick Carroll, MD 
Carmichael, CA 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:24 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common 

Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices Dear 
US Army Co... 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Andonia Cakouros <cakouros@icloud.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:44 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 
2023 Report and Appendices Dear US Army Corps of Engineers 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers )USACE) and Department of Water Resources (DWR): 

I am writing out of concern about proposed clearing of the American River Parkway for erosion control. My focus is on 
the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I am a Professor Emeritus of the Department of Theatre and Dance at Sac State University. The natural environment is 
necessary for the artists of the region. I used to take my acting students at least once a week to Alumni Drive on 
Campus for class so they could be amongst the trees and near the river where we did all our vocal and physical 
exercises outdoors. It was critical to their training. I taught for 38 years on that beautiful campus filled with trees and 
so near the river.  

The people of Sacramento have a right to access the American River. The USACE's decision to use a miles-long, 
continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches will compromise this access for walkers, swimmers, and paddlers. 
Sacramento communities seek to co-existence with the American River Parkway's myriad of animals, birds, fish, and 
countless of creatures, flora, and fauna that make up the natural life of our region. Unfortunately, the American River 
Parkway is being stripped away and destroyed by the USACE to address potential streambank erosion concerns that are 
not a certainty. My understanding is that improvements are intended to serve as only an interim step to cover a few 
years. Measures and risks can be more balanced. 

I am writing to ask that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Erosion Control Contracts 3B and 4 until more surgical, fine-grained approaches are presented. 
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The American River Parkway is often called the Crown Jewel of Sacramento. In 2012 it was designated a Regional 
Treasure. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a Protected Area under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B will destroy much of this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure. Please reconsider how you will move forward. Your erosion protection should also protect the environment of 
the American River Parkway and the legacy of future generations of Sacramentons. 

 Thank you, 

Andonia Cakouros 
Professor Emeritus 
Department of Theatre and Dance 
Sac State University 

2 

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
3



 

 
     
 

 
         

    
        

 

 

 
 

 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:23 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: jessica epperson <epperson.wiseman@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:41 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. 

Our family moved here three years ago mainly due to the proximity to the American River Parkway. Our house is 
located behind the Manlove Pumping Station between Watt Avenue and Sara Park. We appreciate the open space 
behind our yard to view the oak trees and hear the birds and other wildlife. We fish, take bike rides, jogs and nature 
walks with our 5 year old son along the Parkway. He named the area past Mayhew Pumping Station “Ninja Otter Point”, 
where we frequently see the family of otters who live there. We find our fun, freedom and peace along these shorelines 
and pathways. I could go on and on about the value of this location and space to myself and our family. But the value 
and safety of this area goes beyond personal or even recreational use, however important that may be. This is a 
community and environmental devastation contract. I am stunned that the very organization who has researched, 
presented and used environmentally sound techniques for erosion control and flood protection in other contracts has 
not attempted to use those very techniques in these proposals. I am asking for relevant and timely data to support 
decisions that target specific areas of need as opposed to a blanket approach of unnecessary massive destruction: 
Provide protection without environmental and community annihilation. Additionally, I am highlighting my alarming 
concern regarding the staging ground for this project being adjacent to a school site and pumping stations with houses 
(including my own) backed up directly to the area. What of your research concludes that the noise, ground, water and 
air pollution will not be a physical and mental health crisis for my son and other children in our neighborhood? 
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I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of 
Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and 
LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on 
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the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health 
impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the 
long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle 
board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for 
miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make 
recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an 
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outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River 
Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its 
natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the 
values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes 
this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US 
Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as 
“scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to 
create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term 
impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which 
make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the 
Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the 
Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Jessica Wiseman 
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Dorff, Becky 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:22 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common 

Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Carrie Sessarego <sessarego1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:28 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: AmRivTrees@gmail.com 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 
Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources
(DWR) Comment Recipients:

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft
SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis.

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me.

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is
necessary along this section of the American River, and have concerns
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that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of 
construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as 

likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 

potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the 

environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated 

to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 

“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods 

on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 

impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 

(see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The 

draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 

environmental impacts) are not presented. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 

environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 

project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the 

subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 

and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 

3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable 

treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this 

treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 
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Carrie Sessarego 

she/her 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:22 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: angela laws <angela.n.laws@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:27 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, 
and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. I spend time birding and looking for butterflies and 
other wildlife in this area. As the effects of climate change become more apparent, the wisdom of clearcutting 
500 trees and reducing biodiversity and carbon sequestration along the river is questionable, at best. We need 
to devote more effort into protecting and maintaining habitat - these "natural climate solutions" are key to 
combating climate change. Prior work along the river demonstrate that habitat is not replaced after this erosion 
work takes place. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the American 
River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction 
followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no 
work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns, and I do 
not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides 
adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to 
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supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-grained 
scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and 
unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 
California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 
environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

 Loss of habitat for wildlife 
 Loss of biodiversity 
 Reduction of carbon sequestration services in the area 
 Lack of track record for habitat restoration in areas where similar actions have been taken. 

Habitat is removed and not replaced! 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the significant 
impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed decisions 
affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure 
deserves. 

Thank you. 

Angela Laws, Biologist 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:21 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] USACE Project 3b: Concerns with Lack of Necessary Detail 

for the Public to give proper comments 

From: Alicia Eastvold <aliciaeastvold@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:18 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; 
Barbara_Rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; PatHume@saccounty.gov; 
SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] USACE Project 3b: Concerns with Lack of Necessary Detail for the Public to give proper 
comments 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment
Recipients & Related Agencies:

I am concerned that not enough detail has been shared with the community in order for them to
properly give comment on this project.

In my review of other projects you have completed in the USACE’s authored Engineering with Nature Atlas, Volume 2, I 
found that you celebrated the outreach to the public for your Dry Creek Sonoma County work. When I went on the 
website for this project (www.sonomawater.org/dry-creek-habitat), I noticed detailed maps that included a work plan 
for the construction and the list of which trees would be removed and what the footprint of the project would be for the 
specific area. Can you explain why this was not provided to our community for Project 3bduring the public comment 
period, when we need this level of detail to formulate specific concerns we might have? 

Can you share if you plan to re-open public comments once the detailed footprint, workplan, and specified tree 
removal is determined? 

Thank you, 

Alicia Eastvold 

Larchmont Neighborhood resident 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:17 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Attachments: 20240223_093637.jpg 

From: Louise Berner <louiseberner5@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:01 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. 
The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

My family and I walk along the river regularly, and enjoy the shade provided by lovely trees and the wildlife along the 
river. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. In fact, an attached photo shows clearly that the 
so-called erosion control plan actually has led to erosion!! 
I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 
is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
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impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

And now, some of the piles of dead trees have come unmoored and litter the river. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 
require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 
should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 
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Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 
I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
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Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 
unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 
subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Louise Berner 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:20 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; Duey, Keleigh L CIV USARMY CESPK 

(USA); Martin, Nathaniel J CIV USARMY CESPK (USA) 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] USACE's Project 3b- Concerns with lack of notification to 

necesesary residents on the project 

From: Alicia Eastvold <aliciaeastvold@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:11 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; 
Barbara_Rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; PatHume@saccounty.gov; 
SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] USACE's Project 3b- Concerns with lack of notification to necesesary residents on the project 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment
Recipients & Related Agencies:

In my review of the USACE’s created International Guidelines on Nature and Nature Based Features for Flood Risk 
Management under your Engineering with Nature Program, I noticed that for your projects there was a focus on 
gathering community support with “early and frequent engagement with stakeholders and affected communities.” (p 
23). 

Can you explain the methods you used to conduct early and frequent engagement with our community? Can you share 
the notifications materials beyond the postcard received in December of 2023 with select neighbors that helped reach 
out to the community? Can you also share the neighborhoods identified that received these postcards and can you 
confirm whether the RiverBlu or Apex apartment residents received notification of your work, and if not, the reason? 
Can you share if any postings were placed publicly along the river to help inform the public? 

I fear that the outreach failed to notify or inform a significant segment of residents who rent, or visit the area but may 
not be able to afford home ownership, but have not been notified about the work in time to give public comment. 

Thank you, 

Alicia Eastvold 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:17 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendice 

From: Jill <jillpz@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:09 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendice 

To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov

\

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the destruction of
so many trees. Trees which help with erosion and capture CO2. I do not
see how destroying all of these trees are in our best interest. I also
question whether you did an acceptable analysis under the EIR of
"alternative measures" to accomplish the needed results without this
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destruction of habitat, shade, and aesthetic beauty of our region. Do not, 
do not leave us with the same scarred bank that is now exposed at the 

Howe area bridge after the work you performed. 

The EIR does not adequately describe the impacts of the plan, nor does it 
provide adequate mitigation. You must go back to the drawing board 

and figure out an alternative. Destruction of these trees is criminal given 

the need to preserve them is so significant. 

Jill Peterson 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:15 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] 

From: Alicia Eastvold <aliciaeastvold@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:54 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; 
Barbara_Rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; PatHume@saccounty.gov; 
SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment
Recipients & Related Agencies:

I have a specific concern around further erosion fromthe proposed plan for USACE's Project 3b on
the American River.

I recently discovered through my own observations that significant erosion has occurred on contract 1 and 2 of the 
American River project. You also mention this in several of your updates to the community. Can you explain how your 
project design for Contract 3b is informed by this information? Can you explain any further field studies you have 
completed on the success rate of this prior approach in light of this information? We would like to know that your 
Contract 3b design does not make us more vulnerable to erosion. 

Attached are the pictures illustrating my observations. 
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Alicia Eastvold 

Larchmont Neighborhood Resident 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:13 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; SPK-PAO SPK; Polk, William F CIV 

USARMY CESPK (USA) 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River C3B comments regarding statements by 

William Polk, Sr. Project Manager, Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento 
Attachments: USACE EWN Dry Creek.jpg; USACE EWN Pajaro River.jpg; erosion by CSUS.jpg; Erosion 

by Paradise Beach.jpg; River Signage.jpg; habitat comparison.jpg 

From: Barbara Domek <barbjsd@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:53 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; publiccommentarcf16@water.ca.gov; SPK-PAO SPK <SPK-
PAO@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River C3B comments regarding statements by William Polk, Sr. Project Manager, 
Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento 

Please forward to William Polk, Sr. Project Manager, Army Corps of Engineers - Sacramento District. 

This letter is in response to statements by William Polk, Sr. Project Manager, during the newscast aired on KCRA Ch. 3, 
February 22, 2024, regarding the Contract 3B project, as well as attachments as evidence that the current plan for 
Contract 3B of the lower American river must be reconsidered. 

Dear Mr. Polk and USACE associates, 

As you know, the Army Corps of Engineers has a program in place called "Engineering With Nature" (EWN). I have 
attached images from the publication "America's Engineers" by the USACE with articles that demonstrate the USACE's 
ability to work with and retain nature within these types of erosion/flood control projects. I have also attached the link to 
the USACE's EWN website. There are engineers within the Army Corps that embrace this process, such as Army Corps 
Environmental Planning Chair Julie Beagle and EWN National Lead Dr. Todd Bridges. 

But in Sacramento, the Contract 3B plan is designed NOT to protect, preserve and work with the existing natural 
environment. But rather, it will destroy the riparian woodland along the American River, completely obliterating the 
recreational value, wildlife habitat, and beneficial climate properties of this precious and priceless gem unique to the city of 
Sacramento, for generations to come. Please reconsider the proposed project and incorporate the USACE's "Engineering 
With Nature" policies on this project. Sacramento could be a proving ground for this modern approach of working with 
nature. 
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As you can see in the attached photos, there is already erosion occurring in the "Completed" sections near Sac State and 
Paradise Beach. Had some of the existing mature riparian ecosystem been left intact in these areas, this washing-away of 
soil that we now see happening during recent rainstorms would not have occurred. There is scientific evidence that 
mature trees and shrubs can reduce soil erosion such as this. 

Also, regarding Mr. Polk's statements about periods of high river flow, he did not mention the work on Folsom Dam which 
will reduce the need for those extremely high releases in the future during seasons of high precipitation, thus making this 
Contract 3B project as it is planned, unnecessary and obsolete in the future. The dam itself will provide more protection 
for the Wild and Scenic American River Parkway. 

My husband and I got engaged under the trees of the American River near the Guy West Bridge (that special spot is now 
obliterated forever by this project) nearly 40 years ago. We bought our home along the La Riviera Drive stretch of the 
American River specifically to be near this protected Wild and Scenic American River Parkway. We assumed that 
"protected" meant forever. We've seen the BIG floods, 1986 was a sight to see, but the mature riparian woodland held-up, 
the trees actually slowing the flow and binding the soil. Riprap will make the water's edge inaccessible and dangerous for 
people trying to fish or kayak. Our own children were raised exploring, respecting and loving the wild natural environment 
of the American River Parkway. The boys hiked 20 miles of the American River Parkway with their Boy Scout troop once 
on a hot Summer day, but thankfully the cool shade of the tree canopy protected them from the blazing sun. They are 
grown adults now, and we as a family, along with thousands of others, continue to cherish the natural ecosystem along 
the river, running on its shady paths, bicycling on the amazing bike trail, filming and photographing the beautiful scenery 
and wildlife, marveling at the salmon washed-up along the shore in the Fall, searching for Valley Elderberry Longhorn 
Beetles on the elderberry bushes, birdwatching the multitude of bird species, trying to spy a Swainson's Hawk, a Great-
Horned Owl, or even an elusive Bald Eagle! We continue to use the Parkway almost daily to excerise, de-stress and 
connect with nature. If this project goes through as planned, this treasure will be gone forever, at least in my lifetime and 
for generations to come. 

I implore you, rather than using severe and destructive methods such as riprap and clear-cutting, use the proven and 
nature-based methods endorsed by your own program of "Engineering With Nature". You know there ARE alternative and 
more targeted ways of stabilizing areas prone to erosion, while leaving other stable areas of woodland intact. The Wild 
and Scenic Lower American River Parkway must be preserved, and this CAN be done while also ensuring erosion/flood 
control. 

Sincerely, 
Barbara Domek 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:09 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Malinda Ruiz <malindaruiz@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:55 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR):

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable
to me. I live one-block from Larchmont Park and this proposed project and I
visit this area daily. I do not support the devastating methods being proposed
to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see
adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are
“necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this section
of the American River.

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more
appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed
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project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 

approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 

significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 

mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 

“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained 

scale than simply the overall project. Under the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 

(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR 

has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much 

more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative 

methods would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and 

trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior 
revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of 
rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting 

equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to 

“access ramps” that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the 

draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or 
the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of 
other design choices have not been meaningfully presented that could have 

very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been 

adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, 
such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a 

quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 
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Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution 

impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School 
has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust 
particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer 
potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more 

sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third 

trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed 

project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging 

areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR 

requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the 

mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 

need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the 

local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, 
better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 

unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 

measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 

15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each 

site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel 
through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” 

impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance 

recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer 
than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have 

prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, 
the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that the Project 
would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a 

significant health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe 

Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-
south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
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protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date 

information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert 
opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and 

some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see 

adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed 

streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 
Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 

incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient 
evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for 
other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data 

presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or 
under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls 

were added to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any 

urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need 

based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks 

formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used 

out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for the protective 

effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the 

levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of 
the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 

included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary 

along this section of the American River. This calls into question whether the 

environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the 

need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling 

or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and 

vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the 

levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and 

“planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by 

many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us 

more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at 
risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed 

areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior 
4 



  

   

  
 

  

  
  

   
 

  
   

  
  

 
   

     
   

  
   

  
   

  
 

  

   
  

    
    

Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent 
revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-
peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause 
the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that 
the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or 
leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has 
been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment 
regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps 
proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River 
(designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and 

fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River 
Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, 
vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for 
sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, 
is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this 
pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for 

recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, 
paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a 
respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s 
edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the 

river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR 

fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational 
features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis 

has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved 

small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of 
habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our 
astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, 
migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial 
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designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
(Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the 

Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of 
the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the 

close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban 

environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values 

noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and 

sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable 

for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US 

Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service 

noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing 

condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to 

create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of 
designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests 

of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which 

make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 

2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to 

vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the 

Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to 

make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more 

targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is 

being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, 
including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than 

California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a 

cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 
The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total 
length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to 
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almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality 

miles of the lower American River. 
The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 

recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income 

levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches 

are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate 

these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This 

environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 
The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, 
aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to 

less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft 
SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 

alternative methods should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, 
and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing 

vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park 

Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These 

alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 
This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more 

targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that 
result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, 
and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the 

impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and 

only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 

and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is 

presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 
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The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 

2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into 

a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. 
The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and 

irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the 

far greater care that this treasure deserves. 
Thank you. 

Malinda Lea Ruiz 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:08 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] 200-year flood discharge amount discrepancy for Project 

3b on the American River 

From: Alicia Eastvold <aliciaeastvold@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:51 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; 
Barbara_Rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; PatHume@saccounty.gov; 
SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] 200-year flood discharge amount discrepancy for Project 3b on the American River 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment
Recipients & Related Agencies:

I have a specific concern with the proposed plan for USACE's Project 3b on the American River.

I recently discovered that SAFCA’s published Urban Level of Flood Protection 2022 Annual Report mentions that once 
the Folsom Dam raise is completed, the “200-year flood discharge into the American River will not exceed 115,000cfs." 
Project 3b is built around a 160,000cfs model, which requires significantly more construction and revetment. Can you 
explain how you are incorporating this information into the project design and approach? 

Thank you, 

Alicia Eastvold 

Larchmont Neighborhood Resident 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:08 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Pause on 3B, restart TRAC and BPWG, no buried rock 

trench or launchable toe behind Fair Oaks Formation, save trails and beaches, leave 
intact wildlife corridor, incorporate white alder, maintain some neighborhood access 
durin... 

From: Avery, William E <averyw@csus.edu> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:48 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: Susan E Rosebrough-Jones <Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov>; barbara_rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; Bellas. 
Liz <bellase@saccounty.gov>; Sorgen. KC <sorgenkc@saccounty.gov> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Pause on 3B, restart TRAC and BPWG, no buried rock trench or launchable toe behind Fair 
Oaks Formation, save trails and beaches, leave intact wildlife corridor, incorporate white alder, maintain some 
neighborhood access during construc... 

Pause on 3B, restart TRAC and BPWG, no buried rock 
trench or launchable toe behind Fair Oaks Formation, 
save trails and beaches, leave intact wildlife corridor, 
incorporate white alder, maintain some neighborhood 
access during construction, leadership meeting. 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment 
Recipients: 

In addition to prior comments, this letter amplifies and distills some key requests. 

Please put a pause on C3B for the following reasons: 
1 
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Stop using outdated risk assessments 
Please discontinue using levee seepage or pre-slurry wall risk analysis as a basis to publicly 
justify all projects. This strategy was used in the 2016 GRR and for the current 
SEIS/SEIR. Although certain project subcomponents may be about specifically improving levee 
impermeability and strength it is confusing to the public to use this justification for all project 
subcomponents. No post slurry wall projects should be justified based on pre slurry wall risk 
assessment. See Figure 17-1 GRR Geotechnical Report Appendix C page 716 of appendices. 

Reinitiate TRAC and BPWG 
Tier classification (used to classify the need for erosion work) appears to be biased and based 
on obsolete data (HDR and Ford 2019 Lower American River - Subreach 1, 3, and 4 tier 
classification. Technical Memo - Nov 13, 2019). Please suspend Contract 3B and 4B, reinitiate 
TRAC and BPWG involving qualified residential volunteers, map erosion at a much finer 
granularity, monitor and predict erosion, incorporate advanced 3D hydrological modeling that 
accounts for water-slowing potential of intact vegetation. Redesign the bank protection 
projects keeping riparian habitat protection at a coequal value with erosion protection. 
Investigate application of cobble and planting of woody riparian tree species as primary means 
of local erosion control and as an “Engineering with Nature” option. 

No buried rock trench or launchable toe behind Fair Oaks Formation 
Do not install a buried launchable trench behind the area of the exposed Fair Oaks formation! 
The existing healthy riparian forest there, that would be cut down, is in zero danger of erosion, 
there is zero erosional scour downstream of any trees, the area is buffered by Pleistocene Fair 
Oaks formation hard pan and will never have the opportunity to launch any launchable rocks 
buried there and therefore is 100% unnecessary. All it would do is destroy precious riparian 
habitat for no benefit and 100% unmitigated loss. This one spot is home to at least fifty bird 
species and another 100 species move through it seasonally. Mergansers and wood ducks nest 
here. Deer are seen in here almost every day one walks through. It is frequented by cottontail, 
jackrabbits and California quail. The levee above this location is protected by three distinct 
berms separating it from the river. Erosion here is so slow that it cannot even be detected by 
aerial photography. It makes no sense to cut down riparian habitat in an area of undetectable 
erosion, bulldoze away living soils, dig a trench down into perfectly protective Pleistocene Fair 
Oaks hardpan, fill it with quarried rocks, only to cover it up again with infertile subsoil, and 
then attempt to regrow a riparian forest there that didn’t need t be cut down in the first place! 
Of all the project subcomponents of C3B this one makes the least sense of all. 

To quote a sixty-year+ resident of the area speaking specifically about the riverbank that will 
be impacted by the buried rock trench and the launchable toe upstream and adjacent to the 
trench (see her own recent comment letter): 
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“I taught each of our five children how to swim at “Pirates Cove” in the 1960s which is located 
right at the entrance to the LAR at SARA Park on Rogue River Drive. This area is also where my 
two sons learned how to kayak in the 1970s. They were taught how to kayak by none other 
than William “Bill” Griffith (1925-2013), another early and longtime serving member of SARA 
who also lived on Rogue River Driver. Bill died in the afternoon on January 13, 2013 after 
taking his daily morning kayak paddle. 

If you proceed with your plans as they currently exist, my late husband and Bill will roll in 
despair from their graves—while those of us who remain in this world, will weep with deep 
sadness lamenting the destruction you will have wrought on us for the remaining days of our 
lives. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me, and 
everyone who knows it.” 

Please suspend these bank protection subcomponents of C3B until they can be reassessed and 
completely redesigned. 

If project is still going forth after all public comment please do the following: 

Save trails and beaches 
Map, maintain, replace social paths and beaches, small watercraft put-in and take-out points, 
use only round cobble and gravel for these access points. See earlier comment letter to this 
effect. 

Leave intact wildlife corridor 
If determined to remove riparian vegetation and install riprap please leave an intact 
contiguous corridor of riparian habitat throughout the length of the project. This is so crucial 
for the movement and migrations of wildlife. 

Incorporate white alder 
White alder seems to be largely missing from your onsite and offsite mitigation list please add 
it to the mix particularly at the waters edge. It provides one of the strongest sources of 
vegetative armoring at the mean summer water level. 

Maintain some neighborhood access during construction 
Maintain access to river for small watercraft and hikers! Please devise a way to allow hikers, 
strollers, small watercraft to cross through truck haul routes when it is safe to do so, for 
example evenings and weekends, intervals when trucks are not passing through 
frequently. Please allow people some form of continued access to the non-construction areas 
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of the river from the four affected neighborhoods on the south side and the several affected 
neighborhoods on the north side as well. 

Leadership meeting 
Please arrange a face to face meeting between Sacramento USACE project leaders and 
American River Trees and Parkway Partners (SARA, Sierra Club, Audubon Society, etc.) 
leadership. 

Thank you sincerely, 

William Avery, PhD 
Professor Emeritus, Biological Sciences, CSUS 
Concerned Resident 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:06 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway Contract 3B 

From: Doris Brown <dorisdlitet@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 9:56 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublcCommentARCCF16@water.ca.gov; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov 
Cc: bilwpat@surewest.net 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway Contract 3B  

I am writing to express my intense concern with the devastation of the American River 
Parkway proposed by the 
Army Corps of Engineers plan for erosion control. 

I moved to Sacramento in 1974 as a single parent with two small children after a divorce. I 
got a job with the State.  
In 1975 I was able to buy a home in Larchmont Butterfield a block from the entrance to the 
American River on 
Kansas Way. 

t was a very stressful period of my life, but I walked by the 
river every morning before work. Being in nature
 with the trees and vegetation helped me feel much calmer and able to be 
a much better mother and employee. 

The parkway and area around it were a precious resource for time with 
my children.  We went to the river after I got 
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home from work and picked them up from day care. We played imaginary games making up 
gnomes and other stories. 
We loved seeing squirrels, fish jump and frogs.  There were many birds and butterflies. We 
swam and played in the  
water. It was a miracle to  be in such an incredibly beautiful natural area so 
accessible and close to our home.  
I would not have had the energy to go further away after long and trying 
work days. 

There was a surprising amount of wildlife.  The beavers were building a dam and we saw one. I 
saw a fox.  And we    
saw deer  One year we had a kids Halloween Party with many kids In costume walking 
down to the river where I, 
in my witches mask, stirred a caldron with dry ice. 

The next 15 years were often stressful with my rise in State government, a diagnosis of breast 
cancer and a 
Court hearings with my ex-husband over child support and being a loving good mother.  
Access to the river helped 
me and my family enormously. 

In 1990, I remarried and moved away, but my husband and I regularly walk by the river, 
parking at Kansas Way. It is an incredible area. We used to go to the Paradise Beach area 
where the Army Corps of Engineers recently the 
“Erosion Control” project.  It is UGLY and DEVASTATED.   The trees were cut. The land was 
scraped and bulldozed. 
The wildlife there are gone.  It will never truly recover. 

Please do not allow this to happen to the rest of the American River Parkway.  I do understand 
the need for flood control. 
There must be smaller ways to solve the problem of erosion by treating small areas. As 
I understand it, the EIR did  
Not address other alternatives like this.  And I’m sure they prefer to treat miles of Parkway at a 
time—it would be more 
efficient. But there are other values more important than efficiency, like Nature, Beauty, 
Peace of Mind and Conservation. 

Sincerely, Doris Brown 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:05 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Josh Levesque <joshua.levesque@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:33 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

To Whom It May Concern, 

Look, I'm just a regular guy. I'm not going to use a template to speak my mind on this topic. I am not a sciententist, I 
work in Information Technology for the State in the CalEPA building. 

With that said, it is very important to me that this area be protected as it has improved my mental health by just being 
able to take a simple walk. I've been going through a divorce the past year (which has obviously been hard), the ease of 
access to this location and cost of FREE has really helped with that to clear my mind by watching the precious wildlife in 
their natural habitat. Being able to do this calms me and I love being surrounded by it. California's waterways are unique 
to this country and require a targeted analysis and treatment. 

I ask that you please hold off on your project to evaluate a less destructructive, and more nature based method. 

Thank you for taking the time to read these comments and concerns from the public. 

Sincerely, 

Joshua Levesque 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:04 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Subject:Comments Regarding American River Common 

Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: randyrux3@yahoo.com <randyrux3@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:30 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Subject:Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 
Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR):

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable
to me.

I live one block from Larchmont Park and this proposed project and visit this
area daily. I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to
address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate
justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary”
for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this section of the
American River.
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I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more 

appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 

project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 

approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 

significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 

mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 

“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained 

scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources 

Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, 
fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would 

result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and 

trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior 
revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of 
rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting 

equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to 

“access ramps” that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the 

draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or 
the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of 
other design choices have not been meaningfully presented that could have 

very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been 

adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, 
such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
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hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a 

quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution 

impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School 
has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust 
particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer 
potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more 

sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third 

trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed 

project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging 

areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR 

requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the 

mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 

need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the 

local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, 
better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 

unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 

measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 

15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each 

site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel 
through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” 

impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance 

recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer 
than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have 

prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, 
the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that the Project 
would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a 

significant health impact. This has not been provided. 
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The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe 

Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-
south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 

protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date 

information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert 
opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and 

some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see 

adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed 

streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 

incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient 
evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for 
other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data 

presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or 
under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls 

were added to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any 

urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need 

based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks 

formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used 

out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for the protective 

effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the 

levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of 
the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 

included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary 

along this section of the American River. This calls into question whether the 

environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the 

need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling 

or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and 

vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the 

levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and 

“planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by 
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many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us 

more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at 
risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed 

areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior 
Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent 
revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-
peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause 

the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that 
the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or 
leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has 

been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment 
regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps 

proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River 
(designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and 

fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River 
Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, 
vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for 
sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, 
is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine 

area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation 

(hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental 
health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make 

river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 

difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone 

mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features except the bike trail. 
In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 

the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access 

trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 
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wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 

(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, 
and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with 

the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). 
In classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly remarkable 

recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 

American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland 

in the country because of the close proximity of its natural and recreational 
features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 

Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood 

strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 

protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and 

Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, water 
quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and 

wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall 
recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the 

mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 

INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal 
Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they 

would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to 

make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more 

targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is 

being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, 
including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than 

California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a 

cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 
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The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total 
length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to 

almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality 

miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 

recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income 

levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches 

are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate 

these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This 

environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, 
aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to 

less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft 
SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 

alternative methods should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, 
and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing 

vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park 

Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These 

alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more 

targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that 
result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, 
and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the 

impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and 

only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 
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and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is 

presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 

2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into 

a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. 
The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and 

irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the 

far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Randall Ruiz 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:03 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] URGENT REQUEST FOR EXTENSION TO REVIEW PERIOD 

FOR ARCF SEIS/SEIR 

-----Original Message----- 
From: David Ganz <ganzdavid7@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:31 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] URGENT REQUEST FOR EXTENSION TO REVIEW PERIOD FOR ARCF SEIS/SEIR 

URGENT! I support Sacramento County Regional Park's request to the US Army Corps of Engineers for more time to 
ADEQUATELY review the draft SEIS/SEIR (for ARCF). Please give us more time for a thorough review of this complex 
and extensive set of documents and proposed project. It is vitally important to have an extension of the comment 
period due to the significant effects expected to occur within the American River Parkway, the "Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento". 

In addition, I request that USACE hold an in-person public meeting on this significant proposed project. 
 Thank you. 

David Ganz 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:03 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] USACE Contract 3B Public Comment 

From: David Ganz <ganzdavid7@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:30 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] USACE Contract 3B Public Comment 

I am the Grandfather to an 8-year-old little boy that lives next to Larchmont Park and O.W. Erlewine Elementary 
School. The current project proposal predicts significant and harmful impact to the air quality to the area including the 
school. I am very concerned for how the dust and fumes will impact his health as well as the other children in 
the community. Please consider a less destructive and more targeted approach to strengthening the levees. Please 
implement mitigation measures such as using newer, smaller, and electric equipment, and moving construction away 
from O.W. Erlewine Elementary School and Larchmont Park. 

Thank you, 

David Ganz 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:02 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] USACE Contract 3B Public Comment PLEASE READ 

From: Lisa Nieman <lisanieman@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:27 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] USACE Contract 3B Public Comment PLEASE READ

 Greetings, 

My 8-year-old nephew and sister live next to Larchmont Park and O.W. Erlewine Elementary School, directly adjacent to 
your current project proposal. While strengthening the levees is in everyone's best interest, I urge you to take a more 
targeted and less destructive approach. 

First of all, the current trees provide the following benefits to the community and beyond: 

 Trees conserve water and reduce soil erosion.
 Trees save energy.
 Trees modify local climate.
 Lower air temperature through shade.
 Trees increase economic stability.
 Trees reduce noise pollution.
 Trees create wildlife and plant diversity.
 Trees increase property values.

Additionally, your proposed plan would significantly pollute the air during the project period. Your agency has invested 
in other communities by retaining their trees and wildlife and strengthening their levees at the same time. This 
community deserves the same. The trees you save will have the added benefit of reducing maintenance needs in the 
future. 

In summary, the following steps may allow for both levee strengthening and streamside protection: 

 Create a plan to keep as many trees and as much vegetation as possible.
 Use only electric equipment.
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 Move the construction away from O.W. Erlewine Elementary School and Larchmont Park. 
 Implement an environmental restoration project immediately following all construction that includes ensuring 

new trees become established and are suitable or native to the area. 
 Include an engagement component to ask for feedback and ideas from elementary students. Many of them may 

be future engineers! 

Thanks for your consideration. Please contact me with any questions. 
Lisa Nieman 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:00 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; Romine, Guy K CIV USARMY CESPK 

(USA); Toland, Tanis J CIV USARMY CESPK (USA) 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Tanya Veldhuizen <tveldmoff@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:25 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment 
Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. My husband and I specifically purchased a 
home near the American River Parkway, as we value and enjoy it’s environmental, aesthetic and 
recreational values. As a professional environmental program manager specializing in water 
resources for the State of California for over 25 years and holding a Master’s Degree in Conservation 
Biology and a Bachelor’s Degree in Wildlife Biology, I strongly question whether this “potential bank 
erosion” work is necessary along this section of the American River, and have concerns that the 
proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of 
isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns, 
and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor 

A
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provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a 
much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

As described in the draft SEIS/SEIR, the American River Erosion Contract 3B North and South, and 
American River Erosion Contract 4A are two erosion protection projects from the 2016 authorized 
alternative. American River Erosion Contract 3B North and South are made up of three different sites. 
Site 3-1, 1.1 miles of erosion protection, is located on the right (north) bank between Howe Avenue 
and Watt Avenue between River Mile (RM) 7.8 to RM 8.8. Site 4-1, 1.5 miles of erosion protection, is 
located on the left bank upstream of Watt Avenue between RM 9.1 to RM 10.5. Site 4-2, 0.7 miles of 
erosion protection, is located on the right bank near the Estates Drive River Access between RM 9.7 
to RM 10.3. American River Erosion Contract 4A, a 100-foot berm, is on the right bank downstream 
from these locations near RM 2.0 under the State Route 160 Bridge and the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) Bridge. American River Erosion Contract 4B is an additional erosion protection project along 
the American River. This contract is in the conceptual phase. It is anticipated that a total of 0.6 miles 
of erosion protection work would be done on the right bank near RM 8.6 and on the left bank near RM 
9.8. 

According to the California State Parks Division of Boating and Waterways website, “the lower 
American River has been designated as a "Recreational River" under both the California Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act (1972) and the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (1980). These designations 
provide state and national recognition and additional protection of the river's outstanding scenic, fish 
and wildlife, historic, cultural, and recreational values. The American is one of seven rivers in the 
state to receive this protective status” (https://dbw.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=29488; accessed Feb 22, 
2023). The proposed project will significantly impact this “wild and scenic” river, by destroying riparian 
habitat, shaded riverine habitat, and recreation for at least 30 to 40 years. Thirty to 40 years is the 
minimum timeframe for trees and understory vegetation to regrow and begin to provide habitat 
complexity and support wildlife assemblages. Yet, 40 years is still inadequate to replace 100- to 300-
year-old heritage oak and cottonwood trees or the tall forest canopy that are slated to be removed as 
a result of this project (or already removed between Howe Ave and Sutter’s Landing during an earlier 
phase of the Common Features project). This draft SEIS/SEIR claims that long-term impacts will be 
insignificant but does not define “long-term”. Any reasonable person would consider a 20-year 
recovery time to be long-term for most projects, and at least 40 years recovery time for this particular 
project. Under the assessment of whether this project will “have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,” this 
draft SEIS/SEIR claims that the project, with the proposed mitigation measures under VEG-1 and 
VEG-2, will result in “long-term less than significant with mitigation incorporated.” This project and the 
proposed mitigation do not adequately mitigate or avoid long-term impacts. I object to the extreme 
destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 
or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will 
never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few 
feet of lifeless soil. 

The evaluated project alternatives in this draft SEIS/SEIR failed to consider other erosion protection 
methods that preserve mature trees, riparian forest, recreational foot trails and recreational shoreline 
beaches. On page 3-25 of the draft SEIS/SEIR, it states “the 2016 ARCF GRR Final EIS/EIR only 
analyzed launchable trench and bank protection (Figure 3.5.2-2) as erosion protection methods. The 
design refinements include additional erosion protection methods (launchable rock toe protection and 
tie backs) throughout the American River Erosion Contract C3B North and South project sites…” In 
this draft SEIS/SEIR under alternative 6, USACE says it evaluated launchable rock toe, launchable 
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trench, bank protection, tie backs, velocity and tree scour improvements. These statements clearly 
acknowledge that USACE failed to evaluate or even consider alternative bank armoring methods as 
project alternatives. As such, the 2016 final SEIS/SEIR and current draft SEIS/SEIR are inadequate. 
The complete removal of all trees, including heritage oaks and mature cottonwoods, and the 
elimination of shaded riverine habitat could be avoided or significantly reduced to onsite mitigatable 
levels by using more progressive techniques. An example of a successful bank armoring technique 
that preserved the riparian forest, wildlife migration corridor, and recreation walking access is located 
downstream of Paradise Beach on the south side of the river. The benched bank armoring technique 
with preserved mature trees should be evaluated by USACE for the Common Feature project. This 
draft SEIS/SEIR fails to evaluate alternative bank armoring techniques, such as bio-engineering 
methods, that preserve critical habitat. The assessment needs to expand the evaluation of 
alternatives to include bio-engineering techniques that retain mature trees and preserve shaded 
riverine habitat. 

As clearly described and acknowledged on the California State Parks Division of Boating and 
Waterways website, “the 23-mile stretch of land along the American River from Nimbus Dam to the 
Sacramento River is one of the most unique public parks in the country. The American River Parkway 
preserves the natural, archaeological, historical, and recreational resources of the river while making 
them accessible to park visitors” (https://dbw.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=29488; accessed Feb 22, 2023). 
Under these current and proposed projects, USACE will destroy at least 11 miles of sensitive riparian 
habitat, 11 miles of recreational shoreline and beaches, 11 miles of natural bank protection, 11 miles 
of mature tall forest, 11 miles of shaded riverine habitat, 11 miles of shaded recreational trails, and 11 
miles of a cultural resource. In Table 3.4-1 on page 3-12 of the draft SEIS/SEIR, the description of the 
No Action Alternative includes the 11 miles of launchable trench and bank protection recently 
constructed on the Lower American River, and 65 acres of riparian habitat and VELB habitat. The 
Lower American River, from Nimbus Dam at Lake Natoma to the confluence with the Sacramento 
River, is 23 miles long. This means that 48% of the rivermiles of Lower American River are or will be 
significantly impacted by USACE projects. In addition, concurrent projects underway by Caltrans (Cap 
City Freeway bridge modifications) and the City of Sacramento (Two Rivers bike trail) are also 
significantly impacting riparian habitat. This SEIR/EIR does not take into account the cumulative 
impact of all of these projects on the Lower American River riparian habitat, nor does it mitigate the 
significant impacts to the environment, recreation, and cultural resources. 

As described in this draft SEIS/SEIR, the American River Contract 4A levee work would be conducted 
on the right bank of the Lower American River near RM 2.0. A berm is proposed upstream of the 
SR160 bridge to deflect high-velocity flood waters away from the levee slope. Due to the physical 
constraints at this location, the berm footprint will block the current alignment of the Jedediah Smith 
Memorial Trail. To allow continued use of the Jedediah Smith Memorial Trail in this area, a new 
permanent paved bike trail route is being proposed on the south side of the wetland, following an 
existing equestrian, hiking, and off-road bike trail. The rerouting of the bike trail adjacent to an existing 
equestrian trail is not compatible with the existing trail designation nor the safety of equestrians. This 
SEIR fails to adequately address the safety of equestrians if bicyclists are rerouted near equestrian 
trails. The document states that Parkway recreation staff would be consulted. However, the public 
cannot evaluate the impacts of this project in its current draft form. 

In the American River Common Features Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR, it states that the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that State and local government agencies consider the 
environmental effects of projects over which they have discretionary authority before taking action on 
those projects (page 1-6). And under the California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq., 
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CEQA also requires that each public agency avoid or reduce to less‐than‐significant levels, wherever 
feasible, the significant environmental effects of projects it approves or implements. If a project would 
result in significant environmental impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated to less‐than‐significant 
levels, the project can still be approved, but the lead agency’s decision makers must issue a 
“statement of overriding considerations” explaining in writing the specific economic, social, or other 
considerations that they find, based on substantial evidence, make those significant and unavoidable 
effects acceptable. The described project, presented alternatives, and selected alternative as 
presented in this draft SEIS/SEIR fail to demonstrate the need for the complete removal of riparian 
habitat along a wild and scenic river. Reasonable and cost-effective bio-engineering methods were 
not considered, even though proven bio-engineering bank armoring has been successfully 
implemented in the Lower American River near the project site. In addition, the presented modeling 
results of channel velocities during 160 cfs releases clearly show slow moving water along the banks, 
despite the very low quality resolution of the figures. USACE’s own modeling results actually counter 
the claim of erosion risk. Therefore, USACE has failed to demonstrate “overriding considerations” for 
this project. 

Under CEQA, even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The 
analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 
impacts) has not been presented. USACE and DWR must reconsider the need for this project as 
currently described based on a false presentation of risk, incorrect interpretation of modeling results, 
a failure to evaluate other bank protection measures, and a failure to provide overriding 
considerations to the significant long-term impacts to threatened and endangered species and their 
designated critical habitat, to rare tall forest riparian habitat, and to recreation and cultural resources 
of the Lower American River. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with 
the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 
that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed 
decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come and should reflect the care that 
this treasure deserves. 

Thank you, 

Tanya Veldhuizen, MSc 
Resident, City of Sacramento 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:12 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; Romine, Guy K CIV USARMY CESPK 

(USA); Schleeter, Nicole Marie CIV USARMY CESPK (USA) 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Chris Conard <conardc@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:11 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the habitat destruction proposed within the American River Common 
Features 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices. I am also writing to express my dismay regarding the complete 
failure of the public engagement process. Public scoping was entirely inadequate and US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) staff refused to engage with residents, local agencies, and local natural resource experts around strategies to 
preserve habitat and recreational values within the American River Parkway. USACE repeatedly said they would record, 
but would not respond to comments. Furthermore, the SEIS/SEIR is a hodgepodge of multiple projects, covering 
thousands of pages, and nearly impossible to navigate. 

For these reasons, the proposed actions in the SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B, must be put on hold, 
and the flood control objectives must be performed in a way to maximally preserve habitat consistent with the 
American River Parkway Natural Resources Management Plan. 

I wholeheartedly support comments already submitted by agencies and organizations that contain detailed, point by 
point analyses of the multiple failures to address the significant and sustained losses of habitat and recreational values 
the SEIS/SEIR, as currently constituted, would bring about. 
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Here I am writing personally as a resident, living for more than 30 years adjacent to the American River Parkway in areas 
that will be largely destroyed by contract 3B as laid out in the SEIS/SEIR. The American River Parkway is considered by 
many to be the best Sacramento has to offer. I and many others have arranged our lives and made career and housing 
choices so we could live within reach of this wonderful area. The impacts as laid out in the SEIS/SEIR would permanently 
reduce habitat and recreational values and turn vast stretches of intact habitat into a water conveyance canal. 

We live in a time of decreasing trust in institutions. Government agencies must understand that they work for the public 
and must make an effort to educate and have a meaningful dialog with impacted residents. The tone of the 
presentations and the lack of dialog has left residents with the opposite sense. This overwhelmingly complicated 
document was released on the Friday before the Christmas holiday. USACE staff refused to address comments, only 
record them, and dismissed or ignored opportunities to meet with residents and local agencies and experts to address 
the losses and disruption to the Parkway adjacent to their homes. The rapidly approaching construction schedule was 
presented as a fait accompli and alternatives to the outright leveling of riparian habitat was not explored in the 
SEIS/SEIR or even addressed by USACE staff during the public meetings. 

The proposed work in the SEIS/SEIR fails to address the significant loss of mature riparian habitat. I have personally 
recorded over 200 species of birds in this area. The oaks and other riparian trees are decades old and cannot be easily 
replaced. The forest has developed complexity, with canopy, midstory, shrubs, and forbs providing habitat for many 
species of birds and other wildlife. The older trees harbor cavities, which are required nesting habitat and shelter for 
species including Wood Ducks, Common Mergansers, Barn Owls, Western Screech-Owls, Ash-throated Flycatchers, Tree 
Swallows, House and Bewick's wrens, and White-breasted Nuthatches. It takes time for this habitat to develop. Remove 
it and the wildlife will be gone as well. These areas also provide an immeasurable benefit to the community as a place to 
walk and enjoy a refuge from human-dominated environments. The Parkway is a major attraction for Sacramento--some 
consider it one of the region's best features--and every effort should be made to preserve its natural character and 
habitat values. 

Adding insult to injury, the proposed American River Mitigation Site (also known as the Urrutia property) would involve 
the complete elimination of an off-channel pond that provides roosting and foraging habitat for 100s, and sometimes 
thousands of waterbirds. In contrast to contract 3B, with its riparian destruction proposed within a quarter-mile of my 
house (which I became aware of only late last year!), I provided background information on waterbird usage of the pond 
slated for elimination at the proposed mitigation site over the past two years. USACE staff and consultants exhibitated 
little knowledge or concern regarding the extant habitat features and waterbird numbers. The impacts of the loss of this 
open water habitat have been fully explored in comments by other agencies/organizations, and I bring them up here to 
express my opposition to the elimination of the pond at the American River Mitigation Site as yet another serious 
deficiency of the SEIS/SEIR. 

In closing, I urge in the strongest terms possible that the proposed actions in the SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, 
and 4A and 4B, must be put on hold, and that the flood control objectives be designed in a way to maximally preserve 
habitat consistent with the American River Parkway Natural Resources Management Plan. 

Thank you, 

Chris Conard 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:10 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Destruction of Ancient Oak Trees 

From: Foster, William <william.foster@csus.edu> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:05 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Destruction of Ancient Oak Trees 

Dear Sirs, 

Please, I implore you to not ruin these precious ancient oak trees. These are not tress that can be replaced with 
replanting. The trees also work hard to hold the soil together along the bank. By bulldozing them, you will do more harm 
in many ways to the river bank. 

I ask as a Concerned citizen to save these oak trees. I ask as a recreational cyclist and commuter who uses the shaded 
bike path in summer. I ask as a biologist, to not destroy these precious resources. We can replace cars and houses, but 
we can not repalce Ancient Oak Trees. 

Sincerely, 

Will 

William Foster, Ph.D 
(he, him, his) 
Lecturer 
Department of Biological Sciences 
California State University, Sacramento 
Student Hours 
Zoom Wednesday 3 pm- 3:50 pm 
Meeting ID: 910 260 6024 
In Person: 
Solano Hall 2001, Friday 11:50- 1pm 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:10 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] My Comments on US Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) 

SEIS/SEIR Contract 3B - American River 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Nancy K <birdbabe@surewest.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:01 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] My Comments on US Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) SEIS/SEIR Contract 3B - American 
River 

Hello, 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the work planned by US Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps) along the 
project’s section “3B” of the American River. I am a birder and native plant enthusiast and treasure the habitat along 
the American River. It is the best place for me to enjoy these activities as well as hiking and bike riding the parkway, 
which I also love to do. 

I am horrified and afraid of this project. I do not approve of the Corps’ proposed use of archaic methods to do “erosion” 
control along this “3B“ stretch of the river.  I listened to many experts that commented at the only public workshop 
that there is not a big erosion problem on this stretch of the river and that there are other far less destructive methods 
of erosion control. I am astounded that in this day and age with so much attention being given to climate change that 
this kind of destruction of habitat would even be considered! 

I have seen the work the Corps has already done on the American River downstream near Sacramento State University, 
which the work on section 3B would mimic. The results of that work after 2 years is horrific. It is a dismal failure and 
the Corps should not propose to do it again on section 3B or anywhere along this designated Wild and Scenic River. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy 

Nancy Kapellas 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:08 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; Toland, Tanis J CIV USARMY CESPK 

(USA); Romine, Guy K CIV USARMY CESPK (USA) 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Daniel M. Steinberg <DSteinberg@weintraub.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 10:44 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. The American River 
Parkway is extremely valuable to me my family and we use it daily, as we have a home that backs directly to it. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is legal, or even necessary along this section of the 
American River, and have concerns that the published proposal of clear cut, bare banks during two years of construction 
followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see 
that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to 
consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 
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The lower American River was designated in 1972 as a California Wild and Scenic River and in 1981 under the Federal 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA). The Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the federal designation states 
that for recreational rivers: “Future construction of impoundments, diversions, straightening, rip-rapping, and other 
modification of the waterway or adjacent land would not be permitted except in instances where such developments 
would not have a direct and adverse effect on the values for which that river area was included in the national system as 
determined by the Secretary charged with the administration of the area.” (Page J-9, emphasis added.) In the final EIS, 
the flora and fauna resources of the Lower American River designated to be preserved were described as: “Flora and 
Fauna. The Lower American River is lined with lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood, and 
sycamore trees. The riparian hardwood strip along the Lower American River supports a wildlife community similar to 
the North Coast, with differences associated with high use by the public and many years of influence by civilization. 
Because the riparian vegetation is carefully protected, birdlife, including raptors and wading birds, is uniformly dispersed 
along the river section. Small mammals and a few deer exist in the less developed area; snakes and lizards thrive in the 
brushlands, dredger cobbles and along the river banks.” (Pg 26, Appendix E). Both the federal and state WSRA place 
these values before any government-funded water resources projects and both state and federal acts contain 
prohibitions against governmental cooperation in projects adversely affecting the system, as well as establishing specific 
regulatory programs to preserve these values. It seems straight forward that the proposed project to remove the 
valuable resources of lush riparian vegetation and hundreds of trees in order to place riprap rock armoring on the levee 
is a direct violation of both the California and Federal Wild and Scenic River Acts. Further, Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, 
fine-grained approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

In addition, I request clarification regarding how the EIS has been addressed in the 2016 EIR that is presumably the basis 
for the current work being performed. Further, I seek clarification regarding what conditions have changed since the EIR 
that is applicable to this project have changed. Some of these issues include, but are not limited to, changes in the 
Folsom Dam that have occurred, or are in the planning stages (such as raising the dam height), is the prior river flow 
estimate still 160 cfm, or is it lower now? and if lower, how has this been addressed in the design of the levy 
modification? Has the river water need been reduced since the initial studies were performed? How does this affect the 
design? EIR? and is the EIR still valid? 

In addition, I would request to know what was done to provide the public with notice of this project? How were 
residences in the area notified? and who approved holding a public hearings on Friday, Dec 22, the weekend before 
Christmas? More specifically how were residence on Crondall Drive advised of the project and public hearings? 

Further, I have been advised by Guy Romine of the US Army Corp of Engineers that a current revision of section 3B is in 
process, that approximately 500 trees will be removed under this revised design and that no healthy trees over 3.5 
inches will be removed. When will this revised report be issued? Will the EIR need to be revised in light of the changes? 
Does this new design address the Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act? If not, what will be done to address it? Further, I 
believe in light of these multiple issues and potential violation the Army Corp. must perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not go 
forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

Thank you. 

[Daniel Steinberg] 

Daniel M. Steinberg 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:05 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Ermolaeva, Aydin <aydinermolaeva@csus.edu> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 10:33 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: publiccommentarcf16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. 
The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 
I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 
is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
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much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 
require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 
should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
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modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 
I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
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and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 
unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 
subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Aydin Ermolaev 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:03 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

2016 SEIS/SEIR 

From: Jude at Huki <jude@huki.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 10:26 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; AmRivTrees@gmail.com 
Cc: jude@huki.com 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 2016 SEIS/SEIR 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 
Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

I am writing out of concern about proposed clearing of the American River Parkway for erosion control. My 
focus is on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 
4B. 

I am a California manufacturer of outrigger canoes, kayaks, and paddleboards. For the past 25 years, my goal 
has been to facilitate people's spiritual, mental, and physical growth though interaction with Sacramento's 
waterways and with the American River Parkway in particular. Recently, I was horrified to see the nightmarish 
landscape which has resulted from erosion control at the Fair Oaks Bridge crossing the river. The American 
River is being reduced to a drainage ditch. The USACE's measures are disproportionate to the risks posed by 
the possibility of flooding along the American River Parkway. 

The people of Sacramento have a right to access the American River. The USACE's decision to use a miles-long, 
continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches will compromise this access for walkers, swimmers, and 
paddlers. Sacramento communities seek to co-existence with the American River Parkway's myriad of animals, 
birds, fish, and countless of other creatures, flora, and fauna that make up the natural life of our region. 
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Unfortunately, the American River Parkway is being stripped away and destroyed by the USACE to address 
potential streambank erosion concerns that are not a certainty. Measures and risks can be more balanced. My 
understanding is that these improvements are intended to serve as only an interim step to cover a few years 
until the capacity of Folsom Dam is increased. 

I am writing to ask that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of 
the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents and not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Erosion Control Contracts 3B and 4 until more surgical, fine-grained approaches are 
presented. 

The American River Parkway is often called the, the Crown Jewel of Sacramento. In 2012 it was designated a 
Regional Treasure. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a Protected Area under the American 
River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B will destroy much of this protected and 
irreplaceable regional treasure. Please reconsider how you will move forward. Your erosion protection should 
also protect the environment of the American River Parkway and the legacy of future generations of 
Sacramentons. 

Thank you. 

Jude Turczynski 
P.O. Box 712 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

Jude Turczynski, owner www.huki.com 
HUKI ® Outrigger Canoes, Surfskis & SUP's 
26 years of designing and manufacturing ocean racing paddle sports equipment. 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:59 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Laurie Hagan <laurie_hagan@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 9:58 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

As a Sacramento native, I have enjoyed the American River for more than sixty years--biking, hiking, rafting. We are the 
"City of Trees," and none are more beautiful than those along the banks of the American River. As a Sac State alum, I 
spent several years enjoying specifically the targeted area. 

Furthermore, the last thing we should be doing in our fight against climate change is remove trees! 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 
I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 
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I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 
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Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the 
long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle 
board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for 
miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make 
recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the 
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Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said 
they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B 
area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Laurie Hagan 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:58 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Mark Tele <jefffballl@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 9:55 AM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 
4B. 

My wife and I recreate along the American River Parkway about 200 days per year, and have been doing so for 35 years. 

We just became aware of this misguided plan today - the last day to comment. There are many people who frequent the 
parkway that are not aware of this destructive plan - the comment period should be extended and the details of this 
plan publicized thru local media. 

Yesterday, we were out at the area where the Army Corp wants to bulldoze over 500 trees, including Heritage Valley 
Oaks. We saw a pair of Bald Eagles among the many species of birds and are concerned that massive damage will 
be done to the American River Parkway and wildlife habitat. More destruction will occur with this project than occurred 
with the actual levee upgrades completed over the last decade. It would bring the total damaged area of the wildlife 
corridor to 11 miles out of the 26 miles of parkway below Nimbus Dam. We strongly question whether this “potential 
bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed 
approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is 
just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 
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We do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns, and do not see 
that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to 
consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

With more than 5 million visits annually to the American River Parkway, which is more than Yosemite, the USACE project 
3B will significantly diminish our parkway’s beauty and recreational values. The US Army Corp of Engineers should 
perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this 
irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Jeff Ball and Laura Konechne 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:57 AM
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 
Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, Ca

Attachments: 2017 LAR Bank Erosion Monitoring Report (FINAL).pdf 

From: Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:00 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, 
Sacramento, Ca 

MBK Engineers, “2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report,” (May 2018) 

On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 2:58 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear United States Army Corps of Engineers and CA Department of Water Resources public comment recipients, 

I am submitting the following documents to make them part of the project record. 

FEMA, Engineering with Nature: Alternative Techniques to Riprap Bank Stabilization 

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: 
GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 
2018, 15126.6(a). 

We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou (April 20, 2022) 78. Cal.App.5th 

Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors, 8 Cal. 3d 247 
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HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, “Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment: Subreach 1, 3, and 
4,” (2019) 

MBK Engineers, “2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report,” (May 2018) 

RDorff
Line



 

         
 

                
 

   
   

         
 

        
             

       
             

 

 
  

 
  

 

 
 

 

 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:04 PM
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; Romine, Guy K CIV USARMY CESPK (USA); Toland, 

Tanis J CIV USARMY CESPK (USA)
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comment for AFCR SEIS/SEIR 

From: Nancy Kniskern <knancy2020@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:18 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Comment for AFCR SEIS/SEIR 

The report states the “rock trench design concept” comes from the Windrow trenching method of erosion 
protection widely used along the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers; however, it is not used in the area of the Wild 
and Scenic River portion of the Missouri River, according to the National Park Service. 

(Title 40 CFR Section 1502.1 (g)) states, “Environmental impact statements shall serve as a means of 
assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions rather than justifying decisions already 
made.” 

I would recommend that the Corps review less invasive designs when they are more appropriate for a more 
comparative portion for the lower American River. We would like a more nature-based design for the 
particular area of erosion be applied instead. 

Nancy Kniskern 

2/23/24 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:03:40 PM 

From: Eleanor Averitt <ladyaveritt@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:18 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 
2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water 
Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components 
of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are 
extremely valuable to me. 

Being able to take walk with my dog amongst the natural 
beauty of  the American River Parkway is invaluable.  It is a 
place to bond with no only my dog but also with the wildlife in 
the area that make the American River Parkway. Walking 
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mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:dsutton@geiconsultants.com
mailto:PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
A

mailto:PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:ladyaveritt@yahoo.com


amongst nature is so good for my well being, both physically 
and mentally. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to 
address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not 
see adequate justification for the claim that these highly 
destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually 
improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform 
a more appropriate environmental analysis of the significant 
impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and 
not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, 
until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach 
to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately 
characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor 
considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained 
scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even 
where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures 
be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 
CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much 

RDorff
Line



more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such 
alternative methods would result in far less environmental 
damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable 
rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” 
EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a 
compounding set of significant adverse impacts, including the 
need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of 
rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and 
levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside 
elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the 
unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” 
that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the 
draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the 
full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. 
This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have 
not been meaningfully presented that could have very different 
and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified 
source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine 
rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the 
associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air 



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. 
Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately 
addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer 
potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, 
children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like 
Diesel exhaust than adults.  (Between third trimester and 2 
years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed 
project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site 
with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. 
Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road 
haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or 
newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck 
and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything 
beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require 
these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the 
local population, and especially children.  Trucks should be 2014 
or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will 
remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 
(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over 
two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each 
location that would travel through residential communities. The 



 

 

 

SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant 
on sensitive receptors.  However, OEHHA’s risk guidance 
recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects 
lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead 
agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk 
assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can 
provide substantial evidence on the record that the Project 
would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would 
result in a significant health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends 
east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to 
bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the 
American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. 
The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on 
minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or 
out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical 
data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often 
inconsistent among different sources, and some may have 
been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see 
adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and 
the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are 
needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft 
SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the 
significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 



 

 

reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 
data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for 
through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 
feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees 
years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent 
erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the 
need based on limited data, and fails to account for the 
erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of 
velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-
date models that likely did not adequately account for the 
protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the 
edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling 
recently conducted on other segments of the lower American 
River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when included 
in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is 
necessary along this section of the American River. This calls 
into question whether the environmental impacts can be 
deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the work 
has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or 
empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact 
trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing 
natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave 
behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a 
minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many 
more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually 



 

 

make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is 
just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 
We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around 
Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior 
Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We 
understand a recent revetment area under a prior contract 
suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows 
during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows 
were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches 
to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” 
may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks 
bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has 
been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a 
commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army 
Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic 
American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable 
values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which would extend 
into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so 
designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, 
vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, 
and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, 
not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only 
where data justify the need. 



 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and 
aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-
term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog 
walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a 
respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along 
the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along 
long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not 
impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone 
mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features except 
the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis 
has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, 
but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare 
shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 
wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in 
an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, 
migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued 
by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the 
provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 
46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” 
the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American 
River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public 
parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its 
natural and recreational features to the urban environment of 
Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values 



 

noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this 
“riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the 
riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior 
Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, 
water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, 
geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an 
aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value 
of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the 
mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would 
directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower 
American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 
2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would 
minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park 
were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut 
too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park 
Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 
that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less 
destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is 
being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 
3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 
300 years old -- older than California and some older than our 



nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish 
that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a 
cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would 
bring the total length of American River banks damaged by 
USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, 
including some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the 
lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality 
natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of 
life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely 
popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate 
these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged 
populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not 
been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, 
shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. 
When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the 
impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less 
destructive alternative methods should be used, including the 
use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as 



in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-
technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, 
that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). 
These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to 
have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design 
choices that result in what are deemed “significant 
unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more 
surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental 
analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 
subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need 
is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks 
must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. 
The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a 
“Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The 
proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this 
protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations 
to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this 
treasure deserves. 



 

Thank you. 
Eleanor Averitt 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 2016 DSEIS/SEIR – 

December 2023 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:02:37 PM 

From: Edith Thacher <egthacher@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:17 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 2016 DSEIS/SEIR 
– December 2023

RE:  Comments Regarding American River Common Features 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report – December 
2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear People of the US Army Corps of Engineers and Dept. of Water Resources: 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contract 3B. 

I care about this section of the Parkway because of the many pleasant walks I have taken 
in this area, in the shade of the mature trees, which make walking near the river so 
pleasant. 

The planned removal of 500 trees from the American River Parkway makes no sense. 
The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me 
and all citizens of Sacramento.  As we face the increasing impacts of climate change, trees 
become ever more critical for carbon sequestration, cooling, wildlife habitat and the 
protection of levees. 

There is modeling on the lower American River that demonstrates the protective effect 
of trees to levees. Trees provide a protective effect in slowing the water flow velocities 
at the edges of the river, which protects the levees. 

American River Flood Control literature touts  its “life-cycle management” approach to 
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trees.  Bull-dozing 500 trees is the opposite of tree trimming, removal of sick or damaged 
trees and replanting trees. 

The American River Parkway is a unique stretch of parkland as it provides close 
proximity of natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento 
and adjoining communities.  It should be protected, legacy trees should be allowed to 
flourish,  wildlife in the river and on its banks should not be wiped out. 

I would like to walk this section of the River with my grandchildren and enjoy the shade, 
wildlife, natural beauty and the miracle of mature trees. 

Thank you. 

Edith Thacher 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Review of the ARCF SES/SEIR 2023 Comment 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:02:01 PM 

From: Nancy Kniskern <knancy2020@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:16 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Review of the ARCF SES/SEIR 2023 Comment 

DOCUMENT TOO DIFFICULT FOR PUBLIC PERUSAL 

This is a hugely encumbering, difficult to follow, and unnecessarily confusing 
document…although there are various Codes of Federal Regulations requiring a 
more understandable document  The Corps insists it performs a lot of public 
outreach; we found this untrue 
The 45-day review is a minimum review period, and the Corps could easily extend 
it (Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, section 15105(a)).  The 940 page document, along with 
the 840 page Appendix has a total of 1780 pages and encompassed 8 separate 
projects.  A 45-day period would mean 40 pages would need to be analyzed each 
day. 

(Title 40 CFR, Section 1502.7) The text of final environmental impact statements …shall 
be 150 pages or fewer and, for proposals of unusual scope or complexity, shall be 300 
pages or fewer unless a senior agency official of the lead agency approves in writing a 
statement to exceed 300 pages and establishes a new page limit.  (This length of 
document averages 7 pages a day to review…) 

(Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, Section 15003) Policies (g)) states, “The purpose of CEQA is 
not to generate paper, but to compel government at all levels to make decisions with 
environmental consequences in mind.” This criteria is not met in this SEIS/SEIR. 

(Title 40 CFR Section 1502.8) states that, “Agencies shall write environmental impact 
statements in plain language and may use appropriate graphics so that decision makers 
and the public can readily understand such statements. 

A confusing Excerpt from 3-29 ARC Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR: 
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This table outlines and defines the erosion protection terms for erosion protection activities on 
the American River.

 “Launchable toe with planting bench – Placed as the waterward face of a 
planting bench. 

Launchable toe – placed along the riverbank near the riverbank toe. 
When at riverbank toe, can be included with or without a planting 

bench. 

Tie-back features are typically incorporated element with erosion features listed above 
as necessary to meet flood risk measures.
 Planting Bench Rock Tie Backs – Placed within planting benches and 

spaced intermittently 

I did not understand a word of this.  I was looking for definitions of these terms, 
And, this was not helpful. 

Nancy Kniskern 

2/23/24 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Contract 3B site 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:01:34 PM 

From: steve powell <steve.powell4@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:17 PM 
To: Timothy Conway <timjconway@msn.com>; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Contract 3B site 

A cost-benefit analysis of this project should fully consider the Costs, which include excessive 
destruction of habitat and Parkway. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers should avoid their historic tendency to Over-Engineer and Under-
Conserve. 

Please negotiate details of the plan with residents from the neighborhood (most affected), tree by 
tree. 

Thank you, Steve 
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To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Bcc: AmRivTrees@gmail.com 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its habitat and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. I have 
lived next to the American River for over 30 years and walk there daily. It’s where I go for 
exercise, mental health and spiritual renewal. I also worked for 30 years for the State of 
California as an environmental scientist/manager in the areas of flood management, urban 
stream restoration, fish passage and developing the 2016 Conservation Strategy for the Central 
Valley Flood Plan. 

I have the following concerns about the project design, SEIR/SEIS document and public 
outreach process: 

1. Modeling and Design selection process - Based on the data and modeling information
available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report
(GRR), there appears to be insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts of the
project. While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, data presented for Contract 3B
show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage,
especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees
several years ago); and there is inadequate evidence of urgent erosion issues.

The USACE erosion analysis appears to overgeneralize the need based on limited data, and
fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at
the levee during peak water flows used older models that likely did not adequately account
for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects
the levees. Recent research using three-dimensional modeling (referenced below and
detailed in the comments submitted separately by the Butterfield-Riviera East Community
Association (BRECA)) on segments of the lower American River downstream of the Contract
3B area demonstrate the protective effect of trees when included in the models (1, 2). This
calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by appropriate,
current modeling or empirical data. I request the project partners to conduct 3-D modeling
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to more accurately evaluate the need and extent for erosion control on the reaches 
upstream of Howe Avenue. 

2. Habitat Loss – The California Central Valley has lost over 95% of its riparian habitat . 
Riparian forests are some of the most complex and rich ecosystems and provide valuable 
habitat for a variety of avian, terrestrial and aquatic species. The project proposed would 
clear and remove up to 500 trees in the Contract 3B area, including potentially some 
Heritage Oaks over 200 years old. The SEIS/SEIR does not clearly detail the loss of trees and 
the impacts associated with the proposed project, including the impact on birds as outlined 
in the comments provided by the Central Valley Bird Club. 

Also, the cumulative effects with this new project would bring the total length of American 
River banks denuded by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, 
including areas with high quality riparian habitat and important shaded riverine habitat. 
Wildlife and birds that have been displaced from project areas downstream will be 
displaced again. The SEIS/SEIR does not adequately addresses these cumulative impacts. 

3. Intrinsic values and Recreation Impacts – a) The project threatens the wildlife corridor that 
is vital to sustain the diverse wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, 
deer, coyotes, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the 
Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 
15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly 
remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the 
country because of the close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban 
environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was 
“lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this area so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. 
The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted 
that the protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and 
natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic 
environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-
term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly 
affect the intrinsic conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal 
Wild and Scenic River. The SEIS/SEIR does not adequately address the long term impacts 
associated with the intrinsic qualities of this section of the parkway. 

b) The project will result in the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, 
dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife 
viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along the river, and make 
recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize and mitigate 
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for the impacts to features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact 
analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much used small 
beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 

4. Air quality impacts - Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air 
pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School 
has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter 
(Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, 
children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than 
adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The 
proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging 
areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires 
using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are 
already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck 
and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The 
mitigation measures need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic 
for the local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better 
yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California 
Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may 
have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through residential 
communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on 
sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks 
for construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead 
agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the 
Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that the 
Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a 
significant health impact. This has not been provided. 

5. Environmental Justice - The American River Parkway provides high quality natural and 
recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, 
ethnicities, and walks of life. Fishing and family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that 
are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not 
been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

6. Public Outreach Meetings – I attended both of the public outreach meetings in 
January/February 2024 and like others, found them frustrating. There were technical issues 
both nights (in some cases making it extremely difficult to hear the recorded presentation). 
Multiple project reaches were included on an individual slide making it difficult to see the 
detail for any particular reach. Additionally, there was no way for people to ask even basic 
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clarifying questions, which made it harder for people to understand what was being 
presented and led to misunderstandings about some aspects of the project.   

At the public meetings there was inadequate information about the erosion assessment and 
modeling undertaken and how various potential bank protection measures were evaluated. 
(At a separate local presentation on the project, I learned about the Lower American River 
Taskforce Bank Stabilization Working Group process.) Including more detail in the USACE 
public presentations would have helped attendees understand the specific process for 
making decisions. 

7. Additional Comments – I would like to add my support for the more extensive comments 
made in two letters sent separately by the Butterfield-Riviera East Community Association 
and the Central Valley Bird Club.  

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and all comments being submitted by 
interested parties. 

Sara E. Denzler 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:59:26 AM 

From: Judith Martin <go.faceitwithagrin@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:08 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 
The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE PARKWAY AND THE 
WILD AND SCENIC AMERICAN RIVER]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion 
concerns.  In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive 
actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this section of the 
American River. 
I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go 
forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor 
provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-
grained scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant 
and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR 
has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-
grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding 
this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding 
set of significant adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive 
amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment 
staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the 
unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but 
have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss 
of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other 
design choices have not been meaningfully presented that could have very different and less 
significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated 
for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the 
surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated 
dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks 
used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For 
California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a 
cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In 
the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel 
exhaust than adults.  (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas 
adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road 
haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 
2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the 
mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require 
these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially 
children.  Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will 
remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 
measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 
100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through residential communities. The 
SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors.  However, 
OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer 
than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction 



 

 

 

health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial 
evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that 
would result in a significant health impact. This has not been provided. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew 
Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River 
Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is 
based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and 
modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often 
inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed 
streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 
General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. 
While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 
data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, 
especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and 
there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair 
Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date 
models that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow 
velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted 
on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 
included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the 
American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed 
“significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either 
appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which 
currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind 
denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction --
followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more 
vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no 
work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 
Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We 
understand a recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-
peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed 
launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may 
be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to 
erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment 
regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles 



 

 

of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for 
recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway 
Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, 
aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not 
miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 
I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the 
Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, 
picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, 
solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap 
will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if 
not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not 
adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside 
access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor 
that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, 
deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. 
This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In 
classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the 
Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the most unique 
stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its natural and 
recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among 
the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore 
trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the 
riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, water 
quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to 
create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would 
directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal 
Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize 
impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B 
area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 
that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including 
potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our 
nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry 
riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American 



 

  

River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including 
some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, 
involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family 
picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods 
would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This 
environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas 
are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are 
“significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the 
impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods 
should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place 
use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park 
Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were 
not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 
approach. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are 
deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained 
alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis 
of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if 
justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.  In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and 
protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was 
designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected 
Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect 
this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far 
greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 

Judith Martin 



 

 

 

 

From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:59:11 AM 

From: GEORGE M KIMMERLEIN <g.kimmerlein@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:08 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water 
Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the 
draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft 
SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. 

I have lived along the American river east of Watt Ave. for more 
than 20 years. I often paddle in my kayak or just take a swim 
from the bank on hot days. 
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I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is 
necessary along this section of the American River, and have 
concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks 
during two years of construction followed by years of isolated, 
immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to 
address potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that 
the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 
significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to 
consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all 
feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations of alternative methods on a much 
more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even 
where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures 
be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 
14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more 
surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 
impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

The recreational value of the river east of Watt will be 
eliminated despite limited or no additional flood protection. 
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The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more 
adequate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of 
the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not 
go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until 
a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative 
approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this 
irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should 
reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

George Kimmerlein 
Sacramento CA 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

   
 

  
 

   
 

From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, 
Sacramento, Ca 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:48:11 AM 
Attachments: Engineering_With_Nature_Web.pdf 

Final_Text_-_web.pdf 
2022-c090840.pdf 
7367-7385.pdf 
wsr-act.pdf 
Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors.pdf 
20190725_LAR_Erosion_Risk_Memo (1).pdf 

From: Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:59 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 
Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, Ca 

Dear United States Army Corps of Engineers and CA Department of Water Resources public 
comment recipients, 

I am submitting the following documents to make them part of the project record. 

FEMA, Engineering with Nature: Alternative Techniques to Riprap Bank Stabilization 

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. RESOURCES 
AGENCY CHAPTER 3: GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15126.6(a). 

We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou (April 20, 2022) 78. Cal.App.5th 

Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
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Engineering With Nature
Alternative Techniques to Riprap  
Bank Stabilization
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Introduction


We have always endeavored to harness and manipulate our environment. 
Efforts to shape or restrict nature often involve mechanically or artifi-
cially forcing our surroundings to bend to our will. Sadly, many of these 
activities have serious effects. Clear cutting forests, pollution, endanger-
ing entire species or simply driving them to extinction are just some 
of the major impacts. As we grow and develop technologically and as a 
society, we often overlook just what we are doing to the land around us, 
frequently until it is too late.


Over the past century, the Pacific Northwest has seen a significant 
amount of development in the areas of agriculture, housing, urbaniza-
tion and population. The 12 counties spanning the area of Puget Sound in 
Washington State alone have seen growth in numbers of up to 4 million 
people since the 1950s. This continuing expansion has put increased pres-
sure on the multitude of rivers, streams and other bodies of water that 
festoon the region, and growing presence is having a marked impact on 
those waters.


The more development this area undergoes, the more we are forced 
to restrict and inhibit the environment, in particular the varying and 
numerous waterways that surround us. While land erosion, stream 
migration and even flooding are natural processes, they can cause havoc 
when occurring near human populations. This has led to the creation of a 
number of measures to control or eliminate such hazards. Unfortunately, 
while many of these techniques solve the immediate problem, they are 
not always the safest or most environmentally conscious choice for the 
long-term.


Riprap, or hard armoring, is the traditional response to controlling and 
minimizing erosion along shorelines or riverbanks. As demonstrated 
by past multiple disasters in Washington State, the U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security’s Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
has provided funding assistance for the repair to these riprap facilities.*¹   
The very nature of having to repair these facilities counters the popular 
engineering belief that riprap is the best solution for mitigating stream 
bank erosion.    


¹* Funding is contingent upon eligibility criteria established under the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, as amended
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Riprap
Put simply, riprap is the layering of rocks (angular rocks generally being 
preferred,) along a threatened area to counteract the constant wearing 
away of land brought about by repetitive hydrologic activity. Whenever 
waves or moving waters meet unprotected soil, there will always be ero-
sion. Covering exposed soil with rock helps protect it from being washed 
away, securing an embankment against further erosion. 


Problems arise because the effects of riprap do not stop at the point of 
installation. When positioned along a section of riverbank, for example, 
riprap has a number of negative impacts on the surrounding environ-
ment. Riprap tends to increase the speed of water flow along an armored 
reach, as the water has no points of friction to come up against and 
nothing to slow it down. This additional strength of flow presents issues 
further downstream from a riprap protected bank, as water is deflected 
off the riprap and directed at other points of riverbank. The increased 
strength and speed of the water only increases erosion suffered at these 
new locations, the typical result of which is the necessity of installing 
additional armoring, which merely moves the problem further down the 
stream.


Riprap impedes the natural functions of a riverbank or shoreline, as it 
interrupts the establishment of the riparian zone, or the point of interface 
between land and flowing water. A properly functioning riparian zone 
is important for a number of reasons; it can reduce stream energy and 
minimize erosion; filter pollutants from surface runoff via biofiltration; 
trap and hold sediments and woody debris, which assists in replenishing 
soils and actually rebuilding banks and shorelines; and it provides habitat 
diversity and an important source of aquatic nutrients. Not to mention, a 
naturally functioning riparian zone simply looks better.


Another aspect of riprap is its considerable effect on wildlife, specifically 
fish that live in and utilize streams and rivers where eroding banks have 
undergone armoring. While erosion can cause potential problems for 


fish, especially in high-silt loca-
tions, the installation of riprap leads 
to other, more significant, issues. 
When riprap is the primary or only 
form of riverbank stabilization 
measure, the end result is typically 
a uniform, smooth channel, with no 
complexity. This means that there 
are no areas of vegetation either in 
or overhanging the water, leaving 
fish at risk from predation. In ad-
dition, a lack of riverbank diversity 
denies fish a place to seek refuge 
during periods of high-water, which 
often results in their being washed 
out of a fast moving system during 
flooding. 


Riprap causes other, albeit less sig-
nificant, problems as well. In areas 
of low vegetation, when exposed to 
direct sunlight, the rocks that com-
prise riprap can reflect light into 
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the water, which increases water temperatures to an unhealthy degree for 
fish. Riprap also tends to suffer from structural integrity issues during 
and after high-water events. Losing rocks to high water or fast flows, a 
riprap structure will soon begin to fail in its purpose. Once the soil that 
the riprap is designed to protect is exposed, the damage continues as 
before its installation. This possibility requires constant monitoring and 
maintenance, which ultimately becomes expensive and problematic.


Alternative Techniques
The old saying goes “the more things change, the more they stay the 
same.” This adage, in many ways, can be applied to the discussion of 
riverbank stabilization. As technologies and techniques have advanced in 
finding ways to secure our land from the constant ravages of erosion, we 
begin to see that perhaps modernizing these efforts might not be the only 
way to approach these issues. 


Nature has always been capable of taking care of itself. Long before we 
began manipulating our environment, nature has run its own course. Is it 
possible, then, that we can look to nature for examples to follow in mak-
ing life near eroding or flood-prone waterways less risky while leaving as 
minimal a footprint as possible? Proponents of environmentally conscious 
and responsible construction believe so. 


As the realities and consequences of riprap and hard armoring river-
banks and shorelines have come to light, there are those who have begun 
to work towards changing the traditional approaches to erosion and 
flood control. New and old engineering techniques are being introduced 
regularly that incorporate natural functionality with modern technology 
and design. Bio-engineering, hydro-seeding, controlled planting and the 
construction of engineered logjams are just some of the many efforts be-
ing taken to demonstrate the successful options that exist in the pursuit 
of land preservation and increased safety.
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Purpose
Standard engineering calls for hard armoring an eroding bank. Lately, 
the tide has turned on the accepted practice of hard armoring due to 
public conscience of the eroding environment we live in. The 10 stories 
in this booklet represent a handful of successful alternatives to riverbank 
stabilization that have been taken throughout Western Washington. 
While this collection is in no way complete, it offers a comprehensive 
look at some of the varied techniques that are available for consideration. 
These best practices illustrate the fact that we can  manipulate streams 
and rivers without completely overriding nature’s design, that indeed, it 
is possible to work hand in hand with nature to make living by the water 
not only viable, but much safer and secure in the long run.
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In 1994, King County built a bioengineered bank 
stabilization project on the Middle Green River at 
the site of John Hamakami’s Strawberry Farm. The 
site was designed at a time when the Washington 
State Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Muck-
leshoot tribal fisheries groups, and King County 
ecologists were realizing that the continued place-
ment and replacement of riprap was harming fish and 
their habitat. Hamakami Strawberry Farm became 
a demonstration site for the positive effects of using 
natural elements, particularly wood and vegetation, 
as opposed to hard armoring in a high energy river 
environment.


“We started looking at how river hydraulics were 
interacting with wood,” said Andy Levesque, a King 
County senior engineer, who works in the River and 
Floodplain Management Unit. “We wanted to see how 
wood could be used constructively without destabi-
lizing banks, while actually helping to direct the river 
flow to make the banks more stable if possible. The 
actual design and construction work was overseen by 
Jeanne Stypula, one of our engineers, working with a 
consulting biologist, Alan Johnson.”


In 1990, the Middle Green River created a whole new 
quarter mile meander bend in just over one day. In 
the process, the river demolished 150 feet of rock 
lined levee, a dozen maple trees and a couple acres of 
the Hamakami Strawberry farm. Historically on the 
Green River, rock riprap was used to prevent embank-
ment scour. On such an alluvial floodplain as the 
Hamakami property, with an abundance of silt and 
sand, however, slumping is the primary cause of bank 
failure. Fine grained materials do not provide bank 
resistance, so in a high energy event, like the one that 
occurred at the Hamakami site in 1990, the Green 
River was able to move laterally at a very rapid pace.


Hamakami Strawberry Farm:
Adding Roughness to River Keeps Farm Running Smoothly


Numerous logs are placed along the toe of the riverbank.


During flooding additional woody debris is recruited by the original logs.


“We wanted to see how wood could 
be used constructively without 
destabilizing banks.”  - Andy Levesque
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The 1990 flood event left a steep 10 to 15-foot high raw 
embankment along the Hamakami Strawberry Farm. 
As a result, over the following years, the farm lost a 
significant amount of land to the river meander that 
was moving rapidly through the property. In fact, 
strawberries from the farm were literally falling into 
the river channel.


In 1994, King County stabilized 500 feet of the rapidly 
eroding riverbank using bioengineering measures. 
Over 60 logs were placed along the river’s toe and 
secured to the bank with coir fabric, soil wraps and 
vegetation. The logs were placed in groups of three 
every 20-25 feet and buried into the embankment. As 
a demonstration project, the idea was to show that 
installing natural elements added 
roughness to the channel, which 
increased flow resistance and 
slowed the river down. 


“We used wood and vegetation to slow the river 
processes down,” said Levesque. “When the wood 
that showed up in the next flood landed, it started 
forming a jam. The jam evolved and recruited sedi-
ment, and the sediment recruited vegetation. That 
slowed the water down enough to deposit the gravels 
upstream, which caused the river to cut multiple 
channels across the bar that it had previously built. 
Now we’ve got 100-fold the habitat edge, variety, 
complexity, structure, interaction, and process that 
we did right after the flood event. We counted fish at 
the site, before our installation, and there were four 
of them. Now there are five different species at ten 
different times of year.”


The Hamakami site exemplifies that if a bank sta-
bilization design can jump-start channel processes, 
ecological rehabilitation will occur. The logs placed 
by the county now have wood, debris, sediment, and 
vegetation surrounding them. As a result of the proj-
ect, several side channels have been created which 
distribute the system’s energy, allowing sediments to 
disperse and vegetation to thrive. In total, the site’s 
ecological productivity is greatly improved.


“This type of technique is what I would advocate even 
in a high energy environment,” said Levesque. “It can 
be done with wood. It can be done with vegetation. 
There are some precautions that have to be taken 
depending on the landscape. If the river meander 
has basically cut itself to the edge of where it’s going 
to go, just respect that meander belt and add some 
structure back into it. Get things jump-started. You 
get your process back. You get things reshaped and 
you get environmental benefits.”


“Now we’ve got 100-
fold the habitat edge, 
variety, complexity, 
structure, interaction, 
and process that we 
did right after the flood 
event.”  - Andy Levesque


Recruited vegetation lends cohesion to the riverbanks.
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Riverview Road in Snohomish County, Washington 
runs beside a section of the Snohomish River. The 
road was built by landowners in the late 1800s and 
then expanded and improved in the early 1900s.  It 
primarily serves the local farming communities as 
both a thoroughfare and as the base of a flood control 
levee system. At the time of its construction, these 
levees were created with drag lines which pulled soil 
from the river bottom and deposited it on the top of 
the riverbank. The material was then flattened for 
use. The pulled river soil is described as alluvial sedi-
ment and is composed of fine grained, porous mate-
rial. 


Problems arise when such material is subject to 
inundation. Over the years, as the County developed, 
modern surfacing was laid over the old roadway origi-
nally built from the river alluvium. During periods 
of high water resulting from floods on the Snohom-
ish River, the road embankment becomes saturated. 
When the water recedes, the material tends to com-
pact, and the saturated soils begin to slide down to-
wards the river. This process often compromises the 
stability of the riverbank, undermining the integrity 
of the road itself.


“This is happening at a number of places where there are 
levees on the lower Snohomish River,” said Jeffrey Jones, 
an Engineering Geologist for Snohomish County’s Public 
Works Department. “Every time the water comes up and 
goes back down, we find new problem sites.”


The Riverview Road area of the Snohomish River is 
a migration corridor for Chinook salmon and Bull 
trout, both listed under the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA). The increase of sedimentation from the 
collapsing embankment into the river was regarded 
as potentially harmful to fish, as sedimentation can 
negatively impact oxygen levels, suffocate salmon 
eggs and decrease visibility for feeding. Because rip-
rap reduces cover, increases temperature and elimi-
nates access to spawning areas, it can have a negative 
impact on habitat. Based on these potential effects 
the team sought out other alternatives.


Jones, working with Dave Lucas, a River Engineer 
for the Snohomish County Surface Water Manage-
ment Department, designed a system of embankment 
stabilization. This environmentally-friendly design 
incorporated wood and vegetative plantings. The 
design was successful because it kept the road from 
collapsing and avoided placing major amounts of rock 
into the river.


Since the embankment along Riverview Road is so 
steep, typical stabilization techniques were impracti-
cal. Jones and his team of Snohomish County Road 
Maintenance workers built a structural earth wall 
(SEW) composed of a number of soil wraps placed in 
a step-like fashion starting from the waterline and 
climbing to the top of the embankment. Each step is 
created by laying down a 13-foot wide roll of polypro-
pylene or polyethylene geo-grid fabric. The grids are 


Riverview Road:
Several Steps to Safety in Snohomish County


The offsetting of the soil wraps comprising the structural earth wall (SEW) give it 
its step-like appearance. The logs anchored to the toe of the embankment protect 
the structure from fast flowing woody debris and provide habitat for migrating fish 
during high water.  


Dave Lucas and Jeff Jones standing 
atop their structural earth wall on 
Riverview Road. 
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weighted down by layers of compacted gravel-borrow 
taken from a local quarry. The geo-grid is folded over, 
and another layer of gravel is used to weigh it down 
further. As each wrap is completed, the following 
one is offset by at least one foot, creating the step-
like appearance. The outer face of the wall is covered 
with a layer of heavy coir fabric, and topsoil which is 
then hydro-seeded. This allows the geo-grid to lock 
in place and secure the embankment without threat 
of degradation from exposure to ultraviolet light. 
Finally, the entire embankment is planted with live 
willow cuttings which ultimately take root. As the 
trees grow, their root structures add to the stability of 
the embankment.


According to Lucas, Snohomish County utilizes a 
native plant program to assist in habitat restoration 
projects such as the Riverview Road effort. Not only 
are they able to determine which plants and trees are 
appropriate for a particular location, they also incor-
porate a holding facility that grows the plants to be 
used. With advance notice of upcoming projects, the 
holding facility personnel can have the plants ready 
and perform the recommended planting.


“In the toe of the embankment we anchored a con-
tinuous row of logs,” said Jones. “They’re about 20 or 
30 feet long, with the root wads still attached. We 
use “Manta Ray” type anchors, vertical anchors and 
horizontal anchors to hold them in place.”


The Snohomish River at this location is tidally influ-
enced, which means the logs are not in the water at 
all times. During high tide the logs provide necessary 
shelter for migrating fish. They also act as a shield, 
preventing larger woody debris from puncturing the 
base of the soil wraps during periods of high water 
or flooding. Over time, additional woody debris is 
recruited by the logs and absorbed into the shoreline, 
further enhancing the establishment of habitat.


The first stage of the Riverview Road stabilization 
project was completed over four years ago, just down 
the road from the most recent construction. At this 
point in its progression, the first area has assumed a 
completely natural appearance. The planted vegeta-
tion has grown and continues to develop a function-
ing root system that further strengthens the em-
bankment. The logs on the waterline have recruited 
additional woody debris, incorporating them into the 
habitat, and the surface of the project is overgrown by 
the hydro-seeded grass and planted vegetation.  The 
geo-grids holding the embankment in place are now 
completely invisible.


When speaking about the success of the project, 
Lucas was confident in its long-term value.


“Overall, this type of design will require less ongoing 
maintenance than riprap,” said Lucas. “It secures the 
riverbank against erosion, and it helps to meet our 
commitment towards maintaining salmon habitat, 
a stated goal of Snohomish County. When we can 
add those elements together and stabilize a County 
road in a habitat friendly manner, I think the project 
speaks for itself.”


The completed project, a short distance down the road, is 
now fully vegetated and looks entirely natural.


The willow cuttings planted throughout the embankment 
lend root cohesion and stability to the structural earth wall.


Eventually the coir fabric and the structural earth wall itself 
will be completely overgrown with hydro-seeded grass and 
other vegetation. 
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On the Mashel River, just outside of the town of 
Eatonville, Washington, Smallwood Park contains a 
pond utilized by the town’s residents for their annual 
fishing derby. Every few years the Mashel River is 
subject to flooding and the park, along with the pond, 
becomes inundated with floodwaters. The river em-
bankment by this pond has begun to erode, and with 
each new flood event, the park, and the County road 
nearby, are potentially threatened with damage.


Following a major flood in 1996, the Army Corps of 
Engineers funded the installation of a riprap struc-
ture on the threatened riverbank. That area of the 
river happened to be a straight channel providing no 
complexity to slow the river’s flow, or for fish habitat. 
As is often the case with riprap, the speed of the river 
in that reach accelerated, and increased the threat of 
erosion on banks further downstream. In addition, 
the riprap itself ultimately began to fail, with the 
rocks that comprised the bank protection falling into 
the river.


To address the problem, a private company, Herrera 
Environmental Consultants was contracted to install 
several engineered logjams along a number of reaches 
in the river along the Smallwood Park bank. The 
intent was for the logjams to slow down water flow, 


while providing long-missing habitat for fish that 
utilized the Mashel for spawning and migration. 


“One of the main limiting factors of that area of the 
river was that it had been very simplified by prior hu-
man activity,” said Jose Carrasquero, a Fisheries Biolo-
gist and Project Manager for Herrera. “Logging and 
removal of wood had negative effects on the riparian 
areas, and left no complexity to the stream. There 
were very few pools for juvenile salmon to utilize 
for rearing, or off-channel habitat for much-needed 
protection during high flows. Spawning habitat for re-
turning adult salmon was also lacking.  The area had 
also been cut off from its floodplain, and therefore, 
it conveyed water during high flows very fast, which 
was effectively flushing the fish out of the system.”  


Another important consideration was that the riprap 
installed by the Corps was having an impact on the 
levee on the opposite bank of the river where ero-
sion had also started to occur. Behind the levee was 
another pond that sat beside an old mill site. There 
was concern that the water from this other pond was 
contaminated by pollutants left over from the mill, 
and that, if the bank collapsed and the levee was 
breached during a flood, those pollutants would be 
released into the water.


Eatonville Logjams:
Engineered Logjams Protect Banks on Mashel River


Four of the engineered logjams designed by Herrera Environmental Consultants on the Mashel River outside of Eatonville, WA.
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Funding for the installation of the logjams was pro-
vided by the Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB), 
which gives money to a number of different organiza-
tions throughout Washington State for the restora-
tion of salmon fish habitat. The South Puget Sound 
Salmon Enhancement Group, one of the groups that 
received money from the SRFB, then contracted with 
Herrera to have the logjams installed in 2005.


The initial funding provided by the Salmon Enhance-
ment Group allowed for the removal of the riprap 
along that section of the river and the construction of 
11 logjams. The logjams were modeled in detail at the 
Herrera offices, and then meticulously constructed on 
site. 


“We needed to figure out what we could do 
to help fix the riverbank and change the flow 
characteristics of the river without accelerating flow 
through the reach,” said Ian Mostrenko, a Civil and 
Environmental Engineer for Herrera. “We looked 
at potential hydraulic effects, calculated potential 
scouring, and determined how big the structures 
needed to be to accomplish our goal. Typically, 
natural logjams are stabilized by very large pieces 
of wood. We couldn’t get natural 36-inch diameter, 
120-foot long logs to the site, so we had to simulate 
that stability in other ways. In this case, we used 
a combination of vertical log pile structures and 
gravity structures. We put in vertical log piles for 
lateral stability, and then we built what are called 
gravity structures, which hold the structures in place 
through their height and weight.”


The logs comprising the base of the logjam structures 
are driven deep into the riverbank, some as much as 
15-30 feet in depth. A criss-crossed pattern of logs 
forms the core, which is likened to that of an eleva-


tor shaft. The logs interlock in place underground, 
lending the entire structure strength. The outer face 
of the jams extend into the river approximately 10-15 
feet, creating the roughness elements necessary to 
not only slow the river flow down, but preserve the 
river banks from erosion, and form the pools that 
establish vital fish habitat.


While vegetation was not included in the original 
budget for the logjam construction, the Salmon En-
hancement Group chose to address that issue on its 
own. In collaboration with the town of Eatonville, as 
well as the Nisqually Indian Tribe (who are involved 
with the project as stakeholders and eager partici-
pants,) they utilized volunteers and initiated a vegeta-
tion planting program on the logjam sites. 


“We propose planting as an important component to 
the process,” said Carrasquero. “You want that root 
cohesion to be a structural element of the logjam as 
well as the river banks. It’s not ornamental. It will 
also provide habitat. From the restoration perspec-
tive, and the structural perspective, we see that as a 
critical element of the stability of the structures.”


During the November 2006 flood (which was listed 
as a 25-year event) the sites suffered no damage, and 
no logjams were lost to high water. Additionally, the 
jams performed their intended function of providing 
protection, and no evidence of erosion was reported 
on either bank of the river.


The complexity added by the logjams is important for 
slowing down water flow on the river. 


“We needed to figure out what we could 
do to help fix the riverbank and change 
the flow characteristics of the river 
without accelerating flow through the 
reach.” - Ian Mostrenko


The pools established behind each jam provide much needed 
habitat and refuge for migrating fish.
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Herrera Environmental Consultant employees 
Leonard Ballek, Jose Carrasquero, Ian Mostrenko and 
Chris Brummer stand firmly behind (and on) their 
design.


The installation of the original 11 logjams, which cov-
ered three reaches of the river, totaled approximately 
$400,000. The logjams have proven so successful that 
the Salmon Enhancement Group contracted with 
Herrera for the construction of two additional jams, 
bringing the number of Herrera-designed structures 
on the Mashel to 13. 


In the year since the logjams have been in place, a 
three-fold increase in salmon numbers has been ob-
served. The South Puget Sound Salmon Enhancement 
Group has performed snorkeling surveys to moni-
tor fish utilization of the river. Data from these tests 
demonstrates that there is considerably less usage by 
fish in riprapped sections of the river, compared to 
banks that have been treated with wood.


“Obviously, development is going to continue,” said 
Carrasquero, “but it can be done in a way that’s re-
storative of habitat functions so that it can be sus-
tainable. I think this type of technique is demonstra-
tive of that. In a situation where you have constraints; 
infrastructure to be protected, a major transportation 
thoroughfare to consider, a recreational area that has 
to be maintained, you have to come up with concepts 
that will meet all those expectations. I think, so far, 
that riprap has demonstrated that it can’t do all that. 
We live in a time in society where people have really 
started to care more about the environment. Right 
now, our water is one of our most important re-
sources, and we need to protect it. I think this type of 
natural approach is more protective of that important 
resource.” 
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In October of 2006, a property owner along Burley 
Creek contacted the Kitsap County Conservation 
District for assistance. The landowner was dealing 
with a stream that was eroding his backyard. When 
the embankment adjacent to his shed began to fail, 
the landowner sought outside help. 


Upon evaluation of the site, Rich Geiger, District 
Engineer for Mason Conservation District, identified 
the site’s significant problem areas. Although Burley 
Creek is a small system, its alluvial soils easily erode, 
making it a significant cause for concern.


“There were two issues,” said Geiger. “First was the 
severity of the bend. Second was the ease at which 
these soils were being eroded. They had no internal 
strength.”


Because coho salmon utilize this section of Burley 
Creek for spawning, choosing an embankment sta-
bilization method was a complex matter. In addition, 
the site required immediate management. However, 
the embankment failure occurred in the Fall, which 
is spawning season for coho salmon. At that time of 
year, it is almost impossible to install stabilization 
measures without negatively affecting fish habitat.


Geiger’s solution was to design a brush mattress 
along 77 feet of the creek. The mattress was built by 
tying 6-foot long Douglas fir and Grand fir tree tops 
to 4-foot long, 2-inch by 2-inch cedar stakes, driven 
in a 1-foot by 2-foot pattern into the stream bank. 
The tree tops are placed with the butt upstream, with 
each piece tied to at least three separate stakes, and 
shingled so the upstream tree overlaps two-thirds 


of the downstream tree. After placement, additional 
living tree stakes are driven through the brush mat-
tress to promote root growth for soil retention. In this 
case, a natural fiber geotextile was placed against the 
bare soils, and the stakes were driven through the 
fabric for additional soil retention. As the structure 
is composed entirely of natural materials, it is much 
more expedient to pass through the permitting pro-
cess than a hard-armoring embankment stabilization 
project.


“It was during a period when the Fish and Wildlife 
Department would normally not allow you to do any 
kind of work in this stream,” said Geiger. “However, 
these types of structures can be installed with just 
about zero sedimentation. This qualified us for the 
streamlined Hydraulic Project Approval, which takes 
a much shorter time to permit, and eliminates the 


Burley Creek Brush Mattress:
Natural Armor Protects Bank in Mason County


The eroding property prior to the start of the project.


Rich Geiger standing by the brush mattress as it develops.


Construction of the brush mattress underway.
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requirement to get local permits. Since the structure 
is 100-percent wood, the Corp of Engineers does not 
consider it fill and therefore they don’t require a per-
mit. If we had used more traditional techniques, we 
would have had to wait for permitting.”


Geiger explained that the brush mattress technique 
can be adapted to the specific water velocities at 
alternate sites.


“You can vary the strength of this based on the length 
and diameter of the stakes and the tensile strength of 
the rope used to tie down the trees,” said Geiger. “You 
then determine how much shear stress this installa-
tion will be able to resist based on those parameters.” 


Four months after it was installed, the brush mattress 
structure at Burley Creek withstood the February 
2007 100-year-flood, suffering minimal damage in the 
event.


In sensitive ecosystems, when emergency manage-
ment is needed for stream bank erosion control, 
brush mattresses can inhibit erosion without threat-
ening habitat and requiring costly mitigation mea-
sures at a later time. Installing the brush mattress 
does not significantly disturb fish spawning habitat 
and once installed, the structure provides complex 
habitat for fish and other aquatic species. 


“The reason that we are allowed to do this work is 
that Washington State Fish and Wildlife considers it 
an enhancement to the stream,” said Geiger. “It simu-
lates a heavily vegetated stream bank. Fish just love 
it. We’ve actually seen fish using it as we are install-
ing it. They get right in there and use it for cover and 
so forth. It was pretty surprising.”


The average longevity for brush mattresses is yet to 
be determined. Even though the Kitsap County Con-
servation District originally installed these structures 
as a temporary measure, many of the original struc-
tures installed over four years ago are still function-
ing today. The key to the brush mattress’ long term 
success is to plant through the stakes with vegetation. 


Characteristic of bioengineering techniques that 
work with nature, the brush mattress will completely 
biodegrade and integrate into its surroundings. The 
planted vegetation strengthens the bank’s soils after 
the mattress decomposes and provides the root sys-
tem and brush necessary for future stabilization. Root 
mass, soil strengthening properties, hydraulic drag, 
and compatibility with the natural environment are 
all characteristics to consider when choosing vegeta-
tion to incorporate into a brush mattress installation.


“If you need to do something right away and you 
don’t want to be facing a heavy mitigation require-
ment after the project is installed, then this is a good 
technique,” said Geiger. “This is a very easy armor 
to install, and in short order you can have an area 
protected.”Cedar stakes driven into the creek bank provide additional 


soil retention.


The added vegetation to the creek provides habitat and cover 
for fish. 


“This is a very easy armor to install, 
and in short order you can have an area 
protected.”  -Rich Geiger
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The Everson Overflow, located outside the town 
of Everson in Whatcom County, Washington, has 
wide-reaching affects during high water events. The 
overflow is a high ground divide situated between 
the Nooksack River Basin and the Fraser River Basin. 
During significant flood events at this site, water 
tends to overtop the right bank of the Nooksack River 
and spill into the Everson Overflow. It can then surge 
into the Johnson Creek floodplain, flowing north, 
and ultimately reaching the Fraser River Basin in 
British Columbia, Canada. In the aftermath of one 
such occurrence in 1990, the Trans-Canada highway 
was closed for several days and millions of dollars of 
damage occurred. To address this trans-boundary 
flooding issue, an international taskforce assembled 
consisting of a number of agencies and technical 
experts from both Canada and the U.S.


Recently, several flood events occurred in Whatcom 
County that necessitated emergency management 
measures along the Everson Overflow. To forestall an-
other disaster, the County, from 2003 to 2006, imple-
mented four temporary rock riprap projects stabiliz-
ing two large scour holes within the project reach. 
In 2006, the County was permitted to construct a 
permanent bank stabilization design. In accordance 
with the Lower Nooksack River Flood Hazard Man-
agement Plan, which recommends protocols for flood 
management problems pertinent to the Everson 
Overflow, the County’s objective was to sustain the 
Nooksack River’s current bank elevations along the 
Everson Overflow.


“Our management approach now is to maintain the 
existing geometry,” said James Lee an engineer with 
Whatcom County’s Public Works Department. “We 
do not want to increase or decrease water flow over 
the bank, we just want to make the banks as stable as 
possible. By lowering or raising this bank elevation 
you alter how much flow leaves the Nooksack River 
Basin and heads north, ultimately reaching the Fraser 
River Basin in British Columbia during a significant 
flood event.  By maintaining the existing bank eleva-
tions we are not changing this dynamic, known as 
the Everson Overflow.”


Whatcom County’s engineers designed a bank stabi-
lization project with the intent of halting the chronic 
failure occurring along 1400 feet of the lower main 
stem Nooksack’s right bank. The project was initially 
funded through the Whatcom Flood Control Zone 
District and the local Sumas-Nooksack-Everson River 
Subzone. Additional grant funding was later made 
available through the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency’s (FEMA) public assistance program. 


The project involved a combination of hard and soft 
armoring measures focused on halting further ero-
sion of the scour holes, securing the embankment’s 
toe, and stabilizing the slope. Providing for fish habi-
tat was integral to both the design and the permitting 
process. 


“The lower main stem Nooksack is an important river 
for a number of species,” said Lee. “It is a migra-
tory reach for Chinook and coho salmon, as well as 
steelhead trout. Bull trout, which are listed under the 


Everson Overflow:
Keeping Floodwaters in Check on the Nooksack River


The timber piling structures capture woody debris, which 
provides roughness to the river, and ultimately establishes 
additional habitat.


One of the scour holes being stabilized by the Overflow 
project. Woody debris has begun to collect and will be 
incorporated into the riverbank.
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Endangered Species Act (ESA), can also be using it 
anytime of year in their different life stages, and it is 
used by Pink salmon in odd number years.”


The county placed timber piling structures in the 
outside edge of the pools created by the two main 
scour holes. The decision to keep the two large scour 
holes along the embankment’s edge is a primary ben-
efit for fish.  The scallop-shaped holes interrupt the 
linearity of the bank, creating irregularities perfect 
for fish habitat. 


“The fisheries biologists don’t want to see a straight 
smooth bank,” said Lee. “Those irregularities are 
areas of slack-water back currents where the fish can 
go to get out of the main current.”


The piling structures further enhance the habitat 
complexity which shelters the fish and stabilizes the 
river channel during large flows. In addition, the 
pilings recruit debris flowing through the channel 
during high water events. 


“In terms of the bank stabilization project, the timber 
pilings are a stand-alone component,” said Lee. “This 
means that if some of the timber piling structures are 
damaged, the integrity of the entire bank stabiliza-
tion design is not compromised. At the same time, 
there are bank stability benefits provided by these 
structures.  They provide an incredible amount of 
roughness along the portions of the riverbank where 
they are located.  This slows the water along the 
bank behind them, promoting deposition and the 
establishment of vegetation, which helps to further 
stabilize these areas.”


Along the linear portions of the embankment, the 
county laid large limestone rock up to the ordinary 
high water mark. Seventy-five pieces of large woody 
debris were then placed along the project length with 


their root wads facing outward toward the flow. The 
debris provides asymmetry to the otherwise straight-
edged sections of the channel, and the root wads cre-
ate scour that diverts energy away from the toe, thus 
decreasing the likelihood that the rock toe will fail.


The County reconstructed the slope of the upper 
bank with coir fabric, soil lifts, and live willow cut-
tings. 


“Using three-quarter-inch plywood that was eight 
feet long and 12 inches high, we built forms to aid in 
the construction of over a couple miles of soil lifts,” 
said Lee. “Basically, we laid down the coir fabric, 
planted the willow cuttings, and placed the dirt. The 
wooden form provided something for the dirt to push 
up against as you ran over it with the walk-behind 
compactor. Otherwise, if you just simply had coir 
fabric holding back the soil when you put the com-
pactor on it, the fabric would bulge out and likely 
rupture.  The forms allowed us to build the soil lifts 
in a uniform manner. As the crews got proficient, we 
started to make excellent production numbers per 
day. It really worked well.”


Because the coir fabric eventually decays, the live 
stakes are the source of long-term stability for the 
slope. For the Everson Overflow project, the What-
com County Public Works Department planted 10,000 
thriving willow cuttings. In addition, a twenty-foot 
wide buffer was designated along the top length of 
the project. The buffer is planted with a mix of native 
tree species such as cedar, fir and alder, providing a 
great improvement to this section of the bank which 
had previously been overgrown with an invasive, non-
native blackberry species.


“Engineers would be well-served to come out and 
look at some of these projects,” said Lee. “I’ve stood 
out here at flood flows and seen the ferocity of the 
flows and the amount of water and the debris that 
comes down the system. When the water recedes and 
you see that the project has held up well, it is solid 
evidence that these techniques can work if designed 
and built properly. People need to keep their minds 
open. It does what we need from the flood hazard 
perspective, but it also goes further to benefit the 
salmon recovery effort.”


Coir fabric covers the upper bank.


“The fisheries biologists don’t want 
to see a straight smooth bank. Those 
irregularities are areas of slack water 
back currents where the fish can go to 
get out of the main current.” -  James Lee
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In Quilcene, Washington, the small community of 
Hiddendale sits beside the Big Quilcene River. De-
velopment of Hiddendale began in the 1960s, and to 
protect the houses under construction, the developer 
built a dike several hundred yards long using material 
from the river.  Immediately, problems began when 
flooding occurred because the material used to create 
the dike was not strong enough to form an effective 
barrier against rising water. Within a short time, the 
dike had begun to erode.


In 1996, engineers from Agua Tierra Environmental 
Engineering were looking for an area to conduct a 
riparian demonstration project utilizing bio-engi-
neering. The community of Hiddendale was chosen, 
as the dike had reached a critical point of potential 
failure. Portions of it had actually disappeared due to 
chronic erosion from periodic high water on the Big 
Quilcene, and several homes were threatened.


“The first step was to pull the dike back about 40 feet 
and make a little more room for the river to occupy,” 
said Al Latham, District Manager for the Jefferson 
County Conservation District. “They then installed 
three rock groins into the river along a 200- foot 
section of the Hiddendale riverbank, the outer edges 
of which were approximately at the edge of the prior 
levee’s location. Then the entire area was heavily 
planted with willows and other vegetation.”


The rock groins were carefully designed with several 
considerations in mind. Calculations were taken into 
account for such factors as the river’s width, water 
flow during average and flood stages, as well as im-
pact of the structures to the overall area. 


The first step in installing the groins involved tempo-
rarily blocking the river from entering the construc-
tion site. Since the project was undertaken while the 
river was at a seasonally reduced level, only a small 
area had to be coffered off with sandbags. Once the 
construction site was secured, three trenches extend-
ing 25 feet back into the bank were dug, and tapered 
down into the river channel. Multi-sized rocks simi-
lar to that used in riprap design were then carefully 
layered into the trenches. 


Hiddendale:
Combining Wood and Rock to Protect Property


Downed trees claimed by the Forest Service provide the 
skeleton for the rock groin structure.


Planted willows, dogwoods, conifers and other trees will create a mat of roots to help stabilize the riverbank. 
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The National Forest Service donated almost forty 25 
to 30-foot long logs, several with root wads still at-
tached, which the Forest Service retrieved from areas 
of blow-down during previous storms. The logs were 
laid within the trenches, several logs to a trench, with 
the root wads sticking out into the river. To lock the 
structures in place, the logs were integrated with the 
rocks. Additional rocks were then piled on top of the 
logs, giving the structures strength and stability.


Hundreds of branch cuttings from several different 
species of local trees were laid within the trenches 
before they were filled in with the final layer of rocks, 
and then topped with soil. The intertwining of the 
various root systems provided by the cuttings as 
they grow plays an integral part in the success of the 
project. 


“We planted a lot of willow in there,” said Latham. 
“Along with red ochre dogwood, alder, some conifers, 
as well as Douglas firs and cedars. By the time the 
logs decay, which is a long way off, there will be such 
a mat of roots from the vegetation that it’s going to 
make the banks really stable.”


The Big Quilcene River serves as migration reach and 
spawning ground for several species of fish, including 
coho, Chinook and King salmon, as well as steelhead 
and cutthroat trout. Prior to the setback of the dike 
and the introduction of the rock groins to the river, 
the channel was essentially a straight passage with 
a minimal amount of woody debris, offering limited 


habitat diversity for migrating fish. With the rock 
groins installed, root wads extended into the river 
and the vegetation established throughout the area, 
the habitat provided for the fish is far more extensive 
than ever before.   


The Hiddendale bank stabilization project was 
funded through a $50,000 grant from Washington 
State’s Flood Control Assistance Account Program, 
which provides money for a number of different flood 
control activities throughout the state. Additional 
assistance was made available by the Department of 
Natural Resource’s Jobs for the Environment program, 
which provides funding to hire displaced logging 
professionals to perform restoration activities.


Since the introduction of the rock groins to the Hid-
dendale area 13 years ago, the Big Quilcene River has 
been subjected to several high water flood events. 
According to Latham, the groins have withstood 
the floods, sustaining no damage and no significant 
impact to their stability. They have also provided 
invaluable protection for migrating fish and, best of 
all, the properties once threatened by the river have 
remained completely safe.


“The typical approach before we did this would have 
been to line the banks with riprap, using the same 
size material we used in the groins,” said Latham. 
“The thing is, when you go that way, currents acceler-
ate along riprap, and you’re just sending the problem 
downstream. You don’t get any improved habitat or 
channel diversity. It’s just a rock wall. With these 
three small groins, it didn’t establish a big footprint, 
but it’s really kept the thalweg, or the main part of 
the river, well out beyond the bank, preventing any 
further erosion. It also created all this habitat in be-
tween each groin. Now the bank has been stabilized 
as well or better than riprap ever could do it.”


Al Latham stands on top of one the groins extended into the 
river.


By the time the logs decay, which is a 
long way off, there will be such a mat of 
roots from the vegetation that it’s going 
to make the banks really stable.”   
- Al Latham


In the background stands one of the Hiddendale properties 
protected by the project.
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Old Tarboo Road in Jefferson County, Washington 
crosses Tarboo Creek, which is a small, steady stream 
running from its spring-fed headwaters in the hills 
east of the Olympic Mountains down to Tarboo Bay. 
The stream is used for migration and spawning by 
coho and fall chum salmon, as well as steelhead, sea 
run and resident cutthroat trout. Juvenile summer 
chum salmon and Chinook salmon rear in the estuary 
of Tarboo-Dabob Bay about two miles downstream. 
Three of these species; steelhead trout, summer 
chum and Chinook salmon are listed as threatened 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).


The county road was originally built in the 1890s, 
and numerous forms of crossings have been utilized 
over the years, including wooden bridges and vari-
ous forms of culverts. In the 1970s, a six-foot wide, 
40-foot long culvert was installed under the road. 
During especially high water events, such as the flood 
of 1996, water would back up and overtop the creek 
banks and cover the road. Directly downstream of the 
culvert, the creek flowed into a straight ditch approx-
imately eight-feet deep with steep banks. Over the 
years, this led to problems of bank erosion and flood-
ing as well as impeding travel of some of the weaker 
species of fish that could not traverse the culvert.


“There was riprap on either end of the culvert, as well 
as some downstream where the channel had eroded 
the banks,” said Peter Bahls, an aquatic ecologist, 
fish biologist and Director of the Northwest Water-


shed Institute. “When a large amount of water goes 
through a culvert, it acts as a fire hose, and it can 
cause a lot of impacts further downstream as well.”


In 2004 the Northwest Watershed Institute, in 
partnership with Jefferson County, pulled the cul-
vert from under the road and built a bridge over Old 
Tarboo Creek. Removing the culvert opened up pas-
sage for the creek, significantly reducing the threat of 
ongoing erosion while also reestablishing a migration 
route for fish that had been cut-off from traditional 
spawning waters for over 20 years. An added benefit 
of the project was the reconnection of the creek to the 
local floodplain.


During construction of the bridge, the designers took 
the opportunity to lower the gradient of the creek, 
reducing it to less than one-half a percent under the 
bridge for a length of approximately 100 feet. This had 
the effect of slowing water flow throughout the reach, 
further reducing erosion and making it easier for 
migrating fish to traverse. 


Old Tarboo Road Bridge:
New Bridge Design Eliminates Flooding


Wood positioned downstream of the bridge slows water flow and provides 
habitat for fish and other wildlife.


“When a large amount of water goes 
through a culvert, it acts as a fire hose, 
and it can cause a lot of impacts further 
downstream as well.”  -Peter Bahls


Coir matting and planted vegetation stabilize 
the creek banks under the bridge.
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The bridge was installed with the use of concrete 
pilings driven approximately 20 feet into the ground, 
removing the threat of instability due to possible 
undercutting. Though the channel width was only 13 
feet at its maximum, they designed the bridge to span 
over 40 feet in length. 


“The main mistake in bridge construction, and the 
reason you often have problems with bridges and 
flooding is because the span is not long enough,” said 
Bahls. “They don’t leave enough room for flood and 
scour flow. We made sure our bridge was long enough 
to handle the flow spreading out under the bridge, 
without causing scour along the banks.”


Bahls also stated that, as a rough rule of thumb, the 
width of the floodplain under the bridge (including 
the stream channel,) should be at least twice the 
bankfull channel width of the stream from bank to 
bank. At the Old Tarboo Bridge, the bankfull channel 
is approximately 12 feet wide and the total floodplain 
width was designed to be approximately 20 feet. With 
the addition of sloping banks up to the bridge this 
required a 40-foot long bridge.


A floodplain bench was built under the bridge on 
each side of the creek and extending 30 feet up and 
downstream, starting with large, rounded river rock 
laid in a single row along each stream bank. Soil 
was then infilled behind the rock for the floodplain 
bench. The rock was laid atop a layer of heavy coir 
fabric which was then pulled over the rock, wrapping 
around it and securing it to the bank. The coir creates 
a layer of strengthening material to hold the bank 
together and prevent further erosion. 


“The rock is holding down the coir, and providing 
stabilization from below,” said Bahls. “And now you 


can’t even see the rock because the floodplain is actu-
ally acting the way it’s supposed to, and has started to 
accumulate sediment.”


Another portion of the bank stabilization and habi-
tat complexity involved the addition of wood in the 
creek immediately past the bridge, as well as further 
downstream. The wood establishes important habitat 
for fish traversing the stream, and causes flow to slow 
down considerably during periods of high water, fur-
ther adding to the protection against erosion. 


“All the wood is put in naturally, with natural log 
placements,” said Bahls. “Along with specifically plac-
ing it, we bury the wood from one-half to two-thirds 
of its length into the banks. A lot of the wood that is 
seen in this area is actually buried way back into the 
earth. We use different sizes, different types of wood 
and different positioning to secure the logs.”    


Planting of native vegetation also comprises an 
important part of the bank stabilization, as active 
and healthy root systems lend strength to the creek 
banks. 


“We’re starting to get some alder and willow growth 
in the riparian area,” said Bahls. “This will get more 
shaded as the trees grow in, and we’re hoping that 
they’ll take over and shade out some of the non-na-
tive, invasive species of vegetation that often move 
into any new restoration site.”


Interestingly, the land around Old Tarboo Road 
had been purchased for conservation use by famed 
ecologist Aldo Leopold’s granddaughter, Susan, and 
her husband, Scott Freeman. According to Bahls, the 
Freemans worked with Jefferson County vigorously to 
reestablish the area ecologically.


Many of the logs are actually buried in the banks.


The extra wide design of the bridge ensures adequate room 
for water flow during flood conditions.
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“They’ve been great, active participants in the resto-
ration,” said Bahls. “They do a lot of the planting and 
cutting back of invasive plants, and they’ve worked 
with us the entire time of the project.”


The entire area is now covered by a conservation 
easement held by the Jefferson Land Trust, which 
protects the land from any form of development or 
use other than as an ecological preserve. 


In addition to funding from Jefferson County and the 
Northwest Watershed Institute, money for the project 
was also provided by the National Fish & Wildlife 
Foundation, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) and the Community-based 
Restoration Program. The cost of the installation 
of the bridge totaled approximately $150,000, while 
the downstream re-meander came to an additional 
$100,000, bringing the total cost of the Old Tar-
boo Road Bridge and stream restoration project to 
$250,000.


When speaking about the advantages of utilizing 
more naturalistic techniques than riprap and hard 
armoring, Bahls was definitive in his preference.


“It can be done,” he said. “If you design the bridge 
right, holistically in context of the stream reach, get 
the gradient of the stream correct, and make the 


bridge span long enough, you don’t need to worry 
about slapping a bunch of riprap on. In fact, riprap 
is counter-productive because not only does it not 
protect the banks over a long period, but it will ulti-
mately fall into the creek and cause problems behind 
it. The riprap also constricts your channel, so you 
end up with less floodway under the bridge for the 
water to flow through. If you can take pressure off 
your banks by leaving more floodway and reducing 
the gradient under the bridge a little, adding wood 
downstream and stabilizing the banks with planting, 
that’s better for your stream in the long run. We’ve 
had some major floods here in the past three years, 
and because of this design, we’ve had no bank erosion 
near the bridge, and the flood flows have stayed safely 
under the bridge instead of flowing over the road.”


The entire area is protected as an ecological preserve.


Peter Bahls, director of the Northwest Watershed Institute.
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In 2004, Craig Tosomeen, an engineer with the City 
of Olympia, faced the challenge of stabilizing eroding 
stream embankments on Percival Creek at the Black 
Lake Drainage Ditch on RW Johnson Drive. The cul-
vert running under the road was rated as the number 
one fish barrier in Thurston County. A four-foot drop 
in stream grade prevented Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) listed fish, such as Chinook and coho salmon, 
as well as other protected species like cutthroat trout, 
from migrating through the ditch. The decision was 
made to replace the original culvert with a bottom-
less arch culvert similar to a bridge. Tosomeen was 
tasked with designing a fish-friendly plan for control-
ling erosion on the vertical earthen bank. both up 
and downstream of the removed culvert.


Black Lake Drainage Ditch is a human-made chan-
nel characterized by steep embankments and high 
stream velocities. Because of this, the option of set-
ting the bank back to lower the slope gradient was 
not available. To meet the recommended 2:1 to 3:1 
ratio for bank setback, the 20-foot vertical embank-


ment on RW Johnson Drive would have to be 


moved back 40 to 60 feet. Not only would this action 
have caused difficult “right of way” issues, but it 
would have also required the removal of a large stand 
of Douglas fir trees. 


“There was no point making the culvert for fish pas-
sage if that habitat doesn’t remain,” Tosomeen com-


mented. 


Preserving the riparian shading provided by the 
Douglas firs benefited fish habitat, and was key 
to facilitating fish passage. 


Tosomeen considered several techniques to halt 
embankment erosion, including sheet pile weirs, 
a concrete wall, and a live crib wall. Experience, 
however, had taught Tosomeen that streams can 
erode concrete structures.


“I’ve seen a lot of concrete-lined ditch failures,” 
said Tosomeen. “Once the water starts to get 
underneath the structure, concrete has noth-
ing it can do but break and become a further 
obstruction, diverting more water into where it 
shouldn’t be going.” 


Unlike the other options considered, live crib 
walls meet Washington State Department of Fish 


and Wildlife’s fish habitat criteria. They also provide 
structural support to sheer embankments, and with 
maturation they ecologically integrate into their 
surroundings. Live crib walls are constructed with 
interlocking, untreated logs and live stems. The logs 
are anchored into the slope, forming the wall, and 
vegetation is initially used to tie the logs together. 


Black Lake Drainage Ditch:
Live Crib Wall Increases Options for City of Olympia


Craig Tosomeen beside the Black Lake Drainage Ditch.
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Long-term stability to the slope is further developed 
with the vegetation’s root growth. With time, the logs 
naturally degrade and the vegetation becomes the 
structure itself.


Dogwood and willows were the primary types of 
vegetation used in the wall design. Willows are hardy 
and thrive well in harsh, wet environments. Tradi-
tional live crib walls are built as gravity mass walls, 
but because of the embankment’s 20-foot height, 
Tosomeen designed this structure as a retaining wall. 
Steel anchors bolt the log wall into the vertical em-
bankment and provide security to the wall until the 
vegetation is established. In addition, the most criti-
cal point at the bottom of the live crib wall is secured 
with a solid riprap toe. To remedy the stream’s four-
foot drop in grade log weirs were placed in 6-inch 
increments over the project length. 


Overexposure to sunlight can inhibit the establish-
ment of a live crib wall. The vegetation needs plenty 
of shading to thrive. To ensure that the crib wall does 
not dry out, it is also important to choose appropriate 
backfill. 


“If you pick too granular of a soil, the wall dries out 
and the stakes die,” said Tosomeen. “Sun exposure 
is critical. You might have to consider watering if 
you have a lot of sun exposure and/or you use very 
granular backfill. One section of our wall got a lot of 


sun exposure. It took a lot longer to establish than 
the section that was shaded by the big trees and not 
facing direct sunlight. That section had perfect estab-
lishment straight away.” 


The success of the project has been far-reaching. The 
live crib wall has stabilized the sheer embankments 
both up and downstream of the removed culvert. 
Over a mile of previously blocked fish passage lead-
ing into Black Lake, (the largest lake in the Olympia 
area,) is now accessible to fish. In addition, the site 
and adjacent walking trails have become a commu-
nity gathering place. The City of Olympia has taken 
advantage of this educational environment and incor-
porated other ecologically friendly structures. Porous 
concrete, which allows rain water to absorb directly 
into the earth and improves water quality of streams 
by reducing storm water runoff, has been used to 
create bicycle lanes and sidewalks in the grounds sur-
rounding the site. 


Structural revetments require periodic inspections 
to ensure that they are working. A live crib wall 
engineered with nature becomes part of the natural 
processes and does not demand the same amount of 
maintenance. For erosion to destroy a live crib wall, 
water must undermine the entire structure. As the 
live crib wall develops, it becomes a natural part of 
the riparian corridor. 


“The ability for nature to heal itself, to take up the 
long term maintenance for us is huge,” said Toso-
meen. “You know if the design isn’t perfect, nature 
will tell you. It is very unforgiving, so to be able to 
make up for that with a structure that can be forgiv-
ing and can accommodate and grow and adapt to the 
changing environmental conditions is really the only 
way to go.”


“Once the water starts to get underneath 
the structure, concrete has nothing it 
can do but break and become a further 
obstruction, diverting more water into 
where it shouldn’t be going.”   
-Craig Tosomeen


The crib wall will overgrow with vegetation, which will 
ultimately become the structure itself when the logs finally 
decay.


The restructured channel is now far easier for fish to traverse 
during migration.
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The Lower Columbia Fish Enhancement Group 
(LCFEG) is a nonprofit organization that receives 
funding for stream restoration projects from the 
Washington State Recreation and Conservation 
Office Salmon Recovery Board. The LCFEG works 
closely with local communities on habitat restoration 
within Lower Columbia’s watersheds. When a local 
landowner on the Little Washougal Creek in Clark 
County sought counsel from the LCFEG about a land 
erosion problem, a collaborative opportunity arose. 


In October 2003, the Little Washougal began en-
croaching upon a bridge that provided access to six 
properties. Erosion along the approach to the bridge 
endangered residents’ access to their homes. Rip-
rap, which was placed upstream of the bridge in the 
aftermath of a large flood event in 1996, accelerated 
the erosion threatening the bridge. To amend the 
problem, the LCFEG designed and installed a woody 
debris catcher. The bank stabilization structure suc-
cessfully diverted the Little Washougal Creek away 
from the bridge, preventing further embankment 
erosion along the bridge’s approach and mitigating 
future damage to the bridge.


The success of a woody debris catcher largely depends 


on how it is anchored and how the surrounding 
embankment is vegetated. At this particular site, the 
work crew laced, and then bolted, a large number of 
logs together. At points where two logs crossed, steel 
bolts were drilled into the wood, and the upper layers 
of logs were then bolted to a log frame which was 
buried in the ground. 


Debris catchers are a practical choice in hydraulic 
systems that carry a large abundance of wood. 


“A rock-based design is inappropriate for river sys-
tems in Western Washington that transport large 
amounts of woody debris,” said Tony Meyer, Execu-
tive Director for the LCFEG. “Often, as debris comes 
downstream it will hit the stacked rocks, knocking 
them off, and destroying the shape of the vane.”


Re-vegetation is the key to the longevity of any woody 
debris project aimed at bank stabilization. Ultimately, 
as the wood decays, the vegetative root system replac-
es its function by providing cohesion to the stream 
bank. To ensure the success of the vegetation stage of 
their projects, the LCFEG follows the protocols of Jeff 
Whittler, an Environmental Services Manager with 
Clark County Public Utilities District. 


Little Washougal Creek:
Woody Debris Catcher Prevents Erosion and Protects Bridge


The porous design of the debris catcher allows fish to swim through the structure unimpeded.
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“Whittler’s goal is to close the canopy within three 
years,” Meyer commented. “To close the canopy you 
have to have your spacing very close together, but 
once the sunlight is taken out from the ground, noth-
ing else can grow. The key is to go in there, maxi-
mize the native species, and wipe out the nonnative 
species. Give those native species time to get up and 
close the canopy.”


In addition to providing bank stability, the woody 
debris catcher impedes erosion by slowing down the 
creek-water’s velocity. This is accomplished by recon-
necting the watercourse to its adjacent flood plain. 
During the first major flood event, as a result of the 
debris catcher’s installation, the river was redirected 
onto the opposite side of a gravel point bar, giving 
the Little Washougal access to side channels that had 
previously dried up. 


Essentially, this watercourse shift reduced the power 
of the stream by taking it out of a confined environ-
ment and allowing it to spread out among many 
smaller courses.  


“As soon as the river exceeds that bankfull height and 
spreads out into the flood plain, the excess water has 
no velocity, so it doesn’t harm anything,” said Meyer. 
“When the river moved onto the other side of the 
gravel bar, it increased the interval in which it will go 
out into the flood plain and take the energy out of the 
system.”


Creating access for the Little Washougal to disperse 
into side channels has demonstrated the benefits of 
the bioengineered debris catcher to landowners. The 
river is no longer threatening the bridge and the ac-
cess to the landowner’s property is protected. During 
periods of high water, the river flows into side chan-
nels and the concentrated destructive energy of the 
system is dissipated. This increase in off-channel area 
has created fish-rearing habitat. The nutrients depos-
ited during high flows have stimulated the growth of 
plants and aquatic organisms. 


The woody debris catcher also enhances fish habitat 
by providing shelter. As the debris catcher recruits 
wood from mature trees, complex habitat for fish and 
other aquatic organisms develops. In fact, the catcher 
provides ecological benefits that exceed State permit-
ting requirements. The significance of this is that the 
Little Washougal provides spawning habitat for win-
ter steelhead trout, coho and Chinook salmon, which 
are all listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 


“A woody debris catcher is a very porous structure,” 
explained Meyer. “When the current runs into the 
structure, its debris load gets trapped. Because the 
structure is porous, water is able to flow underneath 
it, maximizing the ability for fish and aquatic organ-
isms to live inside the structure itself and be secure 
from predation.”


In November 2006, the biggest flood in the area’s re-
cent history hit the Little Washougal and the site was 
subjected to severe high water conditions. Through-
out the event, the woody debris catcher remained 
stable, and no damage was experienced at the site. 
The watercourse continued to flow on the opposite 
side of the gravel point bar away from the approach 
to the bridge. As a result, residents were able to easily 
cross the bridge and access their homes.


Steel bolts lock the log frames together providing stability 
and strength to the structure.


Tony Meyer, executive director for the Lower Columbia Fish 
Enhancement Group.


“Because the structure is porous, water 
is able to flow underneath it, maximizing 
the ability for fish and aquatic organisms 
to live inside the structure itself and be 
secure from predation.”  - Tony Meyer
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On Schneider Creek in Thurston County, Washing-
ton, landowner Sonny Bridges’ property has been 
threatened with increasing erosion. Since buying the 
property several years ago, Mr. Bridges watched his 
land steadily erode at a rate of approximately 5 feet 
per year. In total, an estimated 2000-square feet of 
the Bridges’ property has been lost along the banks of 
the creek. 


Growing concerned with the constant loss of his 
property, Mr. Bridges contacted the South Puget 
Sound Salmon Enhancement Group for assistance. 
Schneider Creek serves as a migratory channel for 
at least five species of fish, including chum, Chinook 
and coho salmon, as well as steelhead and cutthroat 
trout, which made the problem and its solution very 
pertinent to the Salmon Enhancement Group. 


“This is a very significant salmon spawning stream,” 
said Mike Kuttel Jr., a Habitat Specialist for the Thur-
ston Conservation District. “It flows into Totten Inlet, 
near the mouth of Kennedy Creek, which is one of the 
biggest chum salmon spawning streams in the area. 
Also, both the Chinook salmon and steelhead trout 
are listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 
making their protection critical.”


The Salmon Enhancement Group partnered with the 
Thurston Conservation District to initiate a project to 


halt the erosion of the Bridges’ property, while creat-
ing habitat for migrating fish. Mr. Bridges did not 
want this to be done through the use of hard armor-
ing, and requested that the project remain as true to 
natural processes as possible.


Anchor Environmental, LLC was the company con-
tracted by the Salmon Enhancement Group to design 
the project. Pat Powers, the engineer for Anchor, im-
plemented two of the recommended techniques from 
Washington State’s Integrated Streambank Protection 


Schneider Creek:
Adding Wood to Water Wins Over Rock


Wood added to the banks of Schneider Creek slows water flow and improves habitat diversity.


Mike Kuttel surveys the successfully completed project on 
the Bridges’ property.
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Guidelines to stabilize the Bridges’ creek bank. The 
project was approached almost as a case study, with 
both techniques being examined for their feasibility.


On the upper portion of the creek, they installed sev-
eral engineered woody debris logjams. Anchored to 
the creek bank, the jams are extended into the water, 
creating roughness elements which reduce Schneider 
Creek’s flow speeds along this reach. The reduced 
water flow eases the pressure on impacted banks, 
significantly cutting down on erosion and protecting 
the Bridges’ property.


“They use a vertical log that’s sharpened like a pen-
cil,” said Kuttel. “They load the logs up and jackstraw 
them together. Then they take the sharpened log and 
drive it down into the bank through the middle of 
the other logs, pinning them all in place. Then they 
further secure the entire structure with rebar. It all 
worked very well.”


In addition to preserving the bank integrity through-
out the impacted area, the logjams also provide habi-
tat for migrating fish. The introduction of the wood 
into the creek creates many areas for the fish to hide 
in and rest, as well as giving them protection from 
fast-moving floodwaters.


The second portion of the project involved the intro-
duction of rock cobbling to the lower portion of the 
creek on the Bridges’ property, which was intended 
to reduce the velocity of the water, while covering the 


unprotected sediment that had been exposed by the 
constant erosion. Unfortunately, during the flooding 
of November 2006, the cobble was blown out by high, 
fast water, which continued the threat of further ero-
sion.


To address the problem, instead of replacing the de-
stroyed cobble with additional rock, it was decided to 
add several new logjams to the creek. In subsequent 
flood events, (specifically the high water of December 
2007,) the logjams were completely successful and 
held the banks in place, while protecting migrating 
fish by slowing down the water flow throughout the 
stream.


“It’s ultimately better that they switched to using all 
wood for this project,” said Kuttel. “The logjams sta-
bilize the toe of the bank and improve the in-stream 
habitat. There used to be just a vertical bank with no 
shade and no place for the fish to hide.  Historically, 
armoring eroding banks with riprap (angular basalt 
rock) was the method-of-choice to stop bank erosion.  
Unfortunately, the rock gathers heat, reflecting it out 
into the water, which is really bad for the fish. Not to 
mention, there’s no habitat diversity when you do it 
that way. The logjams used on this project provide 
habitat diversity and give fish many places to hide.”


In addition to the introduction of logjams to Sch-
neider Creek, the project design also called for a 
widespread series of plantings. Willow cuttings posi-
tioned throughout the bank area are taking root, and 
once grown to significant size, the root structures 
will lend the bank further strength and stability. The 
intent is to recreate a riparian zone along the bank, 
which has virtually ceased to exist due to the con-
stant erosion.


Though it takes years for the plantings to grow, the 
designers prefer to use smaller willow cuttings, ap-
proximately 24-inches in height, to start. Once the 


The logjams are extended into the water providing needed 
roughness.


The entire bank is covered with willow cuttings for root 
strength.







EnginEEring With naturE ■ 33


“When you armor a bank, it is 
protected from erosion, but often 
times the energy is redirected to 
the opposite bank downstream, 
causing damage to someone else’s 
property.”  - Mike Kuttel Jr.


willow tree roots have taken hold and begun to rein-
force the strength of the bank, they will go back to 
the site to perform additional rooted plantings with 
conifer trees and other larger species to further the 
strengthening process.


“I know that some people like to go in right away and 
use the really big ball and burlap plants,” said Kut-
tel. “The problem is they’re so expensive in terms 
of transportation and equipment to get them in the 
ground. A lot of the time they can die because of the 
transplant shock. You can plant a lot of small trees 
and keep them in good shape for the same cost of 
one big tree. It may take longer for the small trees to 
grow and do what you need them to, but if that one 
big, expensive tree dies, you’re basically out of all that 
money.”


The Schneider Creek bank stabilization was funded 
by a grant of $20,000 provided by the National Fish 
& Wildlife Foundation. The wood for the logjams 
was provided by the contractor who performed the 
installations at no additional cost, and from dona-
tions by the Washington Department of Transporta-
tion, which considerably reduced the total cost of the 
project.  


“The whole site is a lot more ecologically functional 
for fish and wildlife habitat now, not to mention the 
banks being protected” said Kuttel. “When you use 
plant materials, it actually slows the water down. 
When you armor a bank, it is protected from erosion, 
but the energy is often redirected to the opposite 
bank downstream, causing damage to someone else’s 
property. Then the next landowner has to do it, and 
then the next, just to protect their property. When 
you use something like willow cuttings, the water just 
lays them down and the energy is dissipated instead 
of tearing the banks all apart.”


The logs in the jams are secured to each other with rebar.







Conclusion


As the stories in this booklet illustrate, there are numerous options 
when it comes to the complex issues of riverbank stabilization. These 
examples merely scratch the surface, highlighting only some of the basic 
alternative measures successfully used. As technology advances, and 
our knowledge of the effects we have on our environment increases, 
it is inevitable that even more of these techniques will be discovered 
and improved upon and that the traditional approach of riprap or hard 
armoring a bank will no longer be the norm.


We tend to leave a large footprint in our interactions with our 
environment. As we manipulate and attempt to control the water we 
so love and depend upon, we need to look at the long-term effects we 
have on our immediate surroundings. Finding methods of restricting 
riverbank erosion while allowing natural processes to function normally 
is just one important step in achieving equilibrium with our environment 
and investing smartly for our future.
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TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES 


 
DIVISION 6. RESOURCES AGENCY 


 
CHAPTER 3. GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 


CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
 
 


ARTICLE 4. LEAD AGENCY 
 
§ 15053. Designation of Lead Agency by the Office of Planning and 


Research. 
 
(a) If there is a dispute over which of several agencies should be the Lead Agency 
for a project, the disputing agencies should consult with each other in an effort to 
resolve the dispute prior to submitting it to the Office of Planning and Research. If 
an agreement cannot be reached, any of the disputing public agency agencies, or the 
applicant if a private project is involved, may submit the dispute to the Office of 
Planning and Research for resolution. 
 
(b) For purposes of this section, a “dispute” means a contested, active difference of 
opinion between two or more public agencies as to which of those agencies shall 
prepare any necessary environmental document.  A dispute exists where each of 
those agencies claims that it either has or does not have the obligation to prepare 
that environmental document. 
 
(bc) The Office of Planning and Research shall designate a Lead Agency within 21 
days after receiving a completed request to resolve a dispute.  The Office of 
Planning and Research shall not designate a lead agency in the absence of a dispute. 
 
(cd) Regulations adopted by the Office of Planning and Research for resolving Lead 
Agency disputes may be found in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Sections 
16000 et seq. 
 
(de) Designation of a Lead Agency by the Office of Planning and Research shall be 
based on consideration of the criteria in Section 15051 as well as the capacity of the 
agency to adequately fulfill the requirements of CEQA. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 
21165, Public Resources Code; California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 
16000-16041. 
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ARTICLE 5. PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF PROJECTS 
AND CONDUCT OF INITIAL STUDY 


 
§ 15061. Review for Exemption. 
 
[(a): no changes] 
 
(b) A project is exempt from CEQA if: 
 


(1) The project is exempt by statute (see, e.g. Article 18, commencing with 
Section 15260). 
 
(2) The project is exempt pursuant to a categorical exemption (see Article 
19, commencing with Section 15300) and the application of that categorical 
exemption is not barred by one of the exceptions set forth in Section 
15300.2. 
 
(3) The activity is covered by the general rule that CEQA applies only to 
projects which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment. Where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility 
that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the 
environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA. 
 
(4) The project will be rejected or disapproved by a public agency. (See 
Section 15270(b)). 
 
(5) The project is exempt pursuant to the provisions of Article 12.5 of this 
Chapter. 


 
[(c) – (d): no changes] 
 
(e) When a non-elected official or decisionmaking body of a local lead agency 
decides that a project is exempt from CEQA, and the public agency approves or 
determines to carry out the project, that decision may be appealed to the local lead 
agency's elected decisionmaking body, if one exists.  A local lead agency may 
establish procedures governing such appeals. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 
21080(b), 21080.9, 21080.10, 21084, 21108(b), 21151, and 21152(b), and 
21159.21, Public Resources Code; No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 
Cal. 3d 68. 
 
/// 
/// 
/// 
/// 







 3


§ 15062. Notice of Exemption. 
 
(a) When a public agency decides that a project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to 
Section 15061, and the public agency approves or determines to carry out the 
project, the agency may file a Notice of Exemption. The notice shall be filed, if at 
all, after approval of the project. Such a notice shall include: 
 


[(1) - (4): no changes] 
 
[(b) – (d): no changes] 
 
(e) When a local agency determines that a project is not subject to CEQA under 
subdivision 15192, 15193, or 15194, and it approves or determines to carry out that 
project, the local agency or person seeking project approval shall file a notice of the 
determination with OPR. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 
21108, and 21152, and 21152.1, Public Resources Code. 
 
 


ARTICLE 6. NEGATIVE DECLARATION PROCESS 
 
§ 15072. Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration or Mitigated 


Negative Declaration. 
 
[(a) – (e): no changes] 
 
(f) If the United States Department of Defense or any branch of the United States 
Armed Forces has given a lead agency written notification of the specific 
boundaries of a low-level flight path, military impact zone, or special use airspace 
and provided the lead agency with written notification of the military contact office 
and address for the military service pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 15190.5, 
then the lead agency shall include the specified military contact office in the list of 
organizations and individuals receiving a notice of intent to adopt a negative 
declaration or a mitigated negative declaration pursuant to this section for projects 
that meet the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 15190.5.  The lead 
agency shall send the specified military contact office such notice of intent 
sufficiently prior to adoption by the lead agency of the negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration to allow the military service the review period 
provided under Section 15105. 
 
(fg) A notice of intent to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative 
declaration shall specify the following: 
 


[(1) – (6): no changes] 
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Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 
21091, 21092, 21092.2, 21092.4, 21092.3, 21092.6, 21098 and 21151.8, Public 
Resources Code. 
 
 
§ 15073. Public Review of a Proposed Negative Declaration or Mitigated 


Negative Declaration. 
 
[(a): no changes] 
 
(b) When a proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration and 
initial study have been submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state 
agencies, the public review period shall be at least as long as the review period 
established by the State Clearinghouse.  The public review period and the state 
agency review period may, but are not required to, begin and end at the same time. 
the public review period shall be at least as long as the review period established by 
the State Clearinghouse.  Day one of the state review period shall be the date that 
the State Clearinghouse distributes the document to state agencies. 
 
[(c) – (e): no changes] 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. References: Sections 
21000(e), 21003(b), 21080(c), 21081.6, 21091, and 21092.5, Public Resources 
Code; Plaggmier v. City of San Jose (1980) 101 Cal.App.3d 842. 
 
 
§ 15074. Consideration and Adoption of a Negative Declaration or Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
 
[(a) – (e): no changes] 
 
(f)  When a non-elected official or decisionmaking body of a local lead agency 
adopts a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration, that adoption may 
be appealed to the agency's elected decisionmaking body, if one exists.  For 
example, adoption of a negative declaration for a project by a city’s planning 
commission may be appealed to the city council.  A local lead agency may establish 
procedures governing such appeals. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 
21080(c), 21081.6, 21082.1, and 21096, and 21151, Public Resources Code; 
Friends of B Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988. 
 
/// 
/// 
/// 
/// 







 5


ARTICLE 7. EIR PROCESS 
 
§ 15082. Notice of Preparation and Determination of Scope of EIR. 
 
(a) Notice of Preparation. Immediately after deciding that an environmental impact 
report is required for a project, the lead agency shall send to the Office of Planning 
and Research and each responsible and trustee agency a notice of preparation 
stating that an environmental impact report will be prepared.  This notice shall also 
be sent to every federal agency involved in approving or funding the project.  If the 
United States Department of Defense or any branch of the United States Armed 
Forces has given the lead agency written notification of the specific boundaries of a 
low-level flight path, military impact zone, or special use airspace and provided the 
lead agency with written notification of the military contact office and address for 
the military service pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 15190.5, then the lead 
agency shall include the specified military contact office in the list of organizations 
and individuals receiving a notice of preparation of an EIR pursuant to this section 
for projects that meet the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 15190.5. 
 


[(1) – (4): no changes] 
 
[(b): no changes] 
 
(c) Meetings.  In order to expedite the consultation, the lead agency, a responsible 
agency, a trustee agency,  the Office of Planning and Research, or a project 
applicant may request one or more meetings between representatives of the 
agencies involved to assist the lead agency in determining the scope and content of 
the environmental information that the responsible or trustee agency may require.  
Such meetings shall be convened by the lead agency as soon as possible, but no 
later than 30 days after the meetings were requested.  On request, the Office of 
Planning and Research will assist in convening meetings that involve state agencies. 
 


(1) For projects of statewide, regional or areawide significance pursuant to 
Section 15206, the lead agency shall conduct at least one scoping meeting.  
A scoping meeting held pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 
42 USC 4321 et seq. (NEPA) in the city or county within which the project 
is located satisfies this requirement if the lead agency meets the notice 
requirements of subsection (c)(2) below. 
 
(2) The lead agency shall provide notice of the scoping meeting to all of the 
following: 


 
[(A) – (D): no changes] 


 
(23) A lead agency shall call at least one scoping meeting for a proposed 
project that may affect highways or other facilities under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Transportation if the meeting is requested by the 
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department.  The lead agency shall call the scoping meeting as soon as 
possible but not later than 30 days after receiving the request from the 
Department of Transportation. 
 


[(d) – (e) no changes] 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 
21083.9, 21080.4, and 21098 of the Public Resources Code. 


§ 15083.5.  City or County Consultation with Water Agencies. 
 
This guideline addresses consultation between a city or county and affected water 
agencies at the notice of preparation stage of environmental review. 
 
(a) This guideline shall apply only to projects which meet all of the following 
criteria: 
 


(1) The project consists of any of the following activities for which an 
application has been submitted to a city or county: 


 
(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 
 
(B) A shopping center or business establishment that will employ 
more than 1,000 persons or have more than 500,000 square feet of 
floor space. 
 
(C) A commercial office building that will employ more than 1,000 
persons or have more than 250,000 square feet of floor space. 
 
(D) A hotel, motel or both with more than 500 rooms. 
 
(E) An industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial 
park intended to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more 
than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of 
floor area. 
 
(F) Any mixed-use project that would demand an amount of water 
equal to, or greater than, the amount of water needed to serve a 500-
dwelling unit project. 


 
(2) As part of approval of the project, any of the following are required: 


 
(A) An amendment to, or revision of, the land use element of a 
general plan or a specific plan, which would result in a net increase 
in the stated population density or building intensity to provide for 
additional development. 
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(B) The adoption of a specific plan, unless the city or county has 
previously complied with this section for the project. 


 
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this subdivision (a)(2), when a project 
is identified in connection with the revision of any part of a general plan, that 
project is subject to the requirements of this section only if the project results in a 
net increase in the stated population density or building intensity, and if the city or 
county has not previously complied with the requirements of this section for the 
project in question. 
 


(3) A city or county has determined that an environmental impact report is 
required in connection with the project. 


 
(b) For projects subject to this guideline, a city or county shall identify any water 
system that is, or may become, a public water system, as defined in Section 10912 
of the Water Code, that may supply water for the project. When a city or county 
releases a notice of preparation for review, it shall send a copy of the notice to each 
public water system which serves or would serve the proposed project and request 
that the system both indicate whether the projected water demand associated with 
the proposed project was included in its last urban water management plan and 
assess whether its total projected water supplies available during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry water years as included in the 20-year projection contained in its 
urban water management plan will meet the projected water demand associated 
with the proposed project, in addition to the system's existing and planned future 
uses. 
 
(c) The governing body of a public water system shall approve and submit its water 
supply assessment to the city or county not later than 30 days after the date on 
which the request and notice of preparation were received. If the public water 
system fails to submit its assessment within the allotted time, the lead agency may 
assume, unless there has been a request for a specific extension of time from the 
public water system, that the public water system has no information to submit. If a 
public water system concludes there would be insufficient water to serve the 
proposed project, it shall provide the city or county with its plans for acquiring 
additional water supplies. 
 
(d) The lead agency shall include within the EIR the public water system's 
assessment and any other information provided by the water agency, up to a 
maximum of ten typewritten pages. The assessment and information may only 
exceed that length with the approval of the lead agency. The lead agency may 
independently evaluate the water system's information and shall determine, based 
on the entire record, whether projected water supplies will be sufficient to satisfy 
the demands of the proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future uses. 
If the lead agency determines that water supplies will not be sufficient, the lead 
agency must include that determination in its findings for the project pursuant to 
Sections 15091 and 15093. 
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(e) For purposes of this section, "public water system" means a system as defined in 
Section 10912 of the Water Code with 3,000 or more service connections. 
 
(f) This section does not apply to the County of San Diego and the cities in the 
county as provided in Section 10915 of the Water Code. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; References: Section 
21151.9, Public Resources Code. 
 
 
§ 15087. Public Review of Draft EIR. 
 
(a) The lead agency shall provide public notice of the availability of a draft EIR at 
the same time it sends a notice of completion to the Office of Planning and 
Research.  If the United States Department of Defense or any branch of the United 
States Armed Forces has given the lead agency written notification of the specific 
boundaries of a low-level flight path, military impact zone, or special use airspace 
and provided the lead agency with written notification of the contact office and 
address for the military service pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 15190.5, then 
the lead agency shall include the specified military contact office in the list of 
organizations and individuals receiving a notice of availability of a draft EIR 
pursuant to this section for projects that meet the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Section 15190.5.  Theis public notice shall be given as provided under Section 
15105 (a sample form is provided in Appendix L).  Notice shall be mailed to the 
last known name and address of all organizations and individuals who have 
previously requested such notice in writing, and shall also be given by at least one 
of the following procedures:   
 


[(1) – (3): no changes] 
 
[(b) – (d): no changes] 
 
(e) In order to provide sufficient time for public review, the review period for a 
draft EIR shall be as provided in Section 15105. The review period shall be 
combined with the consultation required under Section 15086. When a draft EIR 
has been submitted to the State Clearinghouse, the public review period shall be at 
least as long as the review period established by the State Clearinghouse.  The 
public review period and the state agency review period may, but are not required 
to, begin and end at the same time.  Day one of the state review period shall be the 
date that the State Clearinghouse distributes the document to state agencies.  the 
public review period shall be at least as long as the review period established by the 
Clearinghouse. 
 
[(f) – (i): no changes] 
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Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 
21091, 21092, 21092.2, 21092.3, 21092.6, 21098, 21104, 21152, 21153 and 21161, 
Public Resources Code. 
 
 


ARTICLE 8. TIME LIMITS 
 
§ 15105. Public Review Period for a Draft EIR or a Proposed Negative 


Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 
[(a) – (b): no changes] 
 
(c) If a draft EIR or proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration 
has been submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, the 
public review period shall be at least as long as the review period established by the 
State Clearinghouse.  The public review period and the state agency review period 
may, but are not required to, begin and end at the same time.  Day one of the state 
review period shall be the date that the State Clearinghouse distributes the 
document to state agencies.  the public review period shall be at least as long as the 
review period established by the State Clearinghouse. 
 
[(d): no changes] 
 
(e) The State Clearinghouse shall distribute a draft EIR or proposed negative 
declaration or mitigated negative declaration within three working days after the 
date of receipt if the submittal is determined by the State Clearinghouse to be 
complete. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 
21091 and 21092, Public Resources Code; People v. County of Kern (1974) 39 
Cal.App.3d 830. 
 
 
ARTICLE 10. CONSIDERATIONS IN PREPARING EIRS AND 


NEGATIVE DECLARATIONS 


 


§ 15155.  City or County Consultation with Water Agencies. 
 
(a) The following definitions are applicable to this section. 
 


(1) A “water-demand project” means: 
 


(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 
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(B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more 
than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor 
space. 
 
(C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space. 
 
(D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms. 
 
(E) A industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial 
park planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more 
than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of 
floor area. 
 
(F) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects 
specified in subdivision (a)(1) of this section. 
 
(G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, 
or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit 
project. 
 
(H) For public water systems with fewer than 5,000 service 
connections, a project that meets the following criteria: 


 
1 A proposed residential, business, commercial, hotel or 
motel, or industrial development that would account for an 
increase of 10 percent or more in the number of a public 
water system's existing service connections; or 
 
2. A mixed-use project that would demand an amount of 
water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water 
required by residential development that would represent an 
increase of 10 percent or more in the number of the public 
water system's existing service connections. 


 
(I) The adoption or amendment of a general plan is not, by itself, a 
water demand project. 


 
(2) "Public water system" means a system for the provision of piped water 
to the public for human consumption that has 3000 or more service 
connections.  A public water system includes all of the following: 


 
(A) Any collection, treatment, storage, and distribution facility under 
control of the operator of the system which is used primarily in 
connection with the system. 
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(B) Any collection or pretreatment storage facility not under the 
control of the operator that is used primarily in connection with the 
system. 
 
(C) Any person who treats water on behalf of one or more public 
water systems for the purpose of rendering it safe for human 
consumption. 
 


(3) “Water acquisition plans” means any plans for acquiring additional 
water supplies prepared by the public water system or a city or county lead 
agency pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 10911 of the Water Code. 
 
(4) “Water assessment” means the water supply assessment that must be 
prepared by the governing body of a public water system, or the city or 
county lead agency, pursuant to Sections 10910 to 10915 of the Water Code, 
and that includes, without limitation, the elements of the assessment 
required to comply with subdivisions (d), (e), (f), and (g) of section 10910 
of the Water Code. 
 
(5) “City or county lead agency” means a city or county, acting as lead 
agency, for purposes of certifying or approving an environmental impact 
report, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration for a 
water-demand project. 


 
(b) At the time a city or county lead agency determines whether an environmental 
impact report, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is required 
for the water-demand project, the city or county lead agency shall take the 
following steps: 
 


(1) The city or county lead agency shall identify any water system that 
either: (A) is a public water system that may supply water to the water-
demand project, or (B) that may become such a public water system as a 
result of supplying water to the water-demand project.  The city or county 
lead agency shall request the governing body of each such public water 
system to prepare a water assessment.  The governing body of the public 
water system must approve the water assessment prepared pursuant to this 
section at a regular or special meeting. 
 
(2) If the city or county lead agency is not able to identify any public water 
system that may supply water for the water-demand project, the city or 
county lead agency shall prepare its own water assessment after consulting 
with any entity serving domestic water supplies whose service area includes 
the site of the water-demand project, the local agency formation 
commission, and the governing body of any public water system adjacent to 
the site of the water-demand project.  The governing body of the city or 
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county lead agency must approve the water assessment prepared pursuant to 
this section at a regular or special meeting. 


 
(c) If the governing body of a public water system is preparing the water 
assessment, it must submit the requested water assessment to the city or county lead 
agency within 90 days after the date on which the governing body of the public 
water system received such request.  Before the expiration of the 90-day period, a 
representative of the governing body of the public water system may meet with the 
city or county lead agency and request a 30-day extension of time to prepare and 
adopt the water assessment.  The city or county lead agency must grant any 
reasonable request.  If the governing body of the public water system fails to 
request and receive an extension of time, or fails to submit the water assessment 
notwithstanding the 30-day extension, the city or county lead agency may seek a 
writ of mandamus to compel the governing body of the public water system to 
comply with the requirements of Sections 10910-10914 of the Water Code to 
submit the water assessment. 
 
(d) If a water-demand project has been the subject of a water assessment, no 
additional water assessment shall be required for subsequent water-demand projects 
that were included in such larger water-demand project if all of the following 
criteria are met: 
 


(1) The entity completing the water assessment had concluded that its water 
supplies are sufficient to meet the projected water demand associated with 
the larger water-demand project, in addition to the existing and planned 
future uses, including, but not limited to, agricultural and industrial uses; 
and 
 
(2) None of the following changes has occurred since the completion of the 
water assessment for the larger water-demand project: 


 
(A) Changes in the larger water-demand project that result in a 
substantial increase in water demand for the water-demand project. 
 
(B) Changes in the circumstances or conditions substantially 
affecting the ability of the applicable agencies to provide a sufficient 
supply of water for the water-demand project. 
 
(C) Significant new information becomes available which was not 
known and could not have been known at the time when the entity 
had reached the conclusion in subdivision (d)(1). 


 
(e) The city or county lead agency shall include the water assessment, and any 
water acquisition plan provided pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 10911 of the 
Water Code in the EIR, negative declaration, or mitigated negative declaration 
prepared for the water-demand project, and may include an evaluation of the water 
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assessment and water acquisition plan information within such environmental 
document.  The city or county lead agency shall determine, based on the entire 
record, whether projected water supplies will be sufficient to satisfy the demands of 
the project, in addition to existing and planned future uses.  If the a city or county 
lead agency determines that water supplies will not be sufficient, the city or county 
lead agency shall include that determination in its findings for the water-demand 
project pursuant to Sections 15091 and 15093. 
 
Note: Authority Cited:  Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference:  Section 
21151.9, Public Resources Code, Sections 10910- 10914 of the Water Code. 
 
 


ARTICLE 11.5. MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT RPORT 


 
§ 15179. Limitations on the Use of the Master EIR. 
 
(a) The certified Master EIR shall not be used for a subsequent project described in 
the Master EIR in accordance with this article if either:  
 


(i1) The Master EIR it was certified more than five years prior to the filing 
of an application for a later subsequent project except as set forth in 
subsection (b) below, or  
 
(ii2) After the certification of the Master EIR, a project not identified in the 
certified Master EIR as an anticipated subsequent project is approved and 
the approved project may affect the adequacy of the Master EIR for any 
subsequent project that was described in the Master EIR.unless the lead 
agency does one of the following: 


 
(b) A Master EIR that was certified more than five years prior to the filing of an 
application for a subsequent project described in the Master EIR may be used in 
accordance with this article to review such a subsequent project if the lead agency 
reviews the adequacy of the Master EIR and takes either of the following steps: 
 


(a1) Reviews the Master EIR and f Finds that no substantial changes have 
occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the Master EIR was 
certified, or that there is no new available information which was not known 
and could not have been known at the time the Master EIR was certified; or 
 
(b2) Prepares an initial study, and pursuant to the findings of the initial 
study either: 


 
(A) certifies a subsequent or supplemental EIR that updates or 
revises the Master EIR and which either (i1) is incorporated into the 
previously certified Master EIR, or (ii2) references any deletions, 
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additions or other modifications to the previously certified Master 
EIR.; or 


 
(B) approves a mitigated negative declaration that addresses 
substantial changes that have occurred with respect to the 
circumstances under which the Master EIR was certified or the new 
information that was not known and could not have been known at 
the time the Master EIR was certified. 


 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 
21157.6, Public Resources Code. 
 
Discussion: A master EIR must be periodically reviewed, in light of changing 
circumstances, to determine that it is still an adequate analysis of the significant 
environmental effects of the project for which it was prepared. Updating the master 
EIR, including preparing subsequent or supplemental EIRs, maintains its 
effectiveness as the basis for streamlined review of projects that are within its 
scope. 
 
 


ARTICLE 12. SPECIAL SITUATIONS 
 
§ 15180. Redevelopment Projects. 
 
(a) An EIR for a redevelopment plan may be a Master EIR, a program EIR, or a 
project EIR.  An EIR for a redevelopment plan must specify whether it is a Master 
EIR, a program EIR, or a project EIR. 
 
(b) If the EIR for a redevelopment plan is a project EIR, Aall public and private 
activities or undertakings pursuant to or in furtherance of a the redevelopment plan 
shall constitute a single project, which shall be deemed approved at the time of 
adoption of the redevelopment plan by the legislative body. The EIR in connection 
with the redevelopment plan shall be submitted in accordance with Section 33352 
of the Health and Safety Code. 
 
(b) If a project EIR has been certified for the An EIR on a redevelopment plan, shall 
be treated as a program EIR with no subsequent EIRs are required for individual 
components of the redevelopment plan unless a subsequent EIR or a supplement to 
an EIR would be required by Section 15162 or 15163. 
 
(c) If the EIR for a redevelopment plan is a Master EIR, subsequent projects which 
the lead agency determines as being within the scope of the Master EIR will be 
subject to the review required by Section 15177.  If the EIR for a redevelopment 
plan is a program EIR, subsequent activities in the program will be subject to the 
review required by Section 15168. 
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Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 
21090 and 21166, Public Resources Code. 
 
Discussion: This section identifies the special requirements that apply to 
redevelopment projects. Subsection (a) identifies the statutory requirements that 
apply in this situation. 
 
Subsection (b) is an effort to relate the provisions applying to redevelopment 
projects to other provisions in CEQA. The language in CEQA Section 21090 
providing that a redevelopment plan and undertakings in furtherance thereof are a 
single project, is consistent with the theory of a program EIR. Case law interpreting 
program EIRs has provided that the various undertakings in furtherance of a 
program for which a program EIR was prepared must be analyzed in the light of 
that program EIR. If the later activities in the program involve no new significant 
effects beyond those analyzed in the program EIR and are adequately handled by 
mitigation measures identified in the program EIR, there is no need for further 
documentation in the EIR process. If, however, a particular activity would involve a 
new significant effect, then there must be additional CEQA compliance for that 
effect. 
 
This approach is also consistent with Sections 21166 and 21090 which speaks in 
terms of a single project. They provide that where an EIR has been prepared for a 
project under CEQA, no subsequent or supplemental EIR shall be required by the 
Lead Agency or any other Responsible Agency unless one of the three described 
events occurs. 
 
 
 
§ 15186. School Facilities. 
 
[(a): no changes] 
 
(b) Before certifying an EIR or adopting a negative declaration for When a project 
located within one-fourth mile of a school that involves the construction or 
alteration of a facility which that might reasonably be anticipated to emit hazardous 
air emissions or acutely hazardous air emissions, or which that would handle 
acutely an extremely hazardous material substance or a mixture containing acutely 
extremely hazardous material substances in a quantity equal to or greater than that 
specified in subdivision (a) of Section 25536 of the Health and Safety Code, which 
the state threshold quantity specified in subdivision (j) of Section 25532 of the 
Health and Safety Code, that may impose a health or safety hazard to persons who 
would attend or would be employed at the school, the lead agency must do both of  
 
/// 
/// 
/// 
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the following: 
 


(1) Consult with the affected school district or districts regarding the 
potential impact of the project on the school; and when circulating the 
proposed negative declaration or draft EIR for review. 
 
(2) Notify the affected school district or districts of the project, in writing, 
not less than 30 days prior to approval or certification of the negative 
declaration or EIR. This subdivision does not apply to projects for which an 
application was submitted prior to January 1, 1992. 


 
(c) When the project involves the purchase of a school site or the construction of a 
secondary or elementary school by a school district, the negative declaration or EIR 
prepared for the project shall not be approved adopted or certified by the school 
board unless: 
 


(1) The negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or EIR contains 
sufficient information to determine whether the property is: 


 
[(A) – (C): no changes] 


 
(D) Within 500 feet of the edge of the closest traffic lane of a 
freeway or other busy traffic corridor. 


 
[(2): no changes] 


 
(3) The school board district makes, on the basis of substantial evidence, 
one of the following written findings: 


 
[(A): no changes] 
 
(B) The facilities specified in paragraph (2) exist, but one of the 
following conditions applies: 


 
[1. – 2.: no changes] 
 
3. For a school site with boundary that is within 500 feet of 
the edge of the closest traffic lane of a freeway or other busy 
traffic corridor, the school district determines, through a 
health risk assessment pursuant to subdivision (b)(2) of 
Section 44360 of the Health and Safety Code, based on 
appropriate air dispersion modeling, and after considering 
any potential mitigation measures, that the air quality at the 
proposed site is such that neither short-term nor long-term 
exposure poses significant health risks to pupils. 
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(C) The facilities or other pollution sources specified in subsection 
(c)(2) exist, but conditions in subdivisions (c)(3)(B)(1), (2) or (3) 
cannot be met, and the school district is unable to locate an 
alternative site that is suitable due to a severe shortage of sites that 
meet the requirements in subdivision (a) of Section 17213 of the 
Education Code.  If the school district makes this finding, the school 
board shall prepare an EIR and adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations. 


 
This finding shall be in addition to any findings which may be required 
pursuant to Sections 15074, 15091 or 15093. 


 
[(d): no changes] 
 
(e) The following definitions shall apply for the purposes of this section: 
 


[(1) – (2): no changes] 
 


(3) “Extremely hazardous substance,” is as defined in subdivision (g)(2)(B) 
of Section 25532 of the Health and Safety Code and listed in Section 
2770.5, Table 3, of Title 19 of the California Code of Regulations. 
 
(4) "Facilities" means any source with a potential to use, generate, emit or 
discharge hazardous air pollutants, including, but not limited to, pollutants 
that meet the definition of a hazardous substance, and whose process or 
operation is identified as an emission source pursuant to the most recent list 
of source categories published by the California Air Resources Board. 
 
(5) "Freeway or other busy traffic corridors" means those roadways that, on 
an average day, have traffic in excess of 50,000 vehicles in a rural area, as 
defined in Section 50101 of the Health and Safety Code, and 100,000 
vehicles in an urban area, as defined in Section 50104.7 of the Health and 
Safety Code.   
 
(6) "Handle" means to use, generate, process, produce, package, treat, store, 
emit, discharge, or dispose of a hazardous material in any fashion. 
 
(37) "Hazardous air emissions," is as defined in subdivisions (a) to (f), 
inclusive, of Section 44321 of the Health and Safety Code. 
 
(48) "Hazardous substance," is as defined in Section 25316 of the Health 
and Safety Code. 
 
(59) "Hazardous waste," is as defined in Section 25117 of the Health and 
Safety Code. 
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(610) "Hazardous waste disposal site," is as defined in Section 25114 of the 
Health and Safety Code. 


 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. References: Sections 
21151.4 and 21151.8, Public Resources Code. 
 
Discussion: CEQA contains requirements applicable to school projects and projects 
proposed near schools which are intended to limit the exposure of school children 
and others to toxic or hazardous substances. This section brings the requirements of 
Public Resources Code sections 21151.4 and 21151.8 together in a single place for 
ease of reference. 
 
 
§ 15190.5. Department Of Defense Notification Requirement. 
 
(a) For purposes of this section, the following definitions are applicable. 
 


(1) "Low-level flight path" means any flight path for any aircraft owned, 
maintained, or that is under the jurisdiction of the United States Department 
of Defense that flies lower than 1,500 feet above ground level, as indicated 
in the United States Department of Defense Flight Information Publication, 
"Area Planning Military Training Routes: North and South America 
(AP/1B)" published by the United States National Imagery and Mapping 
Agency, or its successor, as of the date the military service gives written 
notification to a lead agency pursuant to subdivision (b). 
 
(2) "Military impact zone" means any area, including airspace, that meets 
both of the following criteria: 


 
(A) Is within two miles of a military installation, including, but not 
limited to, any base, military airport, camp, post, station, yard, 
center, homeport facility for a ship, or any other military activity 
center that is under the jurisdiction of the United States Department 
of Defense; and 
 
(B) Covers greater than 500 acres of unincorporated land, or greater 
than 100 acres of city incorporated land. 


 
(3) “Military service” means the United States Department of Defense or 
any branch of the United States Armed Forces. 
 
(4) "Special use airspace" means the land area underlying the airspace that is 
designated for training, research, development, or evaluation for a military 
service, as that land area is established by the United States Department of 
Defense Flight Information Publication, "Area Planning:  Special Use 
Airspace:  North and South America (AP/1A)" published by the United 
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States National Imagery and Mapping Agency, or its successor, as of the 
date the military service gives written notification to a lead agency pursuant 
to subdivision (b). 


 
(b) A military service may give written notification to a lead agency of the specific 
boundaries of a low-level flight path, military impact zone, or special use airspace, 
and provide the lead agency, in writing, the military contact office and address for 
the military service.  If the notice references the specific boundaries of a low-level 
flight path, such notification must include a copy of the applicable United States 
Department of Defense Flight Information Publication, "Area Planning Military 
Training Routes: North and South America (AP/1B)."  If the notice references the 
specific boundaries of a special use airspace, such notification must include a copy 
of the applicable United States Department of Defense Flight Information 
Publication, "Area Planning:  Special Use Airspace:  North and South America 
(AP/1A)."  
 
(c) If a military service provides the written notification specified in subdivision (b) 
of this section, a lead agency must include the specified military contact office in 
the list of organizations and individuals receiving a notice of intent to adopt a 
negative declaration or a mitigated negative declaration pursuant to Section 15072, 
in the list of organizations and individuals receiving a notice of preparation of an 
EIR pursuant to Section 15082, and in the list of organizations and individuals 
receiving a notice of availability of a draft EIR pursuant to Section 15087 for any 
project that meets all of the criteria specified below:  
 


(1) The project to be carried out or approved by the lead agency is within the 
boundaries specified in subdivision (b). 
 
(2) The project is one of the following: 
 


(A) a project that includes a general plan amendment; or 
 
(B) a project that is of statewide, regional, or areawide significance; 
or 
 
(C) a project that relates to a public use airport and the area 
surrounding such airport which is required to be referred to the 
airport land use commission, or appropriately designated body, 
pursuant to Sections 21670-21679.5 of the Public Utilities Code. 


 
(3) The project is not one of the actions described below.  A lead agency 
does not need to send to the specified military contact office a notice of 
intent to adopt a negative declaration or a mitigated negative declaration, a 
notice of preparation of an EIR, or a notice of availability of a draft EIR for 
such actions. 
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(A) a response action taken pursuant to Chapter 6.8 (commencing 
with Section 25300) of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code. 
 
(B) a response action taken pursuant to Chapter 6.85 (commencing 
with Section 25396) of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code. 
 
(C) a project undertaken at a site in response to a corrective action 
order issued pursuant to Section 25187 of the Health and Safety 
Code. 


 
The lead agency shall send the specified military contact office a notice of intent or 
a notice of availability sufficiently prior to adoption or certification of the 
environmental documents by the lead agency to allow the military service the 
review period provided under Section 15105. 
 
(d) The effect or potential effect that a project may have on military activities does 
not itself constitute an adverse effect on the environment for the purposes of CEQA. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 
21098, Public Resources Code. 
 
 


Article 12.5. Exemptions for Agricultural Housing, Affordable 
Housing, and Residential Infill Projects 


 
§ 15191. Definitions. 
 
For purposes of this Article 12.5 only, the following words shall have the following 
meanings: 
 
(a) "Agricultural employee" means a person engaged in agriculture, including: 
farming in all its branches, and, among other things, includes: (1) the cultivation 
and tillage of the soil, (2) dairying, (3) the production, cultivation, growing, and 
harvesting of any agricultural or horticultural commodities (including commodities 
defined as agricultural commodities in Section 1141j(g) of Title 12 of the United 
States Code), (4) the raising of livestock, bees, furbearing animals, or poultry, and 
(5) any practices (including any forestry or lumbering operations) performed by a 
farmer or on a farm as an incident to or in conjunction with such farming 
operations, including preparation for market and delivery to storage or to market or 
to carriers for transportation to market.  This definition is subject to the following 
limitations: 
 
This definition shall not be construed to include any person other than those 
employees excluded from the coverage of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended, as agricultural employees, pursuant to Section 2(3) of the Labor 
Management Relations Act (Section 152(3), Title 29, United States Code), and 
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Section 3(f) of the Fair Labor Standards Act (Section 203(f), Title 29, United States 
Code). 
 
This definition shall not apply, or be construed to apply, to any employee who 
performs work to be done at the site of the construction, alteration, painting, or 
repair of a building, structure, or other work (as these terms have been construed 
under Section 8(e) of the Labor Management Relations Act, 29 U.S.C. Sec. 158(e)) 
or logging or timber-clearing operations in initial preparation of land for farming, or 
who does land leveling or only land surveying for any of the above.  As used in this 
definition, "land leveling" shall include only major land moving operations 
changing the contour of the land, but shall not include annual or seasonal tillage or 
preparation of land for cultivation. 
 
(b) "Census-defined place" means a specific unincorporated land area within 
boundaries determined by the United States Census Bureau in the most recent 
decennial census. 
 
(c) "Community-level environmental review" means either of the following: 
 


(1) An EIR certified on any of the following: 
 


(A) A general plan. 
 
(B) A revision or update to the general plan that includes at least the 
land use and circulation elements. 
 
(C) An applicable community plan. 
 
(D) An applicable specific plan. 
 
(E) A housing element of the general plan, if the environmental 
impact report analyzed the environmental effects of the density of 
the proposed project. 


 
(2) A negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration adopted as a 
subsequent environmental review document, following and based upon an 
EIR on a general plan, an applicable community plan, or an applicable 
specific plan, provided that the subsequent environmental review document 
is allowed by CEQA following a master EIR or a program EIR, or is 
required pursuant to Section 21166. 


 
(d) “Developed open space" means land that meets all of the following criteria: 
 


(1) land that is publicly owned, or financed in whole or in part by public 
funds,  
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(2) is generally open to, and available for use by, the public, and  
 
(3) is predominantly lacking in structural development other than structures 
associated with open spaces, including, but not limited to, playgrounds, 
swimming pools, ball fields, enclosed child play areas, and picnic facilities. 
 


Developed open space may include land that has been designated for acquisition by 
a public agency for developed open space but does not include lands acquired by 
public funds dedicated to the acquisition of land for housing purposes. 
 
(e) “Infill site” means a site in an urbanized area that meets one of the following 
criteria: 
 


(1)The site has been previously developed for qualified urban uses; or 
 
(2) The site has not been developed for qualified urban uses but all 
immediately adjacent parcels are developed with existing qualified urban 
uses; or 
 
(3) The site has not been developed for qualified urban uses, no parcel 
within the site has been created within the past 10 years, and the site is 
situated so that: 
 


(A) at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site is adjacent to 
parcels that are developed with existing qualified urban uses at the 
time the lead agency receives an application for an approval; and 
 
(B) the remaining 25 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins 
parcels that had been previously developed for qualified urban uses. 
 


(f) "Low- and moderate-income households" means "persons and families of low or 
moderate income" as defined in Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code to 
mean persons and families whose income does not exceed 120 percent of area 
median income, adjusted for family size by the Department of Housing and 
Community Development, in accordance with adjustment factors adopted and 
amended from time to time by the United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development pursuant to Section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937.  
 
(g) "Low-income households" means households of persons and families of very 
low and low income, which are defined in Sections 50093 and 50105 of the Health 
and Safety Code as follows: 
 


(1) "Persons and families of low income" or "persons of low income" is 
defined in Section 50093 of the Health & Safety Code to mean persons or 
families who are eligible for financial assistance specifically provided by a 
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governmental agency for the benefit of occupants of housing financed 
pursuant to this division. 
 
(2) "Very low income households" is defined in Section 50105 of the Health 
& Safety Code to mean persons and families whose incomes do not exceed 
the qualifying limits for very low income families as established and 
amended from time to time pursuant to Section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937.  "Very low income households" includes extremely 
low income households, as defined in Section 50106 of the Health & Safety 
Code. 


 
(h) "Lower income households" is defined in Section 50079.5 of the Health and 
Safety Code to mean any of the following: 
 


(1) “Lower income households,” which means persons and families whose 
income does not exceed the qualifying limits for lower income families as 
established and amended from time to time pursuant to Section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937. 
 
(2) “Very low income households,” which means persons and families 
whose incomes do not exceed the qualifying limits for very low income 
families as established and amended from time to time pursuant to Section 8 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937. 
 
(3) “Extremely low income households," which means persons and families 
whose incomes do not exceed the qualifying limits for extremely low 
income families as established and amended from time to time by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development and defined in Section 
5.603(b) of Title 24 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 


 
(i) "Major transit stop" means a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry 
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or 
more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less 
during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. 
 
(j) "Project-specific effect" means all the direct or indirect environmental effects of 
a project other than cumulative effects and growth-inducing effects. 
 
(k) “Qualified urban use" means any residential, commercial, public institutional, 
transit or transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of those 
uses. 
 
(l) "Residential" means a use consisting of either of the following: 
 


(1)Residential units only. 
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(2) Residential units and primarily neighborhood-serving goods, services, or  
retail uses that do not exceed 15 percent of the total floor area of the project. 


 
(m) “Urbanized area” means either of the following: 
 


(1) An incorporated city that either by itself or in combination with two 
contiguous incorporated cities has a population of at least 100,000 persons; 
or 
 
(2) An unincorporated area that meets the requirements set forth in 
subdivision (m)(2)(A) and subdivision (m)(2)(B) below. 


 
(A) The unincorporated area must meet one of the following location 
or density requirements: 
 


1. The unincorporated area must be: (i) completely 
surrounded by one or more incorporated cities, (ii) have a 
population of at least 100,000 persons either by itself or in 
combination with the surrounding incorporated city or cities, 
and (iii) have a population density that at least equals the 
population density of the surrounding city or cities; or  


 
2. The unincorporated area must be located within an urban 
growth boundary and have an existing residential population 
of at least 5,000 persons per square mile.  For purposes of 
this subparagraph, an "urban growth boundary" means a 
provision of a locally adopted general plan that allows urban 
uses on one side of the boundary and prohibits urban uses on 
the other side. 
 


(B) The board of supervisors with jurisdiction over the 
unincorporated area must have taken the following steps: 


 
1. The board has prepared a draft document by which the 
board would find that the general plan, zoning ordinance, 
and related policies and programs applicable to the 
unincorporated area are consistent with principles that: (i) 
encourage compact development in a manner that 
promotes efficient transportation systems, economic 
growth, affordable housing, energy efficiency, and an 
appropriate balance of jobs and housing, and (ii) protects 
the environment, open space, and agricultural areas. 
 
2. The board has submitted the draft document to OPR 
and allowed OPR thirty days to submit comments on the 
draft findings to the board. 
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3. No earlier than thirty days after submitting the draft 
document to OPR, the board has adopted a final finding 
in substantial conformity with the draft finding described 
in the draft document referenced in subdivision 
(m)(2)(B)(1) above. 
 


Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 
21159.20, 21159.21, 21159.22, 21159.23, 21159.24, Public Resources Code. 
 
 
§ 15192. Threshold Requirements for Exemptions for Agricultural 
Housing, Affordable Housing, and Residential Infill Projects. 
 
In order to qualify for an exemption set forth in sections 15193, 15194 or 15195, a 
housing project must meet all of the threshold criteria set forth below. 
 
(a) The project must be consistent with: 
 


(1) Any applicable general plan, specific plan, or local coastal program, 
including any mitigation measures required by such plan or program, as 
that plan or program existed on the date that the application for the 
project pursuant to Section 65943 of the Government Code was deemed 
complete; and 
 
(2) Any applicable zoning ordinance, as that zoning ordinance existed on 
the date that the application for the project pursuant to Section 65943 of 
the Government Code was deemed complete, unless the zoning of 
project property is inconsistent with the general plan because the project 
property has not been rezoned to conform to the general plan. 
 


(b) Community-level environmental review has been adopted or certified. 
 
(c) The project and other projects approved prior to the approval of the project can 
be adequately served by existing utilities, and the project applicant has paid, or has 
committed to pay, all applicable in-lieu or development fees. 
 
(d) The site of the project: 
 


(1) Does not contain wetlands, as defined in Section 328.3 of Title 33 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations. 
 
(2) Does not have any value as an ecological community upon which wild 
animals, birds, plants, fish, amphibians, and invertebrates depend for their 
conservation and protection. 
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(3) Does not harm any species protected by the federal Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1531 et seq.) or by the Native Plant Protection 
Act (Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 1900) of Division 2 of the Fish 
and Game Code), the California Endangered Species Act (Chapter 1.5 
(commencing with Section 2050) of Division 3 of the Fish and Game Code. 
 
(4) Does not cause the destruction or removal of any species protected by a 
local ordinance in effect at the time the application for the project was 
deemed complete. 
 


(e) The site of the project is not included on any list of facilities and sites compiled 
pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code. 
 
(f) The site of the project is subject to a preliminary endangerment assessment 
prepared by a registered environmental assessor to determine the existence of any 
release of a hazardous substance on the site and to determine the potential for 
exposure of future occupants to significant health hazards from any nearby property 
or activity.  In addition, the following steps have been taken in response to the 
results of this assessment: 
 


(1) If a release of a hazardous substance is found to exist on the site, the 
release shall be removed, or any significant effects of the release shall be 
mitigated to a level of insignificance in compliance with state and federal 
requirements. 
 
(2) If a potential for exposure to significant hazards from surrounding 
properties or activities is found to exist, the effects of the potential exposure 
shall be mitigated to a level of insignificance in compliance with state and 
federal requirements. 


 
(g) The project does not have a significant effect on historical resources pursuant to 
Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code. 
 
(h) The project site is not subject to wildland fire hazard, as determined by the 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, unless the applicable general plan or 
zoning ordinance contains provisions to mitigate the risk of a wildland fire hazard. 
 
(i) The project does not have an unusually high risk of fire or explosion from 
materials stored or used on nearby properties. 
 
(j) The project does not present a risk of a public health exposure at a level that 
would exceed the standards established by any state or federal agency. 
 
(k) Either the project is not within a delineated earthquake fault zone or a seismic 
hazard zone, as determined pursuant to Section 2622 and 2696 of the Public 
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Resources Code respectively, or the applicable general plan or zoning ordinance 
contains provisions to mitigate the risk of an earthquake or seismic hazard. 
 
(l) Either the project does not present a landslide hazard, flood plain, flood way, or 
restriction zone, or the applicable general plan or zoning ordinance contains 
provisions to mitigate the risk of a landslide or flood. 
 
(m) The project site is not located on developed open space. 
 
(n) The project site is not located within the boundaries of a state conservancy. 
 
(o) The project has not been divided into smaller projects to qualify for one or more 
of the exemptions set forth in sections 15193 to 15195. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 
21159.21, 21159.27, Public Resources Code. 
 
 
§ 15193. Agricultural Housing Exemption. 
 
CEQA does not apply to any development project that meets the following criteria. 
 
(a) The project meets the threshold criteria set forth in section 15192. 
 
(b) The project site meets the following size criteria: 
 


(1) The project site is located in an area with a population density of at least 
1,000 persons per square mile and is two acres or less in area; or 
 
(2) The project site is located in an area with a population density of less 
than 1,000 persons per square mile and is five acres or less in area. 


 
(c) The project meets the following requirements regarding location and number of 
units. 
 


(1) If the proposed development project is located on a project site within 
city limits or in a census-defined place, it must meet the following 
requirements: 


 
(A) The proposed project location must be within one of the 
following: 


 
1. Incorporated city limits; or  
 
2. A census defined place with a minimum population 
density of at least 5,000 persons per square mile; or  
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3. A census-defined place with a minimum population 
density of at least 1,000 persons per square mile, unless a 
public agency that is carrying out or approving the project 
determines that there is a reasonable possibility that the 
project, if completed, would have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances or that the 
cumulative impacts of successive projects of the same type in 
the same area, over time, would be significant. 


 
(B) The proposed development project must be located on a project 
site that is adjacent, on at least two sides, to land that has been 
developed. 
 
(C) The proposed development project must meet either of the 
following requirements: 


 
1. Consist of not more than 45 units, or 
 
2. Consist of housing for a total of 45 or fewer agricultural 
employees if the housing consists of dormitories, barracks, or 
other group living facilities. 


 
(2) If the proposed development project is located on a project site zoned for 
general agricultural use, it must meet either of the following requirements: 


 
(A) Consist of not more than 20 units, or 
 
(B) Consist of housing for a total of 20 or fewer agricultural 
employees if the housing consists of dormitories, barracks, or other 
group living facilities. 


 
(d) The project meets the following requirements regarding provision of housing for 
agricultural employees: 
 


(1) The project must consist of the construction, conversion, or use of 
residential housing for agricultural employees. 
 
(2) If the project lacks public financial assistance, then: 


 
(A) The project must be affordable to lower income households; and 
 
(B) The developer of the development project must provide 
sufficient legal commitments to the appropriate local agency to 
ensure the continued availability and use of the housing units for 
lower income households for a period of at least 15 years. 
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(3) If public financial assistance exists for the project, then: 


 
(A) The project must be housing for very low, low-, or moderate-
income households; and 
 
(B) The developer of the development project must provide 
sufficient legal commitments to the appropriate local agency to 
ensure the continued availability and use of the housing units for 
low- and moderate-income households for a period of at least 15 
years. 
 


Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 
21159.22, Public Resources Code. 
 
 
§ 15194. Affordable Housing Exemption. 
 
CEQA does not apply to any development project that meets the following criteria: 
 
(a) The project meets the threshold criteria set forth in section 15192. 
 
(b) The project meets the following size criteria:  the project site is not more than 
five acres in area. 
 
(c) The project meets both of the following requirements regarding location: 
 


(1) The project meets one of the following location requirements relating to 
population density: 


 
(A) The project site is located within an urbanized area or within a 
census-defined place with a population density of at least 5,000 
persons per square mile. 
 
(B) If the project consists of 50 or fewer units, the project site is 
located within an incorporated city with a population density of at 
least 2,500 persons per square mile and a total population of at least 
25,000 persons. 
 
(C) The project is located within either an incorporated city or a 
census defined place with a population density of at least 1,000 
persons per square mile and there is no reasonable possibility that the 
project would have a significant effect on the environment or the 
residents of the project due to unusual circumstances or due to the 
related or cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable projects in 
the vicinity of the project. 
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(2) The project meets one of the following site-specific location 
requirements: 


 
(A) The project site has been previously developed for qualified 
urban uses; or 
 
(B) The parcels immediately adjacent to the project site are 
developed with qualified urban uses. 
 
(C) The project site has not been developed for urban uses and all of 
the following conditions are met: 


 
1. No parcel within the site has been created within 10 years 
prior to the proposed development of the site. 
 
2. At least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins 
parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. 
 
3. The existing remaining 25 percent of the perimeter of the 
site adjoins parcels that have previously been developed for 
qualified urban uses. 


 
(d) The project meets both of the following requirements regarding provision of 
affordable housing. 
 


(1) The project consists of the construction, conversion, or use of residential 
housing consisting of 100 or fewer units that are affordable to low-income 
households. 
 
(2) The developer of the project provides sufficient legal commitments to 
the appropriate local agency to ensure the continued availability and use of 
the housing units for lower income households for a period of at least 30 
years, at monthly housing costs deemed to be “affordable rent” for lower 
income, very low income, and extremely low income households, as 
determined pursuant to Section 50053 of the Health and Safety Code. 


 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 
21159.23, Public Resources Code. 
 
/// 
/// 
/// 
/// 
/// 
/// 
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§ 15195. Residential Infill Exemption. 
 
(a) Except as set forth in subdivision (b), CEQA does not apply to any development 
project that meets the following criteria: 
 


(1) The project meets the threshold criteria set forth in section 15192; 
provided that with respect to the requirement in section 15192(b) regarding 
community-level environmental review, such review must be certified or 
adopted within five years of the date that the lead agency deems the 
application for the project to be complete pursuant to Section 65943 of the 
Government Code. 
 
(2) The project meets both of the following size criteria: 


 
(A) The site of the project is not more than four acres in total area. 
 
(B) The project does not include any single level building that 
exceeds 100,000 square feet. 


 
(3) The project meets both of the following requirements regarding location: 


 
(A) The project is a residential project on an infill site. 
 
(B) The project is within one-half mile of a major transit stop. 


 
(4) The project meets both of the following requirements regarding number 
of units: 


 
(A) The project does not contain more than 100 residential units. 
 
(B) The project promotes higher density infill housing.  The lead 
agency may establish its own criteria for determining whether the 
project promotes higher density infill housing except in either of the 
following two circumstances: 


 
1. A project with a density of at least 20 units per acre is 
conclusively presumed to promote higher density infill 
housing. 
 
2. A project with a density of at least 10 units per acre and a 
density greater than the average density of the residential 
properties within 1,500 feet shall be presumed to promote 
higher density infill housing unless the preponderance of the 
evidence demonstrates otherwise. 


 
/// 
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(5) The project meets the following requirements regarding availability of 
affordable housing:  The project would result in housing units being made 
available to moderate, low or very low income families as set forth in either 
A or B below: 


 
(A) The project meets one of the following criteria, and the project 
developer provides sufficient legal commitments to the appropriate 
local agency to ensure the continued availability and use of the 
housing units as set forth below at monthly housing costs determined 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (h) of Section 65589.5 of 
the Government Code. 


 
1. At least 10 percent of the housing is sold to families of 
moderate income, or 
 
2. Not less than 10 percent of the housing is rented to 
families of low income, or 
 
3. Not less than 5 percent of the housing is rented to families 
of very low income. 


 
(B) If the project does not result in housing units being available as 
set forth in subdivision (A) above, then the project developer has 
paid or will pay in-lieu fees pursuant to a local ordinance in an 
amount sufficient to result in the development of an equivalent 
number of units that would otherwise be required pursuant to 
subparagraph (A). 


 
(b) A project that otherwise meets the criteria set forth in subdivision (a) is not 
exempt from CEQA if any of the following occur: 
 


(1) There is a reasonable possibility that the project will have a project-
specific, significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. 
 
(2) Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is being undertaken that are related to the project have occurred 
since community-level environmental review was certified or adopted: 
 
(3) New information becomes available regarding the circumstances under 
which the project is being undertaken and that is related to the project that 
was not known, and could not have been known at the time that community-
level environmental review was certified or adopted. 


 
If a project is not exempt from CEQA due to subdivision (b), the analysis of the 
environmental effects of the project covered in the EIR or the negative declaration 
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shall be limited to an analysis of the project-specific effect of the projects and any 
effects identified pursuant to subdivisions (b)(2) and (3). 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 
21159.24, Public Resources Code. 
 
 
§ 15196. Notice of Exemption for Agricultural Housing, Affordable 


Housing, and Residential Infill Projects. 
 
(a) When a local agency determines that a project is not subject to CEQA under 
Section 15193, 15194, or 15195, and it approves or determines to carry out that 
project, the local agency or person seeking project approval shall file the notice 
required by Section 21152.1 of the Public Resources Code, pursuant to Section 
15062. 
 
(b) Failure to file the notice required by this section does not affect the validity of a 
project. 
 
(c) Nothing in this section affects the time limitations contained in Section 21167. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: 21152.1, 
Public Resources Code. 
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From 2001 to 2010, a water bottling company operated a plant in Siskiyou County 


(the County) that extracted groundwater and then used it to produce bottled water.  A few 


years after the plant closed, Crystal Geyser Water Company (Crystal Geyser) bought the 


facility and sought to revive it.  To that end, Crystal Geyser requested, among other 







2 


things, a permit from the County to build a caretaker’s residence for the bottling plant and 


a permit from the City of Mount Shasta (the City) to allow the plant to discharge 


wastewater into the City’s sewer system.  Both the County and the City ultimately 


granted Crystal Geyser the permits it sought. 


This appeal concerns one of two lawsuits challenging these approvals, both of 


which are now on appeal and both of which concern the California Environmental 


Quality Act (CEQA; Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.).  In one suit, Appellants We 


Advocate Thorough Environmental Review and Winnehem Wintu Tribe alleged that the 


County’s environmental review for the bottling facility was inadequate under CEQA.  In 


another, they alleged that the City’s decision to issue the wastewater permit for the 


bottling plant, which relied on the County’s environmental review for the facility, was 


also improper under CEQA. 


We focus here on Appellants’ challenge to the County’s environmental review for 


the bottling facility.  CEQA generally requires public agencies, like the County and the 


City, to consider the environmental consequences of discretionary projects they propose 


to approve.  When multiple agencies propose to approve aspects of the same project, as 


here, one serves as the “lead agency” that conducts environmental review for the whole 


of the project.  In this case, the County served as the lead agency and considered the 


potential environmental impacts of permitting the bottling facility before it or any other 


public agency issued a permit for the facility.  But in Appellants’ view, the County’s 


analysis was inadequate.  Appellants allege that the County (1) provided a misleading 


description of the project, (2) defined the project’s objectives in an impermissibly narrow 


manner, (3) improperly evaluated the project’s impacts to aesthetics, air quality, climate 


change, noise, and hydrology, and (4) approved the project even though it would result in 


violations of the County’s and the City’s general plans. 


The trial court rejected all Appellants’ arguments.  But we find two of Appellants’ 


contentions have merit.  First, we agree that the County defined the project’s objectives in 
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an overly narrow manner.  Second, we also agree that the County’s process for evaluating 


the project’s impacts to climate change was flawed.  Relevant to this point, the County 


initially informed the public that the bottling project would result in greenhouse gas 


emissions of one amount, but, after the period for public comments had ended, the 


County disclosed that the project would actually result in emissions nearly double what it 


initially estimated.  Under the circumstances of this case, we find that the County should 


have allowed the public further opportunity to comment on the project after this late 


disclosure.  For these reasons, we reverse. 


BACKGROUND 


In the 1990s, Dannon Waters of North America, which later became Coca-Cola 


Dannon (Dannon), acquired a property in the County with the intent of constructing a 


bottling facility.  It afterward, following County approval, constructed a bottling facility, 


a groundwater production well (known as DEX-6), and a domestic groundwater well 


(known as the domestic well).  Dannon operated the plant from January 2001 until some 


point in 2010. 


Crystal Geyser acquired the property in 2013.  A few years later, after Crystal 


Geyser proposed returning the plant to production, the County initiated environmental 


review of the proposed project under CEQA.  In 2017, the County released a draft 


document, called a draft Environmental Impact Report or draft EIR, describing the 


proposed project and analyzing the project’s potential impacts.  In the draft EIR, the 


County explained that, in general, “[t]he Proposed Project entails renovations to a former 


bottling plant in unincorporated Siskiyou County . . . adjacent to the City of Mt. Shasta 


(City) for the production of sparkling water, flavored water, juice beverages, and teas.”  It 


added that, to facilitate the project, Crystal Geyser would need to obtain permits from 


several public agencies, including, among other permits, a permit from the County for 


construction of a caretaker’s residence for the plant, a permit from the City for 


wastewater discharge from the plant, and several permits from the local air quality district 
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for the plant’s generators and boilers.  The County evaluated in its draft EIR the potential 


environmental impacts associated with all these governmental approvals. 


After the County circulated the draft EIR, various parties commented on the 


project, including Appellants.  The County afterward issued a final EIR for the project 


with responses to these comments.  A few months later, in December 2017, the County’s 


board of supervisors certified the EIR.  As part of the approval, the board acknowledged 


that the project would have some unavoidable significant environmental impacts but 


found these impacts would be outweighed by the project’s benefits.  (See Cal. Code. 


Regs., tit. 14, § 15092, subd. (b)(2)(B).1) 


A month after the County approved the project, Appellants filed a petition for writ 


of mandate and complaint, alleging that the County and its board violated CEQA and also 


violated the County’s and the City’s general plans.  Appellants reasoned, as relevant here, 


that the County provided an inaccurate description of the project, defined the project’s 


objectives in an impermissibly narrow manner, improperly evaluated several of the 


project’s impacts, and approved the project even though it would be inconsistent with the 


County’s and the City’s general plans. 


Following a hearing, the trial court rejected all Appellants’ claims. The court 


afterward entered a judgment denying Appellants’ petition for writ of mandate and 


complaint. 


Appellants timely appealed.2 


 


1  California Code of Regulations, title 14, sections 15000-15387 are ordinarily referred 


to as the CEQA Guidelines.  We will use that shorthand to refer to these regulations 


going forward. 


2  A few months after filing this action, Appellants also filed a related action challenging 


the City’s issuance of a wastewater permit for the bottling facility.  In that case too, the 


trial court rejected all Appellants’ claims.  Appellants afterward timely appealed the 
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DISCUSSION 


I. CEQA Background 


CEQA serves “to ensure that public agencies will consider the environmental 


consequences of discretionary projects they propose to carry out or approve.”  (Stockton 


Citizens for Sensible Planning v. City of Stockton (2010) 48 Cal.4th 481, 488.)  To that 


end, absent an exemption, an agency proposing to carry out or approve a project 


generally must conduct an initial study to determine “if the project may have a significant 


effect on the environment.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15063, subd. (a).)  In the event 


multiple agencies propose to approve aspects of the same project, one serves as the “lead 


agency” that conducts the initial study.  (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21067 [defining 


“lead agency”]; see also CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15050, subd. (a), 15063, subd. (a) [noting 


that “the lead agency” conducts the initial study].) 


Depending on the initial study’s findings, the lead agency must then prepare either 


an EIR, a mitigated negative declaration, or a negative declaration.  If “there is no 


substantial evidence that the project or any of its aspects may cause a significant effect on 


the environment,” the agency need only prepare a negative declaration that “briefly 


describ[es] the reasons that [the] proposed project . . . will not have a significant effect on 


the environment.”  (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15063, subd. (b)(2), 15371.)  If substantial 


evidence shows the project may in fact have a significant environmental effect, but the 


project applicant agrees to changes that would avoid or mitigate them, then the agency 


may instead prepare a mitigated negative declaration.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15070, subd. 


(b).)  And if substantial evidence shows the project may have a significant environmental 


effect and a mitigated negative declaration is inappropriate, as is true in this case, then the 


agency must prepare an EIR providing detailed information about the project’s potential 


 


court’s decision, which we considered in the separate case of We Advocate Thorough 


Environmental Review, et al. v. City of Mount Shasta, et al. (Case No. C091012). 
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environmental impacts.  (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21100 [state agency requirements], 


21151 [local agency requirements], 21061 [defining an EIR].) 


An EIR, as courts have often said, is “ ‘ “the heart of CEQA.” ’ ”  (Cleveland 


National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 


511 (Cleveland Nat. Forest Foundation).)  It serves to “(1) inform the government and 


public about a proposed activity’s potential environmental impacts; (2) identify ways to 


reduce, or avoid, those impacts; (3) require project changes through alternatives or 


mitigation measures when feasible; and (4) disclose the government’s rationale for 


approving a project.”  (Protecting Our Water & Environmental Resources v. County of 


Stanislaus (2020) 10 Cal.5th 479, 488.)  To fulfill these purposes, an “EIR ‘must include 


detail sufficient to enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand 


and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project.’ ”  (Cleveland 


Nat. Foundation, supra, 3 Cal.5th at p. 511.)  But that does not mean an EIR must be 


exhaustive on all topics.  Courts look “ ‘not for perfection but for adequacy, 


completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.’  [Citation.]”  (In re Bay-Delta 


etc.(2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1175 (In re Bay-Delta).) 


In reviewing an agency’s compliance with CEQA, courts review for abuse of 


discretion.  (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 512.)  Courts will find 


an agency abused its discretion if it either failed to proceed in a manner required by law 


or reached a decision not supported by substantial evidence.  (Ibid.)  “ ‘Judicial review of 


these two types of error differs significantly:  While we determine de novo whether the 


agency has employed the correct procedures, “scrupulously enforc[ing] all legislatively 


mandated CEQA requirements” [citation], we accord greater deference to the agency’s 


substantive factual conclusions.  In reviewing for substantial evidence, the reviewing 


court “may not set aside an agency’s approval of an EIR on the ground that an opposite 


conclusion would have been equally or more reasonable,” for, on factual questions, our 
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task “is not to weigh conflicting evidence and determine who has the better argument.”  


[Citation.]’  [Citation.]”  (Ibid.) 


With those principles in mind, we turn to Appellants’ arguments on appeal. 


II. Project Description 


We start with Appellants’ contention that the EIR had a misleading project 


description. 


Courts have long stated that “[a]n accurate, stable and finite project description is 


the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.”  (County of Inyo v. City of 


Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193.)  Per the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR’s 


project description must contain (1) the precise location and boundaries of the proposed 


project, (2) a statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project, (3) a general 


description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, and 


(4) a statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR.  (CEQA Guidelines, 


§ 15124; see also In re Bay-Delta, supra, 43 Cal.4th at p. 1163, fn. 7 [“ ‘In interpreting 


CEQA, we accord the Guidelines great weight except where they are clearly 


unauthorized or erroneous.’ ”].)  In supplying this information, a project description must 


account for “the entirety of the project” rather than “some smaller portion of it.”  (South 


of Market Community Action Network v. City and County of San Francisco (2019) 


33 Cal.App.5th 321, 332.)  But it should not overwhelm the public with detail “ ‘beyond 


that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.’ ” (Ibid.) 


In this case, the EIR’s project description explained that the proposed project 


“consists of the operation of a bottling facility and ancillary uses within an approximately 


118-acre site formerly developed and operated as a bottling plant.”  It explained that the 


proposed bottling plant would use “groundwater from the Big Springs Aquifer obtained 


through an existing production well (DEX-6) in the northern area of the project site to 


bottle three different types of beverage products:  sparkling water (flavored and 


unflavored), teas, and juice beverages.”  It explained that the proposed plant would 
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initially operate one bottling line and use about “80 [gallons per minute (gpm)] on a 


monthly average basis (with an annualized average of 115,000 [gallons per day (gpd)])” 


and, over time and dependent on market conditions, could eventually operate two bottling 


lines and use about “150 gpm on a monthly average basis . . . (with an annualized average 


of 217,000 gpd).”  And lastly, as relevant here, it explained that Crystal Geyser “proposes 


to construct a 1,188-sf caretaker/security residence within the project site” to “allow for 


continuous, on-site security at the Plant.” 


In attacking this project description, Appellants first argue that it improperly 


focused on the planned bottling facility rather than the caretaker’s residence, even though 


“the only discretionary approval being sought from the County” concerned “the 


caretaker’s residence.”  They then suggest that all the detail about the bottling facility is 


irrelevant, because it “is largely unrelated to the discretionary Permit that was issued by 


the County in conjunction with certification of the EIR.”  Appellants, in other words, 


appear to argue that the County’s EIR should have focused exclusively on the caretaker’s 


residence, and some other EIR (or EIRs) should have covered the rest of the project. 


We find differently.  Several agencies, it is true, had approval authority over 


distinct parts of the project.  The County had approval authority over the building permit 


for the caretaker’s residence, encroachments permits for “sewer system pipeline 


upsizing,” and a building permit for a “pH [n]eutralization [s]ystem building”; the City 


had approval authority over a wastewater discharge permit; the regional water board had 


approval authority concerning the transfer and modification of waste discharge 


requirements; and the local air quality district had approval authority over the proposed 


operation of several propane generators and boilers.  But nothing in CEQA required these 


agencies to separately evaluate their piece of the project in a separate EIR.  CEQA, 


rather, required the opposite.  It required the County, as the lead agency, to consider the 


“whole of the action” together, even if the project were “subject to several discretionary 


approvals by [distinct] governmental agencies.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15378, subds. (a) 
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[“ ‘[p]roject’ means the whole of an action”], (c) [“[t]he term ‘project’ refers to the 


activity which is being approved and which may be subject to several discretionary 


approvals by governmental agencies”; it “does not mean each separate governmental 


approval”].) 


Second, Appellants claim that the project description was inadequate because it 


“did not disclose to the public the fact that the County has no control over groundwater 


extraction or beverage bottling activities.”  In our reading, however, the project 


description made clear the limited approval authority the County had over the project.  It 


explained that the County had permitting authority over three matters only:  The 


construction of a caretaker’s residence, the installation of additional sewer lines to 


accommodate greater wastewater flows, and the construction of a pH neutralization 


system building that could be used to treat the pH of project wastewater to acceptable 


limits. 


Third, Appellants assert that the project description improperly offered estimates 


on the amount of groundwater that Crystal Geyser would extract.  They acknowledge the 


EIR’s offered estimates were based on the testimony of a Crystal Geyser employee, 


Richard Weklych, who has decades of experience in the bottling industry and who 


“provided estimates of the production levels that could be anticipated given certain 


equipment.”  But they assert that because the EIR did not impose a limit on the amount of 


water that Crystal Geyser could extract, any estimate on Crystal Geyser’s potential water 


use would be speculative. 


We disagree.  Weklych stated that he had about 30 years of experience in the 


bottling industry, including as an operations manager for a bottling facility that “has 


similar hours of operation” as the proposed plant here.  He explained that his estimates 


for the facility reflected the “maximum operational capacity of the plant” and that this 


capacity “is dictated primarily by two factors:  equipment limitations and hours of 


operation.”  In terms of equipment limitations, he noted that the existing facility only 
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contains two production lines and that a permit would be needed to enlarge the building.  


And in terms of hours of operations, he noted, among other things, that his estimates 


already assumed that Crystal Geyser would operate the facility 24 hours a day Monday to 


Friday, with additional shifts on Saturday and Sunday.  Based on these considerations 


and his experience, Weklych ultimately estimated that Crystal Geyser’s average daily 


water demand would be 113,621 gpm for one bottling line (which the EIR appears to 


have rounded up to 115,000) and 216,975 gpm for two bottling lines (which the EIR 


appears to have rounded up to 217,000). 


Considering this testimony, which appears to have gone unchallenged, we find 


that the EIR’s offered extraction estimates were supported by substantial evidence, and 


not merely speculative, even if they theoretically could be exceeded.  (CEQA Guidelines, 


§ 15384, subd. (a) [“ ‘Substantial evidence’ as used in these guidelines means enough 


relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument 


can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be 


reached. . . .”].) 


Fourth, Appellants challenge Weklych’s estimates on groundwater use for two 


additional reasons.  They first suggest that the County could not accept Weklych’s 


estimates because he was biased in favor of his employer, Crystal Geyser.  In Appellants’ 


apparent view, an interested party’s testimony cannot serve as substantial evidence on 


any issue.  But as other courts have long explained, these types of objections are 


meritless.  (San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City & County of San 


Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 684 [rejecting claim that an expert’s “report 


cannot constitute substantial evidence because, rather than providing objective analysis, 


[the expert] instead was a paid consultant hired by Real Parties to produce a biased, self-


serving study aimed at a predetermined result”]; Foundation for San Francisco’s 


Architectural Heritage v. City and County of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 893, 
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908 [“EIR [wa]s not fatally undermined by the direct participation of the developer and 


his experts in the underlying environmental and other studies”].) 


Appellants also allege that the County could not rely on Weklych’s estimates 


because his estimates were based on faulty assumptions about Dannon’s operation of the 


plant.  They reason that there are no “reliable records of groundwater extraction rates for 


the previous plant” and that the previous plant “was trucking water in from another 


source at the rate of 148,800 gallons per week (and not pumping all of the water for its 


production from DEX-6).”  But Appellants, in making these assertions, ignore the 


material evidence that favors a contrary conclusion.  Although Appellants’ cited authority 


indicates that there are no direct records of groundwater extraction rates from Dannon, 


the EIR found that these rates could nonetheless be estimated using Dannon’s “electrical 


use data, the engineering specifications of the pump in DEX-6, the depth to water, and an 


approximation of the working pressure in the pipelines.”  And although Appellants’ cited 


authority said that Dannon trucked in water from another source, that same authority 


went on to note that Dannon did so only temporarily and later “did stop trucking in water 


. . . and began drawing all water from DEX-6.” 


In neglecting to disclose this important evidence that significantly undermines 


their position, we find that Appellants forfeited their claim that insufficient evidence 


supports the EIR’s estimates of groundwater use.  As courts have long explained, “ ‘ “an 


appellant challenging an EIR for insufficient evidence must lay out the evidence 


favorable to the other side and show why it is lacking.  Failure to do so is fatal.” ’ ”  


(Pfeiffer v. City of Sunnyvale City Council (2011) 200 Cal.App.4th 1552, 1572 (Pfeiffer); 


see also Rayii v. Gatica (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 1402, 1408 [an appellant “who cites and 


discusses only evidence in his favor fails to demonstrate any error and waives the 


contention that the evidence is insufficient to support the judgment.”].) 


Fifth, Appellants argue that “[t]he fact that [Crystal Geyser] representatives with 


years of experience could provide a plausible estimate of how much water could be 
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pumped . . . was beside the point.  Even if the inherent limits of production line 


capacities, waste stream disposal, etc. were never exceeded, the Project operator could 


easily, and without environmental review, transport extracted ground water by truck in 


unlimited quantities to an off-site facility for processing and bottling elsewhere.”  


Appellants then fault the EIR for failing to evaluate “the maximum pumping that would 


be allowed” under this scenario. 


But nothing in the record, as far as Appellants have shown, suggests that Crystal 


Geyser might act as Appellants speculate.  We cannot, for example, say that Crystal 


Geyser intends to transport groundwater to an offsite bottling facility.  Nor can we say 


that Crystal Geyser could, even if wanted, feasibly do so—a topic that neither Appellants 


nor anyone else appears to have raised at the administrative level.  Although, on this 


point, Appellants claim that “[t]rucking water to bottling locations is a practice that 


occurs in the water bottling industry in the area,” they cite, in support, only evidence 


showing that Dannon temporarily trucked water from a nearby spring to its facility.  But 


that tells us little about whether Crystal Geyser could feasibly transfer groundwater from 


this facility to another bottling facility.  Nor does it tell us whether another bottling 


facility even exists anywhere near the facility here.  We thus decline to find, as 


Appellants allege, that Crystal Geyser “could easily, and without environmental review, 


transport extracted ground water by truck in unlimited quantities to an off-site facility for 


processing and bottling elsewhere.”  (See Center for Biological Diversity v. County of 


San Bernardino (2016) 247 Cal.App.4th 326, 349 [“find[ing] the possibility of an 


extension of the term of the Project to be far too speculative to require environmental 


analysis at this point”]; Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 


157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 1448-1450 [rejecting the claim that a project description for a 


housing development should have characterized the project as involving 54 units, rather 


than 27, because a local ordinance allowed a second unit on each lot; “the possibility that 
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future lot owners will or will not build a second unit is extremely uncertain, and any 


impact of such second units is highly speculative”].) 


Although Appellants counter that one case, San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. 


County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, supports a ruling in their favor on this 


point, we are unpersuaded.  The court there considered an EIR for the proposed 


expansion of a mining operation.  Relevant here, the EIR’s project description provided 


conflicting signals on whether the project would or would not increase mine production.  


On the one hand, it indicated “that no increases in mine production [was] being sought.”  


But on the other hand, “it provide[d] for substantial increases in mine production.”  (Id. at 


p. 655.)  The EIR, for example, indicated that the “mine would have a peak capacity of 


550,000 tons per year (as mined),” but it then assumed in its evaluation of impacts that, 


as in previous years, “there w[ould] be production levels of only 260,000 tons per year.”  


(Id. at pp. 655-656.)  The court found the EIR flawed as a result of these inconsistent 


statements.  (Id. at p. 656.) 


Our facts, however, are readily distinguishable.  Unlike in San Joaquin Raptor, 


nothing in the record here suggests that Crystal Geyser feasibly could extract 


substantially more groundwater than the EIR estimated.  Again, the EIR’s offered 


estimates were premised on Weklych’s unchallenged testimony.  And Weklych’s 


estimates, in turn, were based on his decades of experience and his understanding of 


“[t]he maximum operating capacity of the plant,” which, he stated, were “dictated 


primarily by two factors:  equipment limitations and hours of operation.”  Considering 


this record, and finding nothing to support Appellants’ claim that Crystal Geyser “could 


easily, and without environmental review, transport” water elsewhere, we cannot say that 


our facts are comparable to those in San Joaquin Raptor. 


Lastly, in their discussion of the project description, Appellants raise two 


objections that appear to have little connection to the project description.  First, they 


allege that the EIR “actively misled the public by including mitigation measures that the 
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County has no ability to enforce.”  Second, and relatedly, they allege that the County 


failed to “comply[] with CEQA’s requirement that all feasible mitigation measures be 


adopted, and that they be enforceable.”  But to the extent Appellants sought to challenge 


the EIR’s mitigation measures, they needed to raise that argument “under a separate 


heading or subheading summarizing the point,” as required under California Rules of 


Court, rule 8.204(a)(1)(A).  Because they failed to do so, we find they forfeited these 


arguments.  (Opdyk v. California Horse Racing Bd. (1995) 34 Cal.App.4th 1826, 


1831, fn. 4.) 


III. Project Objectives 


We turn next to Appellants’ contention that the EIR’s project objectives were 


impermissibly narrow. 


An EIR’s project description, as noted above, must contain a statement of the 


project objectives.  A lead agency must then use this statement to help it, among other 


things, develop a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project to evaluate in 


the EIR.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15124.)  As our Supreme Court has explained, “[t]he 


process of selecting the alternatives to be included in the EIR begins with the 


establishment of project objectives by the lead agency.  ‘A clearly written statement of 


objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate 


in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings. . . .’  [Citation.]”  (In re 


Bay-Delta, supra, 43 Cal.4th at p. 1163; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6 [“An EIR 


shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 


project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 


avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 


comparative merits of the alternatives.”].) 


Here, the EIR stated that Crystal Geyser had eight objectives for the proposed 


project:  (1) to “operate a beverage bottling facility and ancillary uses to meet increasing 


market demand,” (2) to “site the proposed facility at the Plant previously operated by 
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[Dannon], to take advantage of the existing building, production well, and availability 


and high quality of existing spring water on the property,” (3) to “utilize the full 


production capacity of the existing Plant building based on its current size,” (4) to 


“initiate operation of the Plant as soon as possible to meet increasing market demand,” 


(5) to “minimize environmental impacts . . . by utilizing existing facilities and 


infrastructure to the extent possible,” (6) to “modify the existing facilities at the Plant in a 


manner that incorporates sustainable building and design practices, recycling efforts, and 


other conservation methods, in order to reduce water use,” (7) to “withdraw groundwater 


in a sustainable manner that does not result in negative effects on nearby springs or wells, 


the underlying shallow or deep aquifers, or the surrounding environment,” and (8) to 


“create new employment opportunities for the local and nearby communities, promote 


sustainable economic development, provide for adequate services and infrastructure to 


support the project, and contribute to the County’s tax base.”  The EIR elsewhere defined 


the term “Plant” to mean the “former bottling plant in unincorporated Siskiyou County.” 


Appellants assert, and we agree, that these objectives were “so narrow[] as to 


preclude any alternative other than the Project.”  The County largely defined the project 


objectives as operating the project as proposed.  The project as proposed, again, “consists 


of the operation of a bottling facility and ancillary uses within an approximately 118-acre 


site formerly developed and operated as a bottling plant” in the County.  And the stated 


project objectives, mirroring the proposed project itself, consists largely of the use of “the 


full production capacity of the existing Plant” and the “operation of the Plant as soon as 


possible.”  But if the principal project objective is simply pursuing the proposed project, 


then no alternative other than the proposed project would do.  All competing reasonable 


alternatives would simply be defined out of consideration. 


In taking this artificially narrow approach for describing the project objectives, the 


County ensured that the results of its alternatives analysis would be a foregone 


conclusion.  It also, as a result, transformed the EIR’s alternatives section—often 
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described as part of the “core of the EIR” (In re Bay-Delta, supra, 43 Cal.4th at 


p. 1162)—into an empty formality.  No alternative apart from the rehabilitation of the 


existing plant, after all, could “site the proposed facility at the Plant,” involve the use of 


“the full production capacity of the existing Plant,” allow the “operation of the Plant as 


soon as possible,” or involve the “modif[ication] [of] the existing facilities at the Plant.”  


We find that the County produced a flawed EIR as a result.  (See id. at p. 1166 [“a lead 


agency may not give a project’s purpose an artificially narrow definition”]; see also 


Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565 [“ ‘One of 


[an EIR’s] major functions . . . is to ensure that all reasonable alternatives to proposed 


projects are thoroughly assessed by the responsible official.’ ”].) 


We also find that the County’s error was prejudicial.  Because the County 


effectively described the principal project objective as operating the project as proposed, 


and “as soon as possible,” it dismissively rejected anything other than the proposed 


project.  In doing so, it prejudicially prevented informed decision making and public 


participation.  (North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Kawamura (2015) 243 Cal.App.4th 647, 


668, 671 [EIR that had a stated objective of eradicating a certain type of moth, when the 


underlying objective was really to protect California’s native plants and agricultural crops 


from damage, was unreasonably narrow; it was also prejudicial because it resulted in “the 


EIR dismissively rejected anything that would not achieve eradication”]; see also Pub. 


Resources Code, § 21005, subd. (a) [“The Legislature finds and declares that it is the 


policy of the state that noncompliance with the information disclosure provisions of this 


division which precludes relevant information from being presented to the public agency, 


or noncompliance with substantive requirements of this division, may constitute a 


prejudicial abuse of discretion.”].) 


Apart from arguing that the County defined the project’s objectives in an 


impermissible narrow fashion, Appellants also assert that the EIR failed to demonstrate 


that one of the project alternatives, the no-project alternative, was infeasible.  The County 
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rejected the no-project alternative because, in its view, “[t]his alternative would not 


accomplish any of the basic project objectives.”  The County then offered three specific 


reasons for this conclusion, though two were largely redundant.  Its three reasons were:  


(1) “The existing facilities within the project site would remain vacant and non-


operational,” (2) the “existing facilities and infrastructure” would not be used “to the 


extent possible,” and (3) no new employment opportunities would be created in the 


County. 


Challenging these findings, Appellants first assert that at least the first two of the 


County’s stated reasons “lack support in the record.”  Appellants, in this respect, appear 


to challenge the County’s conclusion that the existing bottling facility would remain 


vacant absent the proposed project.  We reject their challenge.  Following Dannon’s 


closure of the plant, the facility remained vacant for several years until Crystal Geyser 


purchased the plant for purposes of reviving it.  These facts certainly tend to show that, 


were Crystal Geyser to abandon the plant, it could reasonably be expected to remain 


vacant again for a period of time.  (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15384, subd. (b) 


[“Substantial evidence shall include,” among other things, “reasonable assumptions 


predicated upon facts.”].) 


Appellants also suggest that the County’s stated reasons for rejecting the no-


project alternative were not clearly tied to the stated project objectives.  We find 


differently.  That the no-project alternative would not create new employment 


opportunities in the County plainly related to the project objective of “creat[ing] new 


employment opportunities for the local and nearby communities.”  And that the no-


project alternative would leave the existing bottling facility vacant plainly related to the 


project objective of “utiliz[ing] the full production capacity of the existing Plant building 


based on its current size.” 


Lastly, Appellants contend that all the County’s stated reasons fail to 


“demonstrate[] that the no project alternative is infeasible,” reasoning, it appears, that the 
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County’s stated reasons are flawed because they are premised on the EIR’s unreasonably 


narrow project objectives.  We agree, as mentioned, that the offered project objectives 


were unreasonably narrow.  We also agree that this affected the County’s analysis of the 


no-project alternative and that the County, for this reason, will need to redo its analysis. 


IV. Impacts Analysis 


We consider next Appellants’ challenge to the EIR’s discussion of environmental 


impacts.  Appellants allege that the EIR fell short in its analysis of the project’s impacts 


on aesthetics, air quality, climate change, noise, and hydrology.  We address each issue in 


turn. 


A. Aesthetics 


Appellants first challenge the EIR’s analysis of aesthetic impacts.  They argue that 


the EIR improperly assumed that the plant is not a “dominant visual feature” in the area, 


even though several commenters alleged otherwise.  They also contend the County 


wrongly declined to mitigate this aesthetic impact on the ground that it is an existing 


condition, “despite the fact that the ‘existing’ situation is in violation of the 1998 


Mitigation Agreement”—which is the agreement that Dannon and the County entered 


into before Dannon constructed the bottling facility. 


We reject both arguments.  To start, the County did not need to label the existing 


plant as a “dominant visual feature” simply because some individuals called it that.  The 


County acknowledged that the plant was part of one of the “most prominent non-natural 


features” in the area, but it declined to find it was a “dominant” visual feature.  It 


explained that “[d]ominant visual features are considered based on position, extent, or 


contrast of basic pattern elements.”  It then concluded that the dominant visual features 


here “primarily include the mountainous terrain and snowcapped mountains surrounding 


the City of Mt. Shasta.”  Although Appellants may disagree with this conclusion, finding 


the word “dominant” more apt than the word “prominent” when describing the plant, we 


find nothing unlawful in the County’s choice of words.  (See Protect Niles v. City of 
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Fremont (2018) 25 Cal.App.5th 1129, 1147 [“aesthetic judgments are 


inherently subjective”]; see also North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Marin Municipal Water 


Dist. Bd. of Directors (2013) 216 Cal.App.4th 614, 626 [“Where, as here, the agency 


prepares an EIR, the issue is whether substantial evidence supports the agency’s 


conclusions, not whether others might disagree with those conclusions.”].) 


Appellants’ second argument fares no better.  Although Appellants never fully 


flesh out their argument, they appear to believe that the County should have treated the 


plant building’s color, a reflective white that can occasionally produce glare, as a project 


impact because it violates the terms of the 1998 Mitigation Agreement.  As relevant here, 


that agreement states:  “Building and free-standing signage will be constructed of non-


reflective materials and will not be internally illuminated.”  But the County, in the EIR, 


declined to treat the plant’s reflective paint color as a project impact for a couple reasons.  


First, it found that this type of argument was premised on a mistaken reading of the 1998 


Mitigation Agreement.  In the County’s view, the mitigation measure concerning “ ‘non-


reflective materials’ ” imposed “a limitation on material type (metal, glass, etc[.]), and 


not on paint color.”  Second, the County found that “[t]he plant building color is an 


existing condition” and so “does not constitute a project impact.” 


We find nothing defective in the County’s reasoning.  First, because Appellants 


offer no argument concerning the County’s interpretation of the 1998 Mitigation 


Agreement, we find they forfeited any argument they may have had on this point.  And 


second, because the County had the discretion to evaluate the project’s potential impacts 


against the conditions existing at the time of the CEQA analysis, rather than the 


conditions existing before the construction of the bottling facility in 1998, we find no 


issue in its doing just that.  (See Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast 


Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 321 & fn. 7 [discussing a long line 


of cases where “the appellate court concluded the baseline for CEQA analysis must be 


the ‘existing physical conditions in the affected area’ [citation], that is, the ‘ “real 







20 


conditions on the ground” ’ [citations], rather than the level of development or activity 


that could or should have been present according to a plan or regulation”]; see also Fat v. 


County of Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1278-1280 [baseline for airport 


expansion was existing airport operations, even though the airport had a “history of 


illegal expansion”].) 


B. Air Quality 


Appellants next, in several little explained arguments, challenge the EIR’s 


discussion of air quality impacts. 


First, they assert that, “rather than use the methodology and inputs that are the 


standard of the industry for air quality analysis, and rather than including all of the truck 


traffic that the Project will generate, the County manipulated the inputs, misstating the 


types of truck traffic as well as modifying the standard assumptions for General Heavy 


Industrial analyses in such a way that the conclusions fall below thresholds of 


significance.”  But Appellants never follow through to explain these allegations.  They 


never provide the necessary background to understand their argument, neglecting, for 


example, to describe “the methodology and inputs that are the standard of the industry for 


air quality analysis.”  Nor do they cite the relevant parts of the EIR showing the County’s 


alleged wrongdoing.  They simply cite to a comment letter that appears to have made the 


same type of allegations that they raise here.  Appellants, however, could not show that 


the County wrongly “manipulated the inputs” in the EIR simply by noting that a 


commenter alleged that the County wrongly “manipulated the inputs.”  They needed to 


supply reasoned argument and citations to the record and authority, not bare conclusions 


without explanation.  (Badie v. Bank of America (1998) 67 Cal.App.4th 779, 784-785 


(Badie) [“When an appellant . . . asserts [a point] but fails to support it with reasoned 


argument and citations to authority, we treat the point as waived”]; see also City of 


Monterey v. Carrnshimba (2013) 215 Cal.App.4th 1068, 1099 [courts “ ‘are not bound to 


develop appellants’ arguments for them’ ”].) 
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Second, Appellants contend that “[t]he fleet mix for the DEIR analysis had also 


been manipulated to leave out the heaviest vehicles”; in particular, “[t]he County’s air 


quality modeling included an intentional reduction (or even zeroing out) of heavier 


vehicles.”  But again, Appellants never follow through to support or explain their 


allegation.  Although they show that two commenters alleged this type of conduct, they 


never cite the applicable parts of the draft EIR showing the alleged manipulations.  All 


we can say based on Appellants’ record citations, then, is that two commenters alleged 


wrongdoing.  But an EIR is not flawed simply because someone said so.  As this court 


recently explained, “[r]egardless of what is alleged, an EIR approved by a governmental 


agency is presumed legally adequate, and the party challenging the EIR has the burden of 


showing otherwise.”  (Chico Advocates for a Responsible Economy v. City of 


Chico (2019) 40 Cal.App.5th 839, 846.) 


Third, Appellants claim that the final EIR failed to address the flaws in the draft 


EIR.  They state:  “[T]he FEIR emissions remained underestimated for CAP [an acronym 


Appellants never define] and GHG pollutants, and the screening-level HRA [another 


unexplained acronym] conducted for the DEIR was carried through unrevised to the 


FEIR, reflecting substantially underestimated health risks.”  They then add:  “EMFAC’s 


[another unexplained acronym] fleet mix for the Siskiyou area has been carefully 


calculated” and the final EIR wrongly “deviat[ed] from the standard fleet mix” without 


explanation when it calculated “the 103 daily truck trips . . . separately from the trips 


calculated in CalEEMod [another unexplained acronym] for the land use type (General 


Light Industrial).”  But once again, Appellants fail to adequately explain or support their 


claims.  As with their previous two arguments, they cite a comment letter that appears to 


allege similar types of wrongs, but they then decline to cite the relevant portions of the 


EIR that could support their contentions.  As a result, we once again reject their 


undeveloped arguments.  Appellants may be intimately familiar with the history of this 


case, the standards for evaluating air emissions, and all 55,000 plus pages of the 
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administrative record.  But we are not.  We thus require the parties before us to supply 


reasoned explanations for their arguments and to cite the applicable parts of the record.  


We also appreciate, though we do not necessarily require, when the parties explain the 


acronyms that they use.  Appellants, however, have fallen short in all these respects. 


Fourth, Appellants challenge the County’s analysis of mobile-source emissions 


from project operations.  Appellants assert that the County relied on a numerical 


threshold of significance in the draft EIR for mobile-source emissions, but then, when the 


final EIR revealed greater emissions than initially estimated, it abandoned its initial 


threshold of significance and instead said that no threshold existed.  They then contend 


that the County’s approach was unlawful in two respects:  First, the County wrongly 


abandoned the threshold of significance in its draft EIR; and second, the County 


inappropriately attempted to analyze impacts from mobile-source emissions without 


using any threshold of significance.  We reject both arguments. 


Starting with Appellants’ first contention, we reject their claim that the draft EIR 


established a numerical threshold of significance for mobile-source emissions.  


Appellants argue otherwise based on a table in the draft EIR that discussed emissions 


from stationary, mobile, and area sources.  The table was divided into two parts, with 


stationary sources on the top and mobile and area sources on the bottom.  It estimated, for 


each of these three sources, the amount of emissions for certain types of pollutants and, 


for stationary sources, also stated the applicable thresholds of significance for the listed 


pollutants.  For example, the table stated that the project would emit about 274 pounds 


per day of carbon dioxide from stationary sources and that the threshold of significance 


for carbon dioxide from stationary sources is 2,500 pounds per day.  In Appellants’ view, 


however, this table established the applicable thresholds of significance for more than 


just stationary sources; it also established the applicable thresholds for mobile and area 


sources. 
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We find differently.  The table, again, was divided into two sections, with 


stationary source listed on the top and mobile and area sources listed on the bottom.  But 


it only described the applicable thresholds of significance in the top section dealing with 


stationary sources.  It noted no threshold of significance in the bottom section dealing 


with mobile and area sources.  Other parts of the draft EIR, consistent with the table, 


stated that “[s]tationary source emissions of [criteria air pollutants] are considered 


significant if they exceed the thresholds presented in [the table].”  But the draft EIR said 


nothing comparable about mobile-source emissions.  “[T]o further clarify the 


applicability of the thresholds” in the table to stationary sources only, the final EIR 


“separate[ed] the emissions from stationary sources and mobile and area sources into two 


separate tables.”  Considering this record, we reject Appellants’ claim that the referenced 


table established numerical thresholds of significance for mobile-source emissions. 


We also reject Appellants’ separate contention that the County inappropriately 


analyzed impacts from mobile-source emissions without using any threshold of 


significance.  The County, in its discussion of its thresholds for determining the 


significance of impacts to air quality, stated that impacts to air quality would be 


considered significant if the project would, among other things, “[c]onflict with or 


obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan” or “[v]iolate any air quality 


standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.”  The 


County then, applying these thresholds to the project, found that impacts from mobile-


source emissions would be insignificant because they “would not conflict with any 


policies of the [local air district], violate any air quality standard, or contribute 


substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.”  Appellants may not like 


the County’s chosen thresholds for evaluating air quality impacts in this regard, but they 


cannot claim that the County applied no standard at all. 


Lastly, Appellants assert that the County should have redone its health risk 


assessment—which assessed potential impacts from toxic air contaminants—after the 
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final EIR revealed an increase in air emissions.  They offer two reasons in support.  First, 


they note, the health risk assessment assumed that the project would involve 100 daily 


trips for “heavy-heavy duty” trucks, but the final EIR estimated a greater number of daily 


trips for lighter trucks and thus a greater amount of emissions.  In particular, the final EIR 


showed 103 daily trips for heavy-heavy duty trucks and 47 additional trips for medium-


heavy and light-heavy duty trucks.  Second, Appellants add, the health risk assessment 


assumed that about two-thirds of truck traffic would come from the north of the plant and 


about one-third of truck traffic would come from the south, but the final EIR instead said 


that all truck traffic would come from the north.  Because, Appellants allege, the final 


EIR showed a greater amount of emissions and a different location for these emissions, 


the County should have redone its health risk assessment to account for these changes. 


We reject Appellants’ argument.  First, in attempting to show that the increase in 


estimated emissions in the final EIR warranted a revised health risk assessment, 


Appellants largely ignore or understate the facts supporting the County’s decision not to 


redo the assessment.  Appellants, for example, briefly note that the County’s consultant 


concluded “that if the [health risk assessment] were to be re-run, it would still come out 


below the significance levels.”  But the consultant actually said that “if the [health risk 


assessment] were to be re-run [to account for new information], the resulting diesel 


emissions would be at least 30% lower. . . .”  It reasoned that the health risk assessment 


did not account for a new state rule that “effectively requires that, beginning January 1, 


2018, all heavy-duty diesel trucks operating within the State of California be equipped 


with either factory or retrofit diesel particulate filters.”  The consultant added that, if the 


[health risk assessment] were to be re-run to account for the modernization of the 


trucking fleet over time, rather than “assume that the current fleet makeup remains 


constant for the next 30 years,” then the resulting diesel emissions would be even lower 


over time.  For example, emissions of diesel particulate matter from heavy-heavy duty 


diesel trucks would be “over 85 percent lower than the 2017 rates assumed in the [health 
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risk assessment].”  The consultant then explained that this detail is significant because 


“the health risks calculated in the [health risk assessment] are based on 20-30 years 


exposure.”  Largely for these reasons, the consultant concluded that “no additional 


analysis is necessary.” 


In response to all this, Appellants are generally silent.  They decline to 


acknowledge, for example, that the health risk assessment did not account for a new state 


rule requiring “all heavy-duty diesel trucks operating within the State of California be 


equipped with either factory or retrofit diesel particulate filters.”  Nor do they 


acknowledge that the health risk assessment did not account for the modernization of the 


trucking fleet over time.  Nor do they acknowledge the consultant’s actual conclusions 


based on these considerations.  Because of Appellants’ incomplete and misleading 


representation of the facts, we find they forfeited their argument that insufficient 


evidence supported the County’s decision not to redo the health risk assessment.  (See 


Pfeiffer, supra, 200 Cal.App.4th at p. 1572 [“ ‘ “[A]n appellant challenging an EIR for 


insufficient evidence must lay out the evidence favorable to the other side and show why 


it is lacking.  Failure to do so is fatal.” ’ ”) 


Appellants’ second argument concerning the location of emissions falls short too, 


and for a familiar reason:  Appellants fail to support their claim with sufficient citations 


to the record.  Appellants, again, claim that the health risk assessment improperly 


assumed that one-third of truck traffic would come from the south of the plant, even 


though all truck traffic would actually come from the north.  But to support this claim, 


they cite to nothing in the health risk assessment.  They instead cite to 14 pages in the 


record, most of which (11 pages) consists of a commenter’s resume, part of which (3 


pages) consists of the commenter’s comments, and none of which supports Appellants’ 


position.  We reject their unsupported claim as a result. 
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C. Climate Change 


Appellants next, for a variety of reasons, challenge the EIR’s discussion and 


mitigation of climate change impacts. 


Their first claim concerns CEQA’s recirculation requirements.  CEQA requires a 


lead agency to recirculate an EIR for public review when “significant new information” 


is added to the EIR after the draft EIR has been released to the public for review and 


before certification.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21092.1.)  An EIR includes “significant 


new information” if, among other things, it (1) reveals “[a] new significant environmental 


impact [that] would result from the project,” (2) reveals “[a] substantial increase in the 


severity of an environmental impact [that] would result unless mitigation measures are 


adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance,” or (3) shows that “[t]he draft 


EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 


meaningful public review and comment were precluded.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5, 


subd. (a).) 


In this case, the County initially estimated in its draft EIR that the project would 


result in greenhouse gas emissions of 35,486 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 


(MTCO2e) per year.  Because this amount would exceed the County’s established 


threshold of significance of 10,000 MTCO2e per year, the County concluded that the 


proposed project’s emissions would result in a significant impact.  In its final EIR, the 


County continued to conclude that the proposed project’s emissions would result in a 


significant impact.  But it estimated a far higher level of emissions:  61,281 MTCO2e per 


year.  The County, however, found that this was not significant new information that 


required recirculation.  It reasoned that because the draft EIR already found that project 


emissions would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation, the final EIR’s 


upward revision in greenhouse gas emissions did not change the EIR’s ultimate 


conclusions. 
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Appellants contend, and we agree, that the County could not decline to recirculate 


the EIR under these circumstances.  A lead agency could not say that greenhouse gas 


emissions in excess of 10,000 MTCO2e per year are significant, but then, at the same 


time, conclude that greenhouse gas emissions over 25,000 MTCO2e per year are 


insignificant.  Yet that is what the County did here.  It said that greenhouse gas emissions 


in excess of 10,000 MTCO2e per year would result in a significant impact.  But it then 


concluded that an increase in estimated greenhouse gas emissions of 25,795 MTCO2e per 


year (the difference between 61,281 and 35,486) was an insignificant detail.  Considering 


the County’s own standard for determining significance, however, we hold that this 


finding is not supported by substantial evidence.  (See Vineyard Area Citizens for 


Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 448 


[county’s decision not to recirculate was not supported by substantial evidence]; see also 


Cleveland Nat. Forest Foundation, supra, 3 Cal.5th at p. 514 [“an EIR’s designation of a 


particular adverse environmental effect as ‘significant’ does not excuse the EIR’s failure 


to reasonably describe the nature and magnitude of the adverse effect.”].) 


The County, its board of supervisors, and Crystal Geyser (collectively, 


Respondents) counter that the County’s approach was appropriate because the EIR’s 


ultimate conclusions were left unchanged—greenhouse gas emissions would remain 


significant and unavoidable.  But that is hardly any justification at all on the facts before 


us.  On that logic, a lead agency could conclude in a draft EIR that a project would result 


in the loss of one endangered animal, and that this loss would be significant and 


unavoidable; but it could then, in the final EIR, conclude that it is insignificant that the 


project would actually result in the extinction of the entire species.  No matter, 


Respondents suggest, that the loss is magnitudes greater than disclosed in the draft EIR; it 


is enough that the loss remains significant and unavoidable in both the draft EIR and the 


final EIR.  That type of approach, however, wrongly deprives the public of a meaningful 


opportunity to comment on a project’s substantial environmental impacts.  (Laurel 
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Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 


1120 [recirculation is “required when the information added to the EIR changes the EIR 


in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 


substantial adverse environmental effect of the project”].)  It also fails to acknowledge 


the internal inconsistency in the lead agency finding that the loss of a single endangered 


animal is significant in its draft EIR, but then finding that the loss of many more 


endangered animals is insignificant in its final EIR.  The County’s decision making here 


suffers from these same types of fatal defects.3 


Second, Appellants contend that the County potentially understated the amount of 


greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the project.  Their argument concerns the 


County’s decision not to account for the greenhouse gas emissions associated with the 


production of unblown bottles (called performs), which Crystal Geyser will purchase and 


then use for making finished bottles. 


According to the County, it had no need to account for these emissions because 


the production of preforms would be an indirect and uncertain consequence of the 


project.  (See Save the Plastic Bag Coalition v. City of Manhattan Beach (2011) 


52 Cal.4th 155, 175 [a lead agency need not consider “an indirect and uncertain 


consequence” of a project]; but see CEQA Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (d) [a lead agency 


must consider “reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment 


which may be caused by the project”].)  Its reasoning was twofold.  First, it stated, the 


demand for (and thus production of) preforms would remain the same with or without the 


project because, without the project, competing beverage suppliers would increase their 


 


3  At oral argument, Respondents appeared to accept that the increase in the emissions 


estimate was not an “insignificant detail.”  But because the EIR’s ultimate conclusions 


were left unchanged—emissions would remain significant and unavoidable—they 


maintained that recirculation was still unnecessary.  For the reasons covered, however, 


we find this argument unpersuasive. 
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own demand for preforms to “provide the necessary supply to meet the market demand 


for beverage products.”  Second, it added, although the production of preforms could 


change with the project if the project stimulated demand by producing enough bottled 


drinks to cause a significant drop in prices, that would not happen here.  It reasoned that 


Crystal Geyser could not possibly supply enough bottled drinks, relative to the total 


supply of bottled drinks, to significantly impact market prices. 


Challenging the County’s decision, Appellants argue that the County could 


reasonably calculate the emissions associated with these preforms because it had 


estimates of “the number of bottles [Crystal Geyser] will use each year” and estimates 


about “the amount of CO2 that is generated by the production of preforms.”  They then 


assert that “the County may not avoid the analysis of the known cumulative, global 


impacts associated with the identifiable number of preforms the Project will consume 


each year.” 


But in the course of making their argument, Appellants never discuss or even 


acknowledge the County’s actual reasoning for declining to consider these emissions—


which was not that it lacked information about the number of preforms that the project 


would use or the emissions associated with preform production, but that it was uncertain 


whether the production of preforms with the project would be greater than without the 


project.  Again, the County reasoned that Crystal Geyser’s competitors would have an 


incentive to produce more bottled drinks, and thus would likely purchase more preforms, 


if Crystal Geyser did not proceed with the project.  Apart from ignoring the County’s 


actual reasoning, Appellants also fail to point to any evidence supporting a necessary 


premise of their position.  As part of their argument, they implicitly assume that each 


preform that Crystal Geyser purchases for the project would necessarily be a preform that 


would not otherwise have been produced.  But because they cite nothing in the record to 


support this assumption, Appellants appear to rely on nothing more than speculation.  For 


these reasons, we reject Appellants’ largely unsupported and little explained claim. 
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Third, Appellants claim that the County wrongly assumed, without supportive 


evidence, that the project’s heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system 


would run “two hours a day, 160 days annually.”  Appellants suggest that the HVAC 


system would likely be used more than the County estimated and then argue that the 


County must evaluate the greenhouse gas emissions from this additional use.  But 


although true that the County initially assumed that the HVAC system would run only 


two hours a day for a period of six months, it ultimately assumed that the project’s 


HVAC system would run “18 hours each day for a period [of] 6 months.”  It also 


explained that use of the HVAC system should be relatively limited because “the plant 


will include significant insulation” and be “Leadership in Energy and Environmental 


Design (LEED) certified.”  Considering these revisions, which Appellants declined to 


disclose, we reject their challenge to a stale set of facts. 


Fourth, for several reasons, Appellants challenge the EIR’s mitigation measures 


for the project’s greenhouse gas emissions.  First, they argue that the County should have 


reevaluated its mitigation measures when the final EIR revealed a significant increase in 


estimated emissions.  The record, however, shows that the County both reevaluated and 


revised its mitigation measures in the final EIR.  In any event, we find that Appellants’ 


claim is premature at this point.  Because we find the County will need to allow further 


public review of the EIR’s discussion of greenhouse gas emissions, the County may very 


well be required to further reevaluate its mitigation measures in response to public 


comments. 


Appellants also argue that the EIR’s mitigation measures are not enforceable, 


focusing on two requirements in particular.  First, they claim that part of mitigation 


measure 4.6-1 requires only the “possibility” of installing solar arrays, which is not 


meaningful mitigation.  But nothing in that measure discusses solar arrays.  Nor does it 


even use the word “possibility”—at least not on the pages Appellants cite.  Second, 


Appellants claim that another part of this same measure requires only “a plan to establish 
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carpooling for employees,” which they argue is insufficient.  But again, Appellants 


misrepresent the record.  The mitigation measure states that Crystal Geyser “shall 


establish and administer a carpool or rideshare program” and “shall monitor the success 


of the of the program for one year and submit an annual report to the County.”  It adds 


that “this measure could reduce CO2e emissions by 16.5 MT of CO2 annually” with 25 


percent employee participation, but states that “[i]f the rideshare or carpool program does 


not achieve its intended goal, then [Crystal Geyser] shall subsequently purchase the 


corresponding number of credits from a carbon registry.”  The measure, then, requires a 


program anticipated to achieve a quantifiable reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, 


along with a backstop in case the program proves ineffective.  It does not merely require 


the preparation of “a plan,” as Appellants claim. 


Appellants further, on the topic of enforcement, assert that “the County has no 


authority to enforce these mitigation measures outside of the context of [Crystal 


Geyser’s] use of the caretaker’s residence.”  But rather than explain this argument, 


Appellants direct us to look to an unspecified part of their argument “above.”  Reviewing 


Appellants’ arguments “above,” we understand their point to be this:  Although the EIR’s 


mitigation measures “are enforceable ‘as a condition of exercise of the permit’ ” for the 


caretaker’s residence, because Crystal Geyser “has no real need for the caretaker’s 


residence, and the structure[] is not habitable as a residence, . . . ‘exercising’ that permit 


is irrelevant.”  Appellants, in other words, appear to believe that the County will only be 


able enforce the EIR’s mitigation measures if Crystal Geyser decides to exercise its 


permit for the caretaker’s residence—and that will never happen because Crystal Geyser 


“has no real need for the caretaker’s residence, and the structure[] is not habitable as a 


residence.” 


But apart from neglecting to provide any legal authority for this conclusion, 


Appellants also decline to offer any evidentiary support for their claim, stating instead 


that the support for their claim is “noted” elsewhere in their brief.  But in the end, all we 
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can find is Appellants’ statement that children are not allowed to inhabit the caretaker’s 


residence.  And although that is true—one of the mitigation measures states that only 


employees over the age of 18 may occupy the caretaker’s residence—it does not show, as 


Appellants claim, that Crystal Geyser “has no real need for the caretaker’s residence, and 


the structure[] is not habitable as a residence.” 


Lastly, Appellants suggest that the County should have considered and adopted 


“other feasible measures” after it declined to require solar arrays.  But the County did 


consider and adopt other feasible mitigation measures, including a measure requiring a 


carpool program, as discussed, and another measure requiring the purchase of carbon 


offset credits.  We thus reject this claim too. 


D. Noise Impacts 


Appellants next challenge the EIR’s discussion of noise impacts. 


They first assert that the County wrongly relied on standards developed by the 


Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON).  In support, they point to a letter from 


their noise consultant, who stated that “FICON thresholds . . . are out-of-date and 


inappropriate for industrial noise sources” and “have been superseded . . . by incremental 


thresholds developed by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for transportation 


noise sources.”  The consultant appeared to reason that FICON standards “are out-of-date 


and inappropriate” because the FTA standards “are more stringent.” 


But as the County explained in response, although the FTA standards may be more 


stringent, nothing in CEQA requires lead agencies to use the most stringent standards in 


existence when evaluating impacts.  And as the County further indicated, although 


different experts may disagree about the best methodology for evaluating noise 


impacts—with the County’s consultant, in this case, preferring the FICON standards and 


Appellants’ consultant preferring the FTA standards—pointing out a “ ‘[d]isagreement 


among experts does not make an EIR inadequate.’  [Citation.]”  (Laurel Heights 


Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 409; see 
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also North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Marin Municipal Water Dist. Bd. of Directors (2013) 


216 Cal.App.4th 614, 642 [“ ‘that different methods of gathering and compiling statistics 


could have been employed[] is not determinative in a substantial evidence review’ ”].) 


Second, Appellants contend that although the County should have applied the FTA 


standards when evaluating noise impacts, it actually would have acted inappropriately 


had it done so.  They reason:  “[A] noise expert pointed out to the County in comments 


on the FEIR that neither the FTA nor the FICAN thresholds are applicable to industrial 


noise sources.  Noise from industrial sources is not ‘broadband in nature.’  It has a 


completely different frequency spectrum than background levels that in most cases are 


dominated by transportation sources.”  In support of this claim, they point to a part of the 


EIR noting that one commenter said, “Noise from industrial sources is not ‘broadband in 


nature.’ ”  But even it is true that “[n]oise from industrial sources is not ‘broadband in 


nature,’ ” Appellants cite nothing in the record showing the relevance of that detail to 


their claim.  We reject their undeveloped argument as a result.  (Badie, supra, 


67 Cal.App.4th at pp. 784-785.) 


Third, Appellants claim that to be less than significant for CEQA purposes, project 


noise levels must be “inaudible to its residential neighbors throughout the day, especially 


during nighttime hours.”  In support, they cite a part of the EIR noting that one 


commenter said, “Any audible increase, or noise increase perceived as annoying, should 


be considered a significant noise impact.”  But nothing in CEQA requires a lead agency 


to adopt a noise threshold of “[a]ny audible increase” simply because one commenter 


suggested it.  (King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 


814, 884 [“ ‘The lead agency has substantial discretion in determining the 


appropriate threshold of significance to evaluate the severity of a particular impact.’ ”].) 


Fourth, Appellants suggest that the County could not rely on “City and County 


noise thresholds as a standard of significance for the Project.”  They reason that this 


follows from Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port 
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Com’rs (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344  and East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable 


City v. City of Sacramento (2016) 5 Cal.App.5th 281.  But neither of these cases bars lead 


agencies from looking to local ordinances, as the County did here, when evaluating noise 


impacts.  They simply, as relevant here, stand for the proposition that “a threshold of 


significance cannot be applied in a way that would foreclose the consideration of other 


substantial evidence tending to show the environmental effect to which the threshold 


relates might be significant.”  (Id. at p. 303; see also Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay 


Committee, supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at p. 1380 [CEQA did not define “significant noise 


impacts simply in terms of whether a project would violate applicable local, state, or 


federal noise standards”].) 


Fifth, Appellants claim that “the County apparently charged its noise experts to 


figure out a way” to undermine CEQA.  In support, citing one of their consultants, they 


assert:  “[T]he County arbitrarily omitted analysis of vibrational noise and decided not to 


analyze the combined impact of traffic and industrial noise from plant operations.”  They 


also claim:  “The Revised Noise Analysis picks and chooses between the noise levels 


predicted by the FHWA [an unexplained acronym] Model and the ambient noise 


measurements in order to eliminate the significant and unavoidable traffic noise impacts 


that were contained in the Draft EIR.”  But Appellants never follow through to cite any 


part of the EIR to support their allegations of impropriety.  We reject their 


unsubstantiated claim as a result. 


Finally, Appellants assert that the County’s “responses to comments dismissed 


concerns about exceedance of noise standards, claiming that a 1-4 dB exceedance is 


minor.”  They then argue that this was improper, reasoning that “[e]ven a 1 dB increase 


in 24-hour levels represents a potentially significant impact to local sensitive receptors 


that may require mitigation.”  But in making their argument about the County’s 


“responses,” Appellants never cite to the County’s actual responses.  They cite instead a 


draft document attached to an internal County email.  One County employee emailed 
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another and said, “Let’s discuss the printing again, etc.,” and attached several documents.  


One of those documents was the County’s sound consultant’s “draft responses” to 


comments—which is the only document that Appellants cite to as evidence of the 


County’s responses.  Because Appellants never cite the County’s actual responses to 


comments, but instead cite only this draft document emailed between County employees, 


we cannot accept their characterization of the County’s responses and thus must reject 


their argument based on this unsupported characterization. 


E. Hydrology 


Lastly, in terms of impacts, Appellants challenge the County’s discussion of 


hydrology impacts for a variety of reasons. 


Appellants first argue that the County used an improper threshold of significance 


for evaluating hydrology impacts.  The County set forth nine different thresholds of 


significance for hydrology and water quality impacts.  One of these thresholds, as 


relevant here, stated that impacts to hydrology would be considered significant if the 


project would “substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 


groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 


lowering of the local groundwater table.”  In Appellants’ telling, “[b]y using this 


standard, the County was able to accept the analysis based upon outdated models, ignore 


the standards of significance the Tribe attributed to the Resource, and avoid having to do 


any actual studies on the impacts of the proposed pumping at DEX-6 and the nearby 


domestic wells.”  Appellants add that, in using this standard, the County applied a 


standard “that did not analyze the water extraction increase ‘in light of existing 


conditions’ ” and “did not take into account the complexity of the groundwater system 


and the fact that the aquifer is a Tribal Cultural Resource and that there are many local 


residents relying upon it for domestic water.” 


But Appellants never explain why all this follows from the County’s chosen 


standard for evaluating impacts.  They never explain, for example, why the County’s 
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evaluation of groundwater impacts based in part on whether the project would 


“substantially deplete groundwater supplies” allowed the County to rely on “outdated 


models” and “avoid having to do any actual studies.”  Nor do they bother to explain the 


standards that the Tribe allegedly “attributed to the Resource.”  Nor do they show, as they 


allege, that the underlying aquifer is a “Tribal Cultural Resource.”  We reject their 


unexplained argument as a result.  (Badie, supra, 67 Cal.App.4th at pp. 784-785.) 


Second, Appellants contend that the County failed to consider whether project 


pumping of groundwater would cause short- or long-term damages to groundwater levels 


at nearby wells.  But although they may disagree with the County’s conclusions and 


methods, they cannot accurately claim that the County altogether failed to consider these 


issues.  The County’s hydrogeology expert, to start, provided historical data showing 


“static water levels” (i.e., non-pumping water levels) at DEX-6 from 2004 through 


2013—which covered the last seven years that Dannon operated the well and the bottling 


facility.  The first data point during this period, from 2004, showed a water level just 


under 3,577 feet.  Over the next seven years during Dannon’s operations, the vast 


majority of data points showed water levels between 3,576 and 3,577 feet.  Only a few 


data points showed water levels below 3,576 feet—and even then, they showed levels 


only slightly below 3,576 feet. 


The expert noted that, while this data shows limited drawdown at DEX-6 during 


Dannon’s operation of the facility, nearby wells would have experienced even less of a 


drawdown during this period.  It explained that “the pumping well [DEX-6] is the center 


of the cone of depression and as a result all other water level drawdowns at wells located 


at any distance radially outward from that pumping well will be less than that in the 


pumping well.”  Considering this type of information “collected over many years,” the 


County found that “it is possible to make confident and accurate estimates of the effects 


of the proposed pumping on groundwater levels,” as the proposed pumping would be at 


“rates comparable” to past rates. 
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Apart from reviewing this historical data, the County’s expert also estimated the 


effect of Crystal Geyser’s proposed pumping on water levels using a program called 


PUMPIT.  The expert assumed in the program that the project would extract an average 


of 150 gpm for 365 days straight, which aligned with the EIR’s statement that the project 


would use about “150 gpm on a monthly average basis with two production lines.”  


Under those conditions, the expert estimated that several nearby residential wells would 


experience a “maximum” drawdown between 0.16 and 0.45 feet.  The expert added that 


“drawdown impacts in nearby wells induced by pumping of wells under real-world 


conditions tend to be significantly less than those which have been 


theoretically[ ]calculated using the same model software.” 


Considering the County’s review of historic groundwater data and its expert’s 


modeling of the impacts from future use, we cannot find, as Appellants allege, that the 


County failed to consider whether “pumping at DEX-6 on the Project site causes short 


and/or long-term damage to groundwater levels at the many nearby off-site residential 


wells, City wells, and proposed City wells.”  Again, Appellants may not like the County’s 


conclusions and methods, but they cannot claim that the County simply declined to 


consider short-and long-term impacts to groundwater levels. 


Third, Appellants challenge the model that the County’s expert used to evaluate 


potential groundwater drawdown.  In their view, the expert’s model was “obsolete and 


oversimplified.”  Although they never explain why they believe the model obsolete, they 


argue that the model was oversimplified because of “the lack of knowledge about the 


upper and lower aquifers.”  But in the course of making this argument, Appellants never 


describe the information that is allegedly lacking.  Nor do they explain why the lack of 


this unspecified information undermined the accuracy of the expert’s estimates.  We 


reject their unexplained argument as a result.  (Badie, supra, 67 Cal.App.4th at pp. 784-


785.) 
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Fourth, Appellants suggest that the County’s EIR is inadequate because no one 


“test[ed] at all to determine what the impacts will be to neighboring wells.”  But the 


County’s expert did perform testing to determine the impacts to neighboring wells.  After 


the expert estimated groundwater drawdown using the PUMPIT program, it further 


conducted a pump test at one of the two project wells.  Again, the project would involve 


the use of two wells—one that would be used for bottling drinks (DEX-6), and another 


that would be used for domestic operations (the domestic well).  In the pump test, the 


expert found it best to focus on the domestic well because, unlike DEX-6, which only 


extracts groundwater from the deeper aquifer system, the domestic well extracts 


groundwater both from the deeper aquifer system and “a ‘shallower’ aquifer system.”  As 


part of the pump test, the expert first measured the baseline water levels at seven nearby 


wells on Crystal Geyser’s property.  Next, the expert pumped about 247 gpm minute 


from the domestic well for three days straight.  Finally, the expert monitored water 


recovery.  Following the pump test, the expert observed drawdowns of 0.6 feet at the 


domestic well and between 0.07 and 0.3 feet at the seven nearby wells.  Considering this 


testing, we reject Appellants claim that no one “test[ed] at all to determine what the 


impacts will be to neighboring wells.” 


Fifth, Appellants claim that the County wrongly ignored several local residents 


who alleged that their wells were impacted during Dannon’s operation of the plant 


between 2001 and 2010.  In Appellants’ telling, the County characterized these comments 


as anecdotal and then moved on.  But that is not an accurate characterization.  The 


County acknowledged that some commenters claimed their pumps “burned out” or wells 


went dry during prior plant operations.  But, for several reasons, the County explained 


that these assertions did not require further environmental review.  First, it explained that 


“no well failures were reported to the County” during this period and that none of the 


commenters could provide, among other things, “documentation to show when such 


events might have occurred.”  For these reasons, the County found it impossible to 
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independently evaluate the commenters’ claims.  Second, the County stated that 


“ ‘[b]urned out pumps’ is an issue with deep pumping levels” and may occur for 


“mechanical reasons” that have nothing to do with water levels.  Third, it stated that 


although a well could go dry because of low water levels, “[t]here is no evidence of any 


long-term or continuous decline in water levels during actual pumping of the wells for the 


Plant between 2001 and 2010.”  Finally, considering its expert’s pump test and modeling 


of potential impacts during operation of the bottling plant, the County stated that the plant 


“would result in drawdowns of less than one foot in the immediate vicinity of DEX-6 and 


the Domestic Well, with potential drawdowns decreasing as the distance from the 


pumped well increased.”  Considering the County’s extensive response, which Appellants 


entirely ignore, we cannot say, as Appellants allege, that the County simply “ignore[d]” 


the concerns of local residents. 


Sixth, Appellants suggest that the County’s expert offered a misleading assurance 


“that the groundwater extractions at the plant would not draw down nearby wells.”  


According to Appellants, the County’s expert made this assurance when explaining why 


well monitoring was unnecessary; but because the expert later clarified that this 


conclusion relied on several assumptions, “there is no guarantee at all that the prediction 


is correct.”  Appellants focus, in particular, on the expert’s statement that it assumed that 


“the fractures in the volcanic rocks at the Domestic Well remain open, extensive and 


continuous in the subsurface area beneath the region; the elevations of the perforated 


intervals in the wells being considered are the same; and the same stratigraphic horizons 


in the Domestic Well have been perforated in the other wells in the region.” 


Appellants, however, misrepresent the record and ignore critical details.  The 


County’s expert never said that the plant “would not draw down nearby wells,” as 


Appellants claim.  It instead, at the one-page Appellants cite, said that use of the domestic 


well would draw down nearby wells by “less than 0.6 ft.”  And although the expert 


qualified this statement, saying it was premised on certain assumptions, Appellants have 
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not shown that these assumptions were unreasonable.  To start, two of the expert’s three 


assumptions appear to be conservative assumptions that potentially overstated the likely 


level of drawdown.  The expert, again, assumed that the perforated interval elevations 


and the perforated stratigraphic horizons are the same in the domestic well and the nearby 


wells.  But the expert also explained elsewhere that wells with “screened/perforated 


interval elevations” similar to the domestic well would generally experience greater 


drawdown from operation of the domestic well.  (See San Diego Citizenry Group v. 


County of San Diego (2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 1, 25 [finding no flaw in an EIR that “relied 


on conservative assumptions”].) 


The expert’s third assumption—that “the fractures in the volcanic rocks at the 


Domestic Well remain open, extensive and continuous in the subsurface area beneath the 


region”—appears reasonable too.  On this point, the County indicated elsewhere in its 


EIR that the project would not alter the underlying geologic conditions.  It explained that 


because the project “would not substantially affect the water supply available in the 


aquifer,” “[t]his would ensure that affects to the underlying sediment and rock would not 


be substantially affected by the extraction of groundwater for the Proposed Project.”  And 


although the County acknowledged that the bottling facility is located adjacent to an 


active volcano and that a future eruption could certainly impact geologic conditions, it 


stated that Mount Shasta “is not expected to erupt for another 300 to 1,000 years.”  


Considering the evidence in support of the expert’s assumptions, which Appellants fully 


ignore, we see no reason to conclude that these assumptions were unreasonable.  (See 


CEQA Guidelines, § 15384, subd. (b) [“Substantial evidence shall include,” among other 


things, “reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts.”].) 


Seventh, Appellants assert that the County’s expert stated that the County need not 


monitor neighboring wells because “monitoring wells is ‘fraught with both logistical and 


even legal issues.’ ”  They then claim that “[t]his is not a valid reason to abandon the 


effort of gathering the necessary data to determine impacts.”  But Appellants neither 
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explain why this is so nor cite supportive authority, which is reason enough to reject their 


argument.  (See Badie, supra, 67 Cal.App.4th at pp. 784-785.)  Appellants also never 


acknowledge the whole of the expert’s reasoning.  True, the expert said that “monitoring 


is fraught with both logistical and even legal issues,” including “lack of access to the well 


sites,” “need for the wells to be shut down for extended time periods,” “liability 


associated with the modification of those private wells and the frequent site visits by 


geologic personnel to obtain the data,” among other things.  But the expert also found 


that there was already a “network of existing groundwater monitoring wells” and that this 


network “is considered to be adequate to obtain the necessary data to monitor and 


evaluate long-term changes in water levels.” 


Finally, Appellants challenge the relevancy of the expert’s pump test for two 


reasons.  They first argue that the test was flawed because “neither the pumped well nor 


the observation wells are the same (or even close to) the wells of interest, which are 


DEX-6 . . . and residential wells to the east.” 


But the County reasonably addressed this type of concern in the EIR.  In declining 


to perform a similar pump test on DEX-6, the County explained that “[l]ong-term 


groundwater level monitoring data collected from DEX-6 and nearby wells, including 


monitoring during the 10-year period of previous pumping operations by [Dannon], 


provides more substantial evidence regarding the effects to groundwater levels from 


pumping DEX-6 than a short-term pump test would achieve.”  The County added that its 


expert conducted “[a]nalytical modeling . . . to determine potential impacts from the 


pumping of DEX-6 and the Domestic Well on nearby residential wells” and that this 


modeling did not show significant impacts on nearby residential wells.  Considering these 


responses and the record before us, we do not find that the County violated CEQA simply 


because it declined to run a pump test on DEX-6.  As the County itself explained, 


“CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, 


study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.”  (See CEQA 
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Guidelines, § 15204(a); see also Cadiz Land Co., Inc. v. Rail Cycle, L.P.  (2000) 


83 Cal.App.4th 74, 102 [“the County was not required to exhaust all suggested testing 


before EIR certification [citation], particularly since there was expert opinion indicating 


that further investigation was not necessary”].) 


Appellants also allege that the pump test was flawed because it was too short—


only three days.  They reason that the record shows “no factual basis” for selecting this 


time period and that “the overly brief 3-day period precluded a serious examination of 4 


out of 7 of the wells” that were monitored during the pump test. 


But although it is true that the expert ultimately found the data from four wells 


useless, Appellants have not shown that this was because the pump test was too short in 


duration.  And although true that the pump test was only three days, the County’s expert 


explained why it believed it sufficient to conclude that “the impact to the local 


groundwater resources by the pumping of the Domestic Well will not be significant.”  


First, the expert explained that the test involved a far higher average rate of pumping than 


would be expected under the proposed project.  Under the test, again, the expert extracted 


247 gpm from the domestic well; but under the proposed project, Crystal Geyser would 


only extract an average of 16 gpm from this well.  During the three days of the pump test, 


then, the expert extracted more groundwater from the domestic well than Crystal Geyser 


would likely extract over a 45-day period.4  Second, the expert found it significant that 


the test involved continuous pumping, while the proposed project would likely require 


only intermittent pumping.  In particular, the expert stated that “the pump will likely be 


cycling on and off during the day as the demand is needed” and, as a result, “when the 


 


4  The expert extracted about 1,067,040 gallons of water during the test (247 gpm x 60 


minutes x 24 hours x 3 days = 1,067,040 gallons).  Under the proposed use of the 


domestic well, Crystal Geyser would reach that amount in about 46 days (16 gpm x 60 


minutes x 24 hours x 46 days = 1,059,840 gallons). 
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pump is shut down, then the [static water levels] will have the ability to recover within a 


short time period.”  “Under these conditions,” the expert concluded, “the impact to the 


local groundwater resources by the pumping of the Domestic Well will not be 


significant.”  Considering these expert findings, which Appellants never discuss or even 


acknowledge, we decline to find that the length of the pump test alone rendered the EIR 


inadequate. 


V. Consistency with the County and City General Plans 


Finally, we turn to Appellants’ contention that the project is inconsistent with the 


County’s and the City’s general plans. 


Under California law, each county and city must “adopt a comprehensive, long-


term general plan” for its “physical development” and “of any land outside its boundaries 


which in the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning.”  (Gov. Code, 


§ 65300.)  Each county and city must then ensure that local development projects are 


consistent with its general plan—which means that the project, “ ‘ “considering all its 


aspects, [must] further the objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct 


their attainment.” ’  [Citations.]”  (Orange Citizens for Parks & Recreation v. Superior 


Court (2016) 2 Cal.5th 141, 153.) 


According to Appellants, the project here would be inconsistent with the County’s 


and the City’s general plans.  They reason that the draft EIR “found that the Project 


would result in noise impacts to at least one residence that conflicts with the General Plan 


noise standards.”  We reject their argument.  Considering the one page in the record that 


they cite, Appellants appear to base their argument on the EIR’s statement that, 


“according to the standards for determining a substantial increase in the ambient noise 


environment presented in Table 4.10-7, the Proposed Project would result in a substantial 


increase in ambient traffic noise levels along Mt. Shasta Boulevard from Ski Village 


Drive to Nixon Drive and CGWC Drive.  The nearest sensitive receptor to CGWC Drive 


is located approximately 400 feet from the roadway centerline, resulting in low ambient 
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traffic noise levels at the sensitive receptor.”  But the standards “presented in Table 4.10-


7” are the FICON standards, not the standards in the County’s and the City’s general 


plans.  Appellants, then, have at most shown that the EIR identified a substantial increase 


in noise under the FICON standards, not a conflict with the applicable general plans. 


DISPOSITION 


The judgment is reversed.  The trial court is instructed to enter, consistent with this 


opinion, a new judgment granting the petition for writ of mandate and specifying those 


actions the County must take to comply with CEQA.  Those actions include the need to 


(1) revise the statement of the project objectives, (2) revise the alternatives analysis in 


light of this new statement, and (3) recirculate the EIR’s discussion of greenhouse gas 


emissions to allow comment on the new emission estimates.  Appellants are entitled to 


recover their costs on appeal.  (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.278(a).) 
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Final Base (100-Year) Flood Elevations


State City/town/couhty Source of flooding


# Depth in 
feet above


Location ground.
‘ Elevation 


in feet 
(NGVD)


*431 
*433


Maps available for inspection at the Village Hall, Peerless Park, Missouri 63088.


Missouri.____ _____ _______ ............ (V), Peerless Park, S t  Louis
County (Docket No. FI-4960).


Meramec River....__» ________» .. Downstream corporate limit..
Upstream corporate limit.... .


New Jersey_____________ ...___  Montvaie (Borough), Bergen Bear Brook......______________ .. .
County (FEMA-5773). Cherry Brook........______ .....__ _


Echo Glen Brook______________


Reldstone Brook_____ ______ . . .


Laurel Brook______....._______ _
Mill Brook.»_________________ _


Muddy Creek...___ » .» » .._ ...» ...


Pascack Brook_________» . . . .


Stateline Brook...  _______.. . . .
Maps available for inspection at Municipal Building, Memorial Drive, Montvaie, New Jersey.


At center of Van Riper Road crossing of Bear Brook......__ ________
150 feet upstream from center of Middletown Road crossing of 


Cherry Brook.
30 feet upstream from center of Akers Avenue crossing of Echo Glen 


Brook.
160 feet north of the intersection of Dogwood Lane and Valemont 


Road.
At Limit of Detailed Study (approximately 3,025 feet above mouth).... ..
30 feet upstream from center of Grand Avenue West crossing of Mill 


Brook.
At center of Summit Avenue crossing of Mill Brook____ .........___ .-.___
50 feet upstream from center of Kinderkamack Road crossing of 


Muddy Creek.
100 feet upstream from center of Grand Avenue crossing of Pascack 


Brook.
At center of Magnolia Avenue crossing of Pascack B ro o k ...........__
At Corporate Lim its».»»».__....___ _____IM.____ ..................._____


*315
*190


*296


*188


*341
*279


*363
*158


*144


*193
*210


Texas.— -------» ------------- ------- City of SeagovHle, Dallas and Stream 2A1__................_____ .... Approximately 100 feet upstream of Willis Drive._________......._____ _
Kaufman Counties (FEMA- Just upstream of Water Street______________________ ......_________
5748). Just upstream of Malloy Bridge Road__ ________________ ____ » ___


Stream 2A2...............____ ....»» . Just upstream of Malloy Bridge Road___ ____ » ____ ....................__ _
Just upstream of Smith Lane____ ....» » » » ...» ____ _______________
Just upstream of Reeves Street. . . . . .______ ________________________


Stream 4C1.» » » .— .»» ........»» . Approximately 100 feet upstream of CloverhiN Road........ ...................
Stream 4C3..... » ...__...__ _______ Approximately 200 feet downstream of South Frontage Road of U.S.


Highway 175.
Trinity River____ ___ ________ .... Just Northwest of the Intersection of MaHoy Bridge Road and the


Southwestern Corporate Limits.
Maps available for inspection at City Manager, 704 N. Highway 175, SeagovHle, Texas 75159.


‘ 379
*401
*417
*397
*402
*425
*400
*423


*370


(National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (Title XIII of Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968), effective January 28, 1969 (33 FR 17804, 
November 28, 1968), as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001-4128); Executive Order 12127, 44 FR 19367; and delegation of authority to Federal Insurance 
Administrator)


Issued: January 6,1981.
Gloria M. Jimenez,
Federal Insurance Administrator.
[FR Doc. 81-2284 Filed 1-22-81; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 6718-03-M


44 CFR Part 67


[Docket No. FEMA-5845]


National Flood Insurance Program; 
Final Flood Elevation Determination; 
Kansas


AGENCY: Federal Insurance 
Administration, FEMA.
ACTION: Deletion of final rule for the 
unincorporated areas of Sedgwick 
County, Kansas.


Summary: The Federal Insurance 
Administration has erroneously 
published the final flood elevation 
determination for the unincorporated 
areas of Sedgwick County, Kansas. This 
notice will serve to delete that


publication. Following an engineering 
analysis and review, a revised notice of 
proposed flood elevation determination 
will be issued.


EFFECTIVE DATE: January 23,1981.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Robert G. Chappell, National Flood 
Insurance Program, (202) 426-1460 or 
Toll Free Line (800) 424-8872, (In Alaska 
and Hawaii call Toll Free Line (800) 424- 
9080), Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Washington, D.C. 20472.


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: As a 
result of a recent engineering analysis, 
the Federal Insurance Administration 
has determined that the notice of final 
flood elevation determination for the 
unincorporated areas of Sedgwick


County, Kansas, published at 45 FR 
82936, on December 17,1980, should be 
deleted. After a technical evaluation, a 
revised notice of proposed flood 
elevations will be issued, with a ninety- 
day period specified for comments and 
appeals.
(National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (Title 
XIII of Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1968), effective January 28,1969 (33 FR 
17804, November 28,1968), as amended; 42 
U.S.C. 4001-4128; Executive Order 12127,44 
FR 19367; and delegation of authority to 
Federal Insurance Administrator)


Issued: January 6,1981.
Gloria M. Jimenez,
Federal Insurance Administrator.
[FR Doc. 81-2282 Filed 1-22-81; 8:45 am]


BILLING CODE 6718-03-M
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44 CFR Part 67
[Docket No. FEMA-5825]


National Flood Insurance Program; 
Final Flood Elevation Determination; 
Michigan
AGENCY: Federal Insurance 
Administration, FEMA. 
a c t io n : Deletion of final rule for the 
City o f Sterling Heights, Macomb 
County, Michigan.


s u m m a r y : The Federal Insurance 
Administration has. erroneously 
published the final flood elevation 
determination for the City of Sterling, 
Heights, Macomb County, Michigan. 
This notice will serve to delete that 
publication. Following an engineering 
analysis and review1, a  revised notice of 
proposed flood elevation determination 
will be issued.
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 23,1981.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Robert G. Chappell, National Flood 
Insurance Program, (202) 426-1460 or 
Toll Free Line (800) 424-8872 (In Alaska 
and Hawaii call Toll Free Line, (800) 
424-9080), Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, Washington, D.C. 
20472.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: As a 
result of a recent engineering analysis, 
the Federal Insurance Administration 
has determined that die notice of final 
flood elevation determination for the 
City of Sterling Heights, Macomb 
County, Michigan, published at 45 FR 
62830, on September 22,1980, should be 
deleted. After a technical evaluation, a 
revised notice of proposed flood 
elevations will be issued, with a ninety- 
day period specified for comments and 
appeals.
(National Flood Insurance Act o f1968 {Title 
XIII of Housing and'Urban Development Act 
of 1968), effective January 26,1969 (33 FR 
17804, November 28.1968), as amended 42 
U.S.C. 4001-4128; Executive Order 12127, 44 
FR 19367; and delegation of authority to 
Federal Insurance Administrator)


Issued; January 6,1981.
Gloria M. Jimenez,
Federal insurance Administrator.
[FR Doc. 81-2283 Filed 1-22-81; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6718-03-M


44 CFR Part 67
[Docket No. FEMA-5845]


National Flood Insurance Program; 
Final Flood Elevation Determination; 


- Wisconsin
AGENCY: Federal Insurance 
Administration, FEMA.


ACTION? Deletion of final rate for the 
V illage of F.ttrink, Trempealeau County, 
Wisconsin.


Su m m a r y : The Federal’ Insurance 
Administration has erroneously 
published the final flood elevation 
determination for the Village of Ettrick, 
Trempealeau County, Wisconsin. This 
notice will serve to delete that 
publication Following an. engineering 
analysis anti review, a  revised notice of 
proposed flood elevation determination 
will be issued.
EFFECTIVE d a te : January 23,1981.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mir. Robert G, Chappell, National Flood 
Insurance Program, (202) 426-1460 or 
Toll Free Line (800) 424-8872. (In Alaska 
and Hawaii call Toll Free Line, (800J 
424-9080), Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, Washington, D.C. 
20472:
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION? As a 
result o f a recent engineering analysis, 
the Federal Insurance Administration 
has determined that the notice of final 
flood elevation determination for the 
Village of Ettrick, Trempealeau County, 
Wisconsin, published at 45 FR 73680, on 
November 6,1980, should be deleted. 
After a technical evaluation, a  revised 
notice of proposed flood elevations will 
be issued, with a ninety-day period 
specified for comments and appeals.
(National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (Tide 
XIII of Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1968), effective January 28,1969 (33 FR 
17804, November 28,1968), as amended; 42 
U.S.C. 4001-4128; Executive Order 12127,44 
FR 19367; and delegation of authority to 
Federal Insurance Administrator)


Issued: January 6,1981.
Gloria M. Jimenez,
Federal Insurance Administrator.
[FR Doe. 81-2281 Filed, 1-22-81; 8:45 am ]
BILUNG CODE 6718-03-M


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES


Office of the Secretary


45 CFR Part 73


Standards of Conduct
AGENCY? Department of Health and 
Human Services. 
a c t io n : Final rule.


s u m m a r y : These regulations are a 
revision of the Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHSJ standards of 
conduct. They are issued to tell HHS 
employees and special Government 
employees what standards of conduct 
are expected of them in performing their


duties and what activities are permitted 
or prohibited both while they are 
employed and after their employment 
with HHS ends.
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 23,1981.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Timothy M.. White, Office of the 
General Counsel (202). 245-7767 or Mrs. • 
Florence Perman, Office of Personnel 
Policy and Communications (202J 245- 
1984,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department’s conduct regulations were 
first issued in 1966. Changes have been 
made since that time; but no complete 
revision of the regulations has, up to 
now, been undertaken. Because of the 
need to include new requirements of law 
or policy, clarify existing provisions, and 
give examples to help officials who must 
apply the regulations, the decision was 
made to revise the complete text. The 
Office of the General Counsel and the 
Office o f  the Assistant Secretary for 
Personnel Administration worked 
together on foe revision. A draft of the 
proposed regulations was widely 
circulated within foe Department for 
review, and comments received were 
used in preparing foe final regulations. 
Additions to or changes in foe 
regulations include foe following;


Subpaxt B has been added to show 
responsibilities within foe Department 
with respect to standards of conduct, 
including requirements under the Ethics 
in Government Act. Employees are 
basically responsible for maintaining a 
high standard of ethical behavior, but 
foe Department recognizes its obligation 
to help employees know what is 
expected of them in various situations 
and to advise and assist employees and 
supervisors. Officials responsible for 
carrying out this obligation are 
identified in Subpart B.


Under Subpart C, “Conduct on the 
Job,”* sections on courtesy and sexual 
harassment have been added.


The subpart on "Gifts, Entertainment, 
and Favors,” Subpart E, has been 
expanded to include more detail on 
Department policy and to provide 
examples of what is permitted and 
prohibited.


Subpart F on “Political Activity” has 
been added ta  include in foe regulations 
information on permissible and 
prohibited political activities. While this 
information is found in regulations and 
publications of the^Office of Personnel 
Management it is repeated in these 
regulations as a convenience to 
Department employees. # „


Under Subpart G, “Outside Activities 
a section on the acceptance of honoraria 
has been added, and the legal restriction 
on foe amount of an honorarium has
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been reflected. Approval requirements 
for certain kinds of outside activities 
have been included in this subpart for 
ease of administration.


The subparts on financial interests 
and reporting financial interests, 
Subparts H and I respectively, have 
been expanded to include provisions on 
negotiating for future employment, to 
add requirements of the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978, and to provide 
clarifying information on the various 
provisions related to conflicts of 
interest.


Subpart M has been added to cover 
the reporting of violations and to state 
the prohibition of reprisal against an 
employee who reports a violation of law 
or regulations.


Subpart N incorporates the 
regulations of the Office of Government 
Ethics on post employment conflicts of 
interest.


The Secretary has determined that 
these regulations relate solely to 
Department management and personnel 
and are exempt from the requirement for 
publication as proposed rules 5 U.S.C. 
553(a)(2).
Thomas S. McFee,
Assistant Secretary for Personnel 
Administration.
January 15,1981.


Approved: January 16,1981.
Patricia Roberts Harris,
Secretary.


45 CFR Part 73 is revised to read as 
follows:
SUBTITLE A—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES, GENERAL
administration


PART 73—STANDARDS OF CONDUCT
Subpart A—General Provisions 
Sec.
73.735- 101 Purpose.
73.735- 102 Definitions.
73.735- 103 Applicability.
Subpart B—Responsibilities
73.735- 201 Employees and supervisors.
73.735- 202 Management officials.
Subpart C—Conduct on the Job
73.735- 301 Courtesy and consideration for 


others.
73.735- 302 Support of department programs. 
3 735-303 Use of government funds.


J'"jj'>~304 Use of government property.
•735-305 Conduct in Federal buildings. 


,-735-308 Sexual harassment.
•735-307 Use of official information.


Subpart D—Financial Obligations
73.735- 401 General provisions.


E—Gifts, Entertainment, and


73.735- 501 Prohibited acceptance of gifts, 
entertainment, and favors.


73.735- 502 Permissible acceptance of gifts, 
entertainment, and favors.


73.735- 503 Criminal provisions relating to 
gifts, entertainment, and favors.


73.735- 504 Gifts to official superiors.
73.735- 505 Acceptance of awards and 


prizes.
73.735- 506 Gifts and decorations from 


foreign governments.
73.735- 507 Acceptance of travel and 


subsistence.
73.735- 508 Other prohibitions.
Subpart F—Political Activity
73.735- 601 Applicability.
73.735- 602 Permissible activities.
73.735- 603 Prohibited activities.
Subpart G—Outside activities
73.735- 701 General provisions.
73.735- 702 Criminal prohibitions on outside 


activities.
73.735- 703 Statutory prohibitions related to 


employment by a foreign government.
73.735- 704 Professional and consultative 


services.
73.735- 705 Writing and editing.
73.735- 706 Teaching, lecturing, and 


speechmaking.
73.735- 707 Holding office in professional 


societies.
73.735- 708 Administrative approval of 


certain outside activities.
73.735- 709 Annual reporting of outside 


activities.
73.735- 710 Maintenance of records.
Subpart H—Financial Interest
73.735- 801 Participation in matters affecting 


a personal financial interest.
73.735- 602 Executive order prohibitions.
73.735- 803 Prohibition against involvement 


in financial transactions based on 
information obtained through Federal 
employment


73.735- 804 Waiver of the prohibitions in this 
subpart


73.735- 805 Advice and guidance or conflicts 
matters.


73.735- 806 Documentation and publication 
of opinions.


Subpart I—Reporting Financial Interests
73.735- 901 Reporting requirement of the 


ethics in Government Act of 1978.
73.735- 902 Reporting requirements for 


certain employees not covered by the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978.


73.735- 903 Action if conflicts of interest or 
possible conflicts are noted.


73.735- 004 Resolution of apparent or actual 
conflicts of interest.


Subpart J—Provisions Relating to Experts, 
Consultants and Advisory Committee 
Members
73.735- 1001 Coverage.
73.735- 1002 Ethical standards of conduct
73.735- 1003 Conflicts of interest statutes.
73.735- 1004 Requesting waivers or 


exemptions.
73.735- 1005 Salary from two sources.
73.735- 1006 Reporting financial interests.
73.735- 1007 Political activity.


Subpart K—Special Government 
Employees Other Than Consultants
73.735- 1101 General provision.
Subpart L—Disciplinary Action
73.735- 1201 General provisions.
Subpart M—Reporting Violations
73.735- 1301 Responsibility for reporting 


possible criminal violations.
73.735- 1302 Responsibility for reporting 


allegations of misconduct.
73.735- 1303 Prohibition of reprisals.
73.735- 1304 Referral of Matters arising 


under the standards of this part
Subpart N—Conduct and Responsibilities 
of Former Employees
73.735- 1401 Prohibitions against post


employment conflicts of interest.
Authority: 5 USC 7301; E .0 .11222, May 8, 


1965; 5 CFR 735.104.


Subpart A—General Provisions
§ 73.735-101 Purpose.


To assure that the business of the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS) is conducted effectively, 
objectively, and without improper 
influence or the appearance of improper 
influence, employees and special 
Government employees must be persons 
of integrity and must observe high 
standards of honesty, impartiality, and 
behavior. They must not engage in any 
conduct prejudicial to the Government 
and must avoid conflicts of private 
interests with public duties and 
responsibilities. In accord with these 
principles, the regulations in this Part 
are issued to inform HHS employees 
and special Government employees 
what standards of conduct are expected 
of them in performing their duties and 
what activities are permitted or 
prohibited both while they are1 employed 
and after their employment with the 
Department is ended.


§73.735-102 Definitions, 
fri this part
(a) “Employee" means an officer or 


employee of HHS other than a special 
Government employee and includes 
Commissioned Officers of the Public 
Health Service who are on active duty, 
and individuals on assignment or detail 
to HHS pursuant to the 
Intergovernmental Personnel Act (5
U.S.C. 3371-3376). The term also 
includes HHS employees who are 
detailed to non-Federal or other Federal 
organizations. At times the term “regular 
employee” is used in place of 
“employee” to make a clear distinction 
between special Government employees 
and others employed by the Federal 
government.


(b) “Special Government employee” 
means an individual who is retained,
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designated, appointed, or employed to 
perform temporary duties either on a 
full-time or intermittent basis, with or 
without compensation, for not to exceed 
130 days during any period of 365 
consecutive days.


(c) "Person” means an individual, a 
corporation, a company, an association, 
a firm, a partnership or any other 
organization.


(d) "Former employee” means a 
former employee of HHS or former 
special Government employee as 
defined in paragraph (bj of this section.


(e) "Principal Operating Component” 
has the meaning given to that term in the 
Department’s General Administration 
Manual. In addition, when used in these 
regulations, it includes the Office of the 
Secretary.


(f) "Department” means the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services.


§73.735-103 Applicability.
(a) The regulations in this Part apply 


to all employees of the Department and 
to special Government employees to the 
extent indicated inlJubparts J and K. 
They apply whether an employee is on 
leave, including leave without pay, or on 
duty.


(b) These regulations may be 
supplemented by regulations governing 
principal operating components, or sub
units of principal operating components, 
provided the clearance and publication 
requirements for standards of conduct 
regulations are met and approval is 
obtained from the Department Ethics 
Counselor and the Assistant Secretary 
for Personnel Administration.


Subpart B—'Responsibilities


§ 73.735 Employees and supervisors.
(a) Employees and special 


Government employees shall be 
responsible for observing all generally 
accepted rules of conduct and the 
specific provisions of law and the 
regulations of this Part that apply to 
them. They are required to become 
familiar with these regulations and to 
exercise informed judgments to avoid 
misconduct or conflicts of interest. They 
shall secure approvals when required 
and file financial disclosure reports or 
statements in accordance with the 
provisions of this Part. Failure to 
observe any of these regulations may be 
cause for disciplinary action. Some of 
the provisions are required by law and 
carry criminal penalties which are in 
addition to any disciplinary action 
which could be taken. When employees 
have doubts about any provision, they 
should consult their supervisor,


personnel office, or the Department 
Ethics Counselor or a deputy counselor.


(b) Supervisors, because of their day- 
to-day relationships with employees, are 
responsible to a large degree for making 
sure high standards of conduct are 
maintained. They must become familiar 
with the Department’s standards of 
conduct regulations and apply the 
standards to the work they do and 
supervise. Supervisors shall take 
suitable action, including disciplinary 
action in accordance with Subpart L of 
these regulations, when violations occur.


§ 73.735-202 Management officials.
(a) The Department has an obligation 


to enforce the requirements of this Part 
in all respects and to help employees, 
special Government employees, and 
supervisors carry out their 
responsibilities to maintain high 
standards of ethical conduct. This 
includes an obligation for managers to 
provide information and training 
concerning the HHS conduct 
regulations, to provide advice and 
guidance with respect to them, and to 
review for possible conflicts of interest 
certain outside activities and financial 
interests of employees. The officials 
responsible for discharging the 
Department’s oligations in this regard 
are identified in paragraphs (b) through
(f) of this section.


(b) Department Ethics Counselor. The 
Assistant General Counsel, Business 
and Administrative Law Division, shall 
be the Department Ethics Counselor and 
shall serve as the Designated Agency 
Official for matters arising under the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978, (Pub. 
Law 95-521). The responsibilities of the 
Department Ethics Counselor shall 
include:


(1) .Rendering authoritative advice and 
guidance on matters of general 
applicability under the standards of this 
Part and all other laws and regulations 
governing employee conduct, with 
particular reference to conflicts of 
interest matters.


(2) Coordinating the Department’s 
counselling and training services 
regarding conflicts of interest and 
assuring that employees of the 
Department are kept informed of 
developments in conflict of interest laws 
and other related matters of ethics.


(3) Receiving information on conflicts 
of interest and appearances of conflicts 
of interest involving employees of the 
Department and forwarding this 
information to the appropriate 
management official, or the Inspector 
General, as necessary, with his or her 
legal evaluation of the matters 
addressed.


(4) Reviewing the financial disclosure 
reports, requests for approval of outside 
activities, and similar reports filed by 
Executive level officers, non-career 
executives, deputy ethics counselors, 
and Schedule C employees in the Office 
of the Secretary for the purpose of 
identifying and resolving possible and 
actual conflicts of interest.


(5) Maintaining liaison with the Office 
of Government Ethics.


(6) Advising management officials on 
the resolution of conflicts of interest by 
any of the remedies set forth in 73.735- 
904 of this Part.


(7) Maintaining accurate and complete 
documentation of all formal guidance 
and advice regarding conflict of interest 
matters subject to the provisions of this 
Part, except for routine or repetitious 
cases where the guidance given is not 
precedential.


(8) Maintaining and publishing from 
time to time a list of those 
circumstances or situations which have 
resulted or may result in noncompliance 
with conflict of interest laws or 
regulations. [Section 206(b)(7), Pub. L. 
95-521).


(9) Designating and training an 
appropriate number of reviewing 
officials to assist him or her in carrying 
out the duties of the Designated Agency 
Offical under the Ethics in Government 
Act.


(10) Maintaining effective lines of 
communication with deputy ethics 
counselors on all matters regarding 
employee conduct and ethics.


(c) Deputy Ethics Counselors. 
Assistant General Counsels and 
Regional Attorneys are designated 
deputy ethics counselors to assist the 
Department’s Counselor in carrying out 
his or her responsibilities, particularly 
with respect to employees in the 
organization in which the deputy 
counselor serves. Regional Attorneys 
shall provide such assistance for all 
employees of the Department in 
organizations for which the Principal 
Regional Official provides personnel 
services.


(d) The Assistant Secretary for 
Personnel Administration shall be 
responsible for developing and issuing 
procedures and requirements for the 
implementation of these regulations and 
for monitoring the application of such 
procedures and requirements throughout 
the Department.


(e) Heads of Principal Operating 
Components and the Assistant 
Secretary for Management and Budget 
for the Office of the Secretary shall be 
ultimately responsible for assuring that 
persons who work for their respective 
organizations comply with the standards
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of this Part. Their responsibilities shall 
include:


(1) Designating officials to review and 
approve outside activity requests in 
accordance with § 73.735-708 of this 
Part or statements of employment or 
financial interests under § 73.735-902. A 
list of the officials designated for these 
purposes shall be provided to the 
Department Ethics Counselor and to the 
Assistant Secretary for Personnel 
Administration and shall be updated in 
January and July of each year.


[2] Designating for the components of 
his or her organization, other than those 
for which a principal regional official 
provides personnel services, one or 
more individuals to oversee and 
coordinate the administrative aspects of 
these regulations. Responsibilities of 
such à person include making sure each 
employee or special government 
employee is provided a copy of these 
regulations, or qn appropriate summary 
thereof; ensùring that training in the 
requirements of the regulations is 
provided to supervisors and to new 
employees; providing for the 
distribution, receipt, review and 
retention of financial interest reports 
and statements as directed by the 
Department Ethics Counselor and the 
Assistant Secretary for Personnel 
Administration; sending annual 
reminders as required; providing for a 
file of outside work requests; giving 
information and assistance to 
employees on a day-to-day basis; and 
making available to employees the 
names and addresses of the 
Department’s Ethics Counselor and 
deputy ethics counselors.


(f) Principal Regional Officials (PROs) 
®hall designate one or more regional 
employees to perform, for components 
for which personnel services are 
provided by the PROs, the 
responsibilities in (e)(2) of this section.


Subpart C—Conduct on the Job


§ 73.735-301 Courtesy and consideration 
tor others.


! W  An employee’s conduct on the job 
is, in all respects, of concern to the 
Federal government. Courtesy, 
consideration, and promptness in 
dealing with the public must be shown 
n carrying out official responsibilities, 
and actions which deny the dignity of 
individuals or conduct which is 
isrespectful to others must be avoided, 


pnployees must recognize that 
inattention to matters of common 
courtesy can adversely affect the quality 


service the Department is responsible 
or providing. Where appropriate, 


W e s y  to the public should be


included in the standards for employee 
performance.


(b) Of equal importance is the 
requirement that courtesy be shown in 
day-by-day interaction with co-workers. 
Employees shall be polite to and 
considerate of other employees, and 
shall respect their needs and concerns in 
the work environment.


§ 73.735-302 Support of department 
programs.


(a) When a Department program is 
based on law, Executive Order or 
regulation, every employee has a 
positive obligation to make it function as 
efficiently and economically as possible 
and to support it as long as it is a part of 
recognized public policy. An employee 
may, therefore, properly make an 
address explaining and interpreting such 
a program, citing its achievements, 
defending it against uninformed or 
unjust criticism, or soliciting views for 
improving i t


(b) An employee shall n o t either 
directly or indirectly, use appropriated 
funds to influence, or attempt to 
influence, a Member of Congress to 
favor or oppose legislation. However, 
when authorized by his or her 
supervisor, an employee is not 
prohibited from:


(1) Testifying, on request, as a 
representative of the Department on 
pending legislation or proposals before 
Congressional Committees; or


(2) Assisting Congressional 
Committees in drafting bills or reports 
on request, when it is clear that the 
employee is serving solely as a technical 
expert under the direction of committee 
leadership.


(c) All employees shall be familiar 
with regulations and published 
instructions that relate to their official 
duties and responsibilities and shall 
comply with those directives. This 
includes carrying out proper orders from 
officials authorized to give them.


(d) Employees are required to assist 
the Inspector General and other 
investigative officials in the 
performance of their duties or functions. 
This requirement includes the giving of 
statements or evidence to investigators 
of the Inspector General’s office or other 
HHS investigators authorized to conduct 
investigations into potential violations.


§ 73.735-303 Use o f government funds.
(a) An employee shall not:
(1) Improperly use official travel;
(2) Improperly use payroll and other 


vouchers and documents on which 
Government payments are based;


(3) Take or fail to account for funds 
with which the employee is entrusted in 
his or her official position; or


(4) Take other Government funds for 
personal use. Violation of these 
prohibitions carry criminal penalties.


; (b) In addition, employees shall avoid 
wasteful actions or behavior in the 
performance of their assigned duties.


§ 73.735-304 Use of Government 
property.


(a) An employee shall not directly or 
indirectly use, or allow the use of. 
Government property of any kind, 
including property leased to the 
Government, for other than officially 
approved activities. An Employee has a 
positive duty to protect and conserve 
Government property, including 
equipment, supplies, and other property 
entrusted or issued to him dr her. For 
example:


(1) Only official documents and 
materials may be processed on 
Government reproduction facilities. Both 
supervisors and employees must assure 
that this rule is strictly followed. 
(Exception for employee welfare and 
recreation associations is stated in 
Chapter 25-10, General Administration 
Manual. Exception for labor 
organizations is stated in Personnel 
Instruction 711-1.)


(2) Employees may drive or use 
Government automobiles or aircraft 
only on official business. Use of a 
Government owned, leased, or rented 
vehicle or aircraft for non-official 
purposes may result in suspension for at 
least 30 days or removal from the 
Federal service. 31 U.S.C. 638a.


Example: Normally, use of a Government 
automobile hy travel between home and 
place of duty would not be considered official 
business and could not be authorized. An 
exception to this rule might be appropriate in 
a situation where an employee is required to 
leave early in the morning to attend a 
meeting in a distant city, or to return late in 
the day from such a meeting. Allowing the 
employee to drive a government car to his or 
her home the night before in order to leave 
from home, or to return to his or her home in 
the evening upon completion of the trip is 
permissible, provided the employee does not 
use the car for any personal reason.


§ 73.735-305 Conduct in Federal buildings.
(a) An employee shall not participate 


while on Government-owned or leased 
property or while on duty for the 
Government, in any gambling activity 
including the operation of a gambling 
device, in conducting a lottery or pool, 
in a game for money or property, or in 
selling or purchasing a numbers slip or 
ticket.


(b) An employee shall not while in or 
on Government-owned or leased 
property or while on duty for the 
Government solicit alms and 
contributions, engage in commercial
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soliciting and vending, display or 
distribute commercial advertisements, 
or collect private debts.


(c) The prohibitions in (a) and (b) of 
this section do not preclude:


(1) Activities necessitated by an 
employee’s law enforcement duties;


(2) Participation in Federally 
sponsored fund-raising activities 
conducted pursuant to Executive Order 
10927, or similar HHS-approved 
activities; or


(3) Buying a lottery ticket at an 
authorized State lottery outlet for a 
lottery authorized by State law and 
conducted by an agency of a State 
within that State.


(d) General Services Administration 
regulations on “Conduct on Federal 
Property” apply to all property under the 
control of the General Services 
Administration, and they are also 
applicable to all buildings and space 
under the control of this Department. 
These regulations prohibit, among other 
things, gambling, being intoxicated, and 
possession, distribution, or use of 
narcotic or dangerous drugs on the 
premises. The GSA regulations are 
found in Subpart 101-20.3 of the GSA 
Regulations, 41 CFR 101-20.3.


§ 73.735-306 Sexual harassment
Sexual harassment is deliberate 


unsolicited verbal comments, gestures, 
or physical contact of a sexual nature 
which are unwelcome. Sexual 
harassment is unacceptable conduct and 
is expressly prohibited. In addition, 
supervisors and managers are 
prohibited from taking or promising 
personnel actions in exchange for sexual 
favors, or failing to take an action 
because an employee or applicant for 
employment, refuses to engage in sexual 
conduct. This same prohibition applies 
to relationships between Department 
personnel who take or recommend 
action on a grant or contract and the 
grantee or contractor. Those employees 
who wish to file a complaint of sexual 
harassment should contact the Office of 
Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) 
within their respective agencies for 
guidance. (Timeframes for pursuing a 
charge alleging sexual harassment are 
the same as for any other complaint 
based on allegations of sex 
discrimination.)


§ 73.735-307 Use of official Information.
(a) The public interest requires that 


certain information in the possession of 
the Government be kept confidential, 
and released only with general or 
specific authority under Department or 
operating component regulations. Such 
information may involve the national 
security or be private, personal, or
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business information which has been, 
furnished to the Government in 
confidence. In addition, information in 
the possession of the Government and 
not generally available may not be used 
for private gain. The following 
paragraphs set forth the rules to be 
followed by Department employees in 
handling information in official files or 
documents:


(1) Classified information. Employees 
who have access to information which is 
classified for security reasons in 
accordance with Executive Order 12065 
are responsible for its custody and 
safekeeping, and for assuring that it is 
not disclosed to unauthorized persons. 
See the Department’s Security Manual, 
Part 3 for details.


(2) Security and investigative 
information. Security and investigative 
data received from Government 
agencies or other sources for official use 
only within the Department or 
developed under a pledge of confidence 
is not to be divulged to unauthorized 
persons or agencies.


(3) Information obtained in 
confidence. Certain Department units 
(e.g., Food and Drug Administration, and 
the Social Security Administration) 
obtain in the course of their program 
activities certain information from 
businesses or individuals which they are 
forbidden by law from disclosing. These 
statutory prohibitions are found in 21 
U.S.C. 331j, and 18 U.S.C. 1905. Each 
employee is responsible for observing 
these laws.


(4) Use o f information fo r private gain. 
Government employees are sometimes 
able to obtain information about some 
action the Government is about to take 
or some other matter which is not 
generally known. Information of this 
kind shall not be used by the employee 
to further his or her or someone else’s 
private financial or other interests. Such 
a use of official information is clearly a 
violation of a public trust. Employees 
shall not, directly or indirectly, make 
use of, or permit others to make use of, 
for the purpose of furthering any private 
interest, official information not made 
available to the general public.


(b) The Privacy Act provides criminal 
penalties for an employee who willfully 
discloses individually identifiable 
information from records, disclosure of 
which is prohibited by that Act. 5 U.S.C. 
552a(i).


Subpart D—Financial Obligations


§ 73.735-401 General provisions.
(a) The Department considers the 


indebtedness of its employees to be a 
matter of their own concern. However, 
employees shall not by failure to meet


their just financial obligations reflect 
adversely on the Government as their 
employer. Employees are expected to 
pay each just financial obligation in a 
proper and timely manner. A “just 
financial obligation” is one 
acknowledged by the employee or 
reduced to judgment by a court, or one 
imposed by law such as Federal, State, 
or local taxes. “In a proper and timely 
manner” is a manner which the 
Department determines does not, under 
the circumstances, reflect adversely on 
the part of an employee in meeting his 
or her financial obligations, particularly 
those that relate to support of the 
employee’s family, to payment of 
Federal, State, or local taxes, or to 
payments to tax-supported institutions 
such as a city or state hospital, or 
educational institution. If for some 
reason an employee is unable to pay 
these obligations promptly, he or she is 
expected to make satisfactory 
arrangements for payment and abide by 
these arrangements.


(b) Disciplinary action may be 
considered when an employee has 
handled his or her financial affairs in 
such a way that:


(1) Action on complaints received 
from creditors requires the use of a 
considerable amount of official time, or


(2) It appears that financial difficulties 
are impairing the employee’s efficiency 
on the job, or


(3) Because of the employee’s 
financial irresponsibility, the attitude of 
the general public toward the 
Department may be adversely affected; 
and the employee after counseling does 
not make arrangements to meet his or 
her financial obligations.


Subpart E—Gifts, Entertainment, and 
Favors
§ 73.735-501 Prohibited acceptance of 
gifts, entertainment, and favors.


(a) Except as provided in 73.735-502 
and 73.735-506, an employee shall not 
directly or indirectly solicit or accept 
anything of monetary value, including 
gifts, gratuities, favors, entertainment or 
loans from a person who the employee 
knows, or should know because of the 
nature of the employee’s work:


(1) Has, or is seeking to obtain, 
contractual or other business or > . 
financial relations with the employee s 
principal operating component, or sub
unit thereof; or with a component of the 
Department with respect to which the * 
employee has official duties;


(2) Conducts operations or activities 
that are regulated by the employee’s 
principal operating component, or sub
unit thereof or by a component of the
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Department with respect to which the 
employee has official duties; or


(3) Has interests that may be 
substantially affected by the 
performance or non-performance of the 
employee’s official duties.


(b) Employees may not designate a 
person or an organization, including 
charitable or non-profit organizations, to 
accept any gift which an employee is 
prohibited from accepting directly.


§ 73.735-502 Permissible acceptance of 
gifts, entertainment and favors.


(a) An employee may accept a gift, 
gratuity, favor, entertainment, loan or 
similar favor of monetary value which 
stems from a family relationship such as 
that between the employee and his or 
her parents, spouse or children, if it is 
clear that the relationship is the 
motivating factor.


(b) Loans from banks or other 
financial institutions may be accepted 
on customary terms.


(c) Unsolicited advertising or 
promotional material such as pens, note 
pads, calendars and similar items of 
nominal intrinsic value may be 
accepted.


(d) An employee may accept food or 
refreshment of nominal value on 
infrequent occasions in the ordinary 
course of a luncheon or dinner meeting 
or on an inspection tour only if the 
employee is properly in attendance and 
there is not a reasonable opportunity to
pay.


Example 1: Employee is on the premises of 
Company participating in a meeting at a 
normal mealtime. A representative of 
Company provides a meal for all meeting 
participants from a Company facility and 
there is no established method for payment 
Employee may accept.


Example 2: Employee is on the premises of 
Company and he or she goes outside for 
hmch with a representative of the Company. 
The representative offers to pay the bill.
Since it is practical for the employee to pay 
or his or her own meal, the employee may 
not accept.


(®) An employee may also accept foo 
or refreshment of nominal value on 
infrequent occasions if the food and/or 
I refreshment is offered to all participant 


j°r attendees of a meeting or conventior 
I  Example 1: During the course of a 
■convention of a professional organization a 
i nnc eon open to all attendees is sponsored 
| J!.f c°rp°ration which conducts business 
off1 . ,®^ePartment and the employee has 


lciai dealings with representatives of the
lunch131*011 employee may attend the


§ 73.735-503 Criminal provisions relating 
to gifts, entertainment, and favors.


(a) The law provides criminal
penalties for whoever, directly or 
indirectly; A


(1) Receives or accepts anything of 
value for or because of any official act 
the employee has performed or will 
perform; or


(2) Gives, offers or promises anything 
of value for the performance of an 
official act or to influence the 
performance of an official'act. 18 USC 
201.


(b) The law prohibits an employee 
from receiving any salary or any 
contribution to, or supplementation of, 
his or her salary as compensation for 
services as an officer or employee of the 
Government from any source other than 
the United States or any state, county or 
municipality. This law does not prohibit 
an employee from continuing to 
participate in a bona fide pension, 
retirement, group life, health or accident 
insurance, profit-sharing, stock bonus or 
other employee welfare or benefit plan 
maintained by a former employer. 18 
U.S.C. 209.


Example 1: A corporate executive is asked 
to accept a position in the Department. The 
corporation offers to continue to pay the 
executive the difference between his or her 
salary as a Government employee and that 
received by an employee of the corporation. 
Such payment would be considered to be 
“compensation for" the employee's 
Government service and is prohibited.


Example 2: A corporate executive is asked 
to accept a position in the Department. The 
corporation proposes to pay him or her a 
special severance payment in anticipation of 
this or her serving in the Government. This 
proposal would be prohibited because there 
is no distinction between the proposed lump
sum payment and the prohibited continuation 
of salary payments described in the example 
above.


Example 3: A corporate executive is asked 
to accept a position in the Department. The 
corporation has an established policy which 
provides for an amount of severance pay to 
be paid any departing executive and 
proposes to make payment based on that 
policy when the executive leaves. The 
executive may accept the payment. Under 
these circumstances it is clear that the * 
severance pay is in payment for past services 
not in anticipation of the future services for 
the Government.


§ 73.735-504 Gifts to official superiors.
An employee shall not solicit a 


contribution from another employee for 
a gift to an official superior, make a 
donation as a gift to an official superior, 
or accept a gift from an employee 
receiving less pay than himself or 
herself. 5 U.S.G 7351. This section does 
not prohibit a voluntary gift of nominal 
value or donation in nominal amount


made on a special occasion such as 
marriage, illness or retirement.


§ 73.735-505 Acceptance of awards and 
prizes.


(a) Employees may accept awards, 
including cash awards, given in 
recognition of a meritorious public


•contribution or achievement. However, 
if there is any indication that the award 
may improperly influence the employee 
in the performance of his or her offical 
duties, advice about the acceptance of it 
should be sought from a deputy ethics 
counselor. Also, an employee may not 
accept an award from an organization 
which the employee knows, or should 
know, has a contractual or other 
business arrangement with, or is 
regulated by, the principal operating 
component, or a sub-unit, in which he or 
she is employed or with respect to 
which the employee has official duties, 
unless acceptance is approved by the 
head of the employee’s principal 
operating component. The head of the 
component may not approve acceptance 
unless he or she is satisfied that no 
actual conflict of interest would result.


(b) Employees may generally accept 
trophies, entertainment, rewards, and 
prizes given to competitors in contests 
or events which are open to the public.


(c) Employees may not accept gifts,
awards, decorations or other things of 
value from a foreign government except 
as provided in § 73.735-506. +


§ 73.735-506 Gifts and decorations from 
foreign governments.


(a) An employee may not request or 
otherwise encourage the tender of a gift 
or decorations from a foreign 
government or official thereof.


(b) An employee may accept from a 
foreign government:


(1) A gift which is in the nature of 
medical treatment or an educational 
scholarship;


(2) A tangible gift of minimal value 
tendered or received as a mark of 
courtesy; (“Minimal value” means a 
retail value in the United States at the 
time of acceptance of not more than one 
hundred dollars, unless the 
Administrator of the General Services 
Administration adjusts the value by 
regulation.) or


(3) A tangible gift of more than 
minimal value when it appears that to 
refuse the gift would be likely to cause 
offense or embarrassment or otherwise 
adversely affect the foreign relations of 
the United States. However, the 
acceptance of such a gift would be on 
behalf of the United States and the gift 
would become thé property of the 
United States. See the Department’s 
General Administration Manual,
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Chapter 20-25 for information regarding^ 
the disposition of a gift accepted under 
these circumstances.


(c) An employee may also accept from 
a foreign government gifts of travel or 
expenses for travel (such as 
transportation, food and lodging) that 
take place entirely outside the United 
States and are of more than minimal 
value, if such acceptance is consistent 
with the interests of the United States 
and is approved by the travel approving 
authority in accordance with the 
Department’s Travel Manual. See 
General Administration Manual,
Chapter 20-25 for a requirement to 
report such travel.


(d) An employee may accept, retain, 
and wear a decoration tendered in 
recognition of active field service in time 
of combat operations or awarded for 
other outstanding or unusually 
meritorious performance, subject to the 
approval of the Secretary or his or her 
designee.


(e) Members of an employee’s family 
and household are also subject to the 
regulations in this section. A member of 
an employee’s family and household is a 
relative by blood, marriage or adoption 
who is a resident of the household. 
However, if a member of an employee’s 
family and household is employed by 
another agency of the Government, the 
offer or acceptance of a gift shall be 
treated under the regulations of that 
agency.


(f) For purposes of this section 
“foreign government” means:


(1) Any unit of foreign government 
authority including any foreign national, 
state, local and municipal government;


(2) Any international or multinational 
organization whose membership is 
composed of any unit of foreign 
government described in subparagraph
(1); or


(3) Any agent or representative of any 
such unit or organization when acting as 
such agent or representative. (5 U.S.C. 
7342)


§ 73.735—507 Acceptance of travel and 
subsistence


(a) Except as provided in (b) of this 
section, employees may accept 
accommodations, subsistence, and 
travel in cash or in kind in connection 
with official travel for attendance at 
meetings, conferences, training in non- 
Goveramental facilities or for 
performing advisory services, if 
approved in accordance with the 
provisions of the HHS Travel Manual. (5 
U.S.C. 4111; 42 U.S.C. 3506)


(b) Employees may not accept 
accommodations, subsistence, or travel 
in cash or in kind in connection with 
official travel from a non-Govemmental
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source with which they have official 
dealings unless Government or 
commercial travel and/or 
accommodations are not available. If 
travel and/or subsistence is accepted 
for official travel under these 
circumstances, such acceptance and the 
basis for it must be reported hi writing 
to the Head of the Principal Operating 
Component or Assistant Secretary for 
Management and Budget for the Office 
of the Secretary.


§ 73.735—508 Other prohibitions.
Employees shall avoid any action 


whether or not specifically prohibited by 
this Part, which might result in or create 
the appearance of: <


(a) Using public office for private gain;
(b) Giving preferential treatment to 


any person;
(c) Impeding Government efficiency or 


economy;
(d) Losing complete independence or 


impartiality in the performance of their 
Government duties;


(e) Making a Government decision 
outside official channels; or


(f) Affecting adversely the confidence 
of the public in the integrity of the 
Government.


Subpart F—Political Activity


§ 73.735-601 Applicability.
(a) AH employees in the Executive 


Branch of the Federal Government, 
including non-career employees, are 
subject to basic political activity 
restrictions in subchapter III of Chapter 
73 of title 5, United States Code (the 
former Hatch Act) and Civil Service 
Rule IV. Employees are individually 
responsible for refraining from 
prohibited political activity. Ignorance 
of a prohibition does not excuse a 
violation. This subpart summarizes 
provisions of law and regulation 
concerning political activity of 
employees. The Federal Personnel 
Manual and other publications of the 
Office of Personnel Management contain 
more detailed information on this 
subject. These may be reviewed in 
Department personnel offices, or will be 
made available by the Ethics Counselor, 
or the deputy counselor for the 
employee’s organizational component.


(b) The Secretary and Under 
Secretary are exempt from the 
prohibitions concerning active 
participation in political management 
and political campaigns. Also exempt 
are other officials of the Department, 
except the Inspector General and 
Deputy Inspector General, who are 
appointed by the President by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and who determine policies to be


pursued by the United States in the 
nationwide administration of Federal 
laws.


(c) Intermittent employees are subject 
to the restrictions when in active duty 
status only arid for the entire 24 hours of 
any day of actual employment.


(d) Employees on leave, on leave 
without pay, or on furlough even though 
an employee’s resignation has been 
accepted, are subject to the restrictions. 
Separated employees who have 
received a lump-sum payment for 
annual leave are not subject to the 
restriction during the period covered by 
the lump-sum payment or thereafter, 
provided they do not retum'to Federal 
employment during that period. 
Employees are not permitted to take a 
leave of absence to work with a political 
candidate, committee, or organization or 
to become a candidate for office with 
the understanding that they will resign 
their position if nominated or elected.


(e) Employees are accountable for 
political activity by another person 
acting as their agent or under the 
employee’s direction or control, if they 
are thus accomplishing indirectly what 
they may not lawfully do directly and 
openly.


(f) Though officers in the Public 
Health Service Commissioned Corps are 
not subject to the restrictions in 
subchapter HI of Chapter 73 of title 5, 
United States Code, the provisions of 
this subpart apply to them.


§ 73.735-602 Permissible activities.
(a) Section 7324 of title 5, U.S.C. 


provides that employees have the right 
to vote as they please and to express 
their opinions on political subjects and 
candidates. Generally, however, 
employees are prohibited from taking an 
active part in political management or 
political campaigns or using official 
authority or influence to interfere with 
an election or affect its results. There 
are some exemptions from the 
restrictions of the statute: .


(1) Employees may engage in political
activity in connection with any question 
not specifically identified with a 
national or State political party. They 
also may engage in political activity in 
connection with an election, if none ot 
the candidates represents a party any ot 
whose candidates for presidential 
elector received votes at the last 
preceding election at which president? 
electors were selected. • 1


(2) An exception relates to political 
campaigns within, or in communities 
adjacent to, the District of Columbia, 0 
in communities the majority of whose 
voters are employees of the Federal1 
government. Communities to which tn 
exception aDDlies are specifically
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designated by the Office of Personnel 
Management. Information regarding the 
localities and the conditions under 
which the exceptions are granted may 
be obtained from personnel offices or 
the Department Counselor or deputy 
counselors.


(b) A covered employee is permitted 
to: I


(1) Register and vote in any election;
(2) Express his or her opinion as an 


individual citizen privately and publicly 
on political subjects and candidates;


(3) Display a political picture, sticker, 
badge or button;


(4) Participate in the nonpartisan 
activities of a civic, community, social, 
labor, or professional organization, or of 
a similar organization;


(5) Be a member of a political party or 
other political organization and 
participate in its activities to the extent 
consistent with law;


(6) Attend a political convention, 
rally, fund raising function; or other 
political gathering;


(7) Sign a political petition as an 
individual citizen;


(8) Make a financial contribution to a 
political party organization;


(9) Take an active part, as an 
independent candidate, or support of an 
independent candidate, in a partisan 
election in localities identified as 
permissible for such activities by the 
Office of Personnel Management;


(10) Take an active part, as a 
candidate or in support of a candidate, 
in a nonpartisan election;


(11) Be politically active in connection 
with a question which is not specifically 
identified with a political party, such as 
a constitutional amendment, 
referendum, approval of a municipal 
ordinance or any other question or issue 
of a similar character;


(12) Serve as an election judge or 
clerk, or in a similar position to perform 
nonpartisan duties as prescribed by 
State or local law; and


(13) Otherwise participate fully in 
public affairs, except as prohibited by 
law, in a manner which does not 
materially compromise his or her 
efficiency or integrity as an employee or 
jhe neutrality, efficiency, or integrity of 
•ns or her agency.


(c) The head of a principal operating 
component may prohibit or limit the 
Participation of an employee or class of 
employees of his or her component in ar 
activity permitted by paragraph (b) of 


. s.ectl°n, if participation in the 
achvity would interfere with the 
e hcient performance of official duties, 
or create a conflict or apparent conflict 
of interest.


§ 73.735-603 Prohibited activities.
(a) The following are prohibited 


activities:
(1) Serving as an officer of a political 


party, a member of a national, State or 
local committee of a political party, an 
officer or member of a committee of a 
partisan political club, or being a 
candidate for any of these positions;


(2) Organizing or reorganizing a 
political party organization or political 
club;


(3) Directly or indirectly soliciting, 
receiving, collecting, handling, 
disbursing, or accounting for 
assessments, contributions, or other 
funds for a partisan political purpose or 
in connection with a partisan election;


(4) Organizing, selling tickets to, 
seeking support for, or actively 
participating in a fund-raising activity 
of, a political party or political club;


(5) Taking an active part in managing 
the political party campaign of a 
candidate for public office or political 
office;


(6) Being a candidate for, or 
campaigning for, an elective public 
office, except as permitted in section 
73.735-602(b)(9);


(7) Taking an active part in an 
organized solicitation of votes in support 
of or in opposition to a candidate for 
public office or political party office;


(8) Acting aa recorder, watcher, 
challenger, or similar officer at the polls 
on behalf of a political party or 
candidate in a partisan election;


(9) Driving voters to the polls on 
behalf of a political paty or a candidate 
in a partisan election;


(10) Endorsing or opposing a 
candidate in a partisan election in a 
political advertisement, a broadcast, 
campaign literature, or similar material;


(11) Serving as a delegate, alternate, 
or proxy to a political party convention;


(12) Addressing a State or national 
convention or caucus, or a rally or 
similar gathering of a political party, in 
support of or in opposition to a 
candidate for public or political party 
office, or on a partisan political 
question; and


(13) Initiating or circulating a 
nominating petition for a candidate in a 
partisan election.


(b) In addition, certain political 
activities are prohibited by Federal 
criminal law:


(1) Officers and employees may not 
directly or indirectly solicit or receive, 
or be in any way involved in soliciting 
or receiving, any assessment, 
subscription or contribution for any 
political purpose whatever from another 
officer or employee^ This prohibition 
extends to one who acts as a mere agent 
or messenger for the purpose of turning


the contribution over to a political 
organization. 18 U.S.C. 602.


(2) All persons, whether employees or 
not, are prohibited from soliciting in any 
manner, or receiving a contribution of, 
money or a thing of value, in any room 
or building occupied in the discharge of 
official duties by any officer or 
employee of the United States. 18 U.S.C. 
603. This prohibition extends to the 
sending of a letter soliciting political 
contributions for delivery in a 
Government building.


(3) No officer or employee may 
directly or indirectly give to any other 
officer, employee or person in the 
service of the United States, any money 
or other thing of value to be applied to 
the promotion of any political objective. 
18 U.S.C. 607.


(4) Discrimination for giving or 
withholding any contribution for any 
political purpose and discrimination 
based on political influence or 
recommendations is prohibited.


(c) Various other laws prohibit certain 
activities in connection with political 
campaigns and elections. They include:


(1) Intimidating, threatening, or 
coercing voters in Federal elections (18 
U.S.C. 594).


(2) Using official authority in 
interfering with a Federal election by a 
person employed in any administrative 
position by the United States or by any 
department, independent establishment, 
or agency of the United States or by any 
State, agency, or political subdivision 
thereof in connection with any activity 
financed in whole or in part by Federal 
funds (18 U.S.C. 595).


(3) Promising Federal employment, 
compensation, or any benefit from 
Federal funds, in return for political 
activity or support (18 U.S.C. 600).


(4) Depriving anyone of employment, 
compensation, or any benefit derived 
from Federal relief or work relief funds 
on account of race, creed, color, or 
political activity (18 U.S.C. 601).


(5) Soliciting, assessing, or receiving 
subscriptions or contributions for 
political purpose from anyone on 
Federal relief or work relief (18 U.S.C. 
604).


Subpart G—Outside Activities


§ 73.735-701. General provisions.
(a) Outside employment may be 


appropriate'when it will not adversely 
affect performance of an employee’s 
official duties and will not reflect 
discredit on the Government or the 
Department. Such work may include 
civic, charitable, religious, and 
community undertakings. There are 
certain types of outside work, however, 
which give rise to a real or apparent
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conflict of interest. Some of these are 
prohibited by law. Others are prohibited 
by regulation, as discussed in paragraph
(b) of this section, or by criteria 
developed by heads of operating 
components for application within a 
particular component. All of these 
provisions are binding, but they do not 
necessarily include all possible conflicts 
of interest. In all instances, good 
judgment must be used to avoid a 
conflict between an employee’s Federal 
responsibilities and outside activities.


(b) An employee shall not engage in 
outside employment or other outside 
activity not compatible with the full and 
proper discharge of the duties and 
responsibilities of his or her 
Government employment whether or not 
in violation of any specific provision of 
law. Incompatible activities include, but 
are not limited to:


(1) Acceptance of a fee, compensation, 
gift, payment of expense, or any other 
thing of monetary value in any 
circumstances in which acceptance may 
result in, or create the appearance of, 
conflicts of interest;


(2) Outside employment which tends 
to impair the employee’s mental or 
physical capacity to perform 
Government duties and responsibilities 
in an acceptable manner,


(3) Work which identifies the 
Department or any employee in his or 
her official capacity with any 
organization commercializing products 
relating to work conducted by the 
Department, or with any commercial 
advertising matter, or work performed 
under such circumstances as to give the 
impression that it is an official act of the 
Department or represents an official 
point of view;


(4) Outside work or activity that takes 
the employee’s time and attention 
during his official work hours.


(c) An employee shall not receive any 
salary or anything of monetary value 
from a private source as compensation 
for services to the Government. For 
example, a Department employee may 
be called upon, as a part of his or her 
official duties, to participate in a 
professional meeting sponsored by a 
non-Government organization, or to 
contribute a paper or other writing 
prepared on official time for publication 
under non-Govemment auspices. The 
employee must not accept an 
honorarium or fee for such services, 
even though the organization accepting 
the service customarily makes such a 
payment to those who participate. Nor 
may the employee accept a contribution 
to some charity, educational institution, 
or the like, in appreciation of the 
services furnished by the Department 
employee who cannot accept the usual


payment. All offers to make such a 
contribution must be refused. Any 
employee with whom such a question is 
raised shall explain that the service 
involved was provided as an official 
action of the Department and is 
authorized by law. Under these 
circumstances,, it is inappropriate for 
any payment to be made, even indirectly 
and to a third party, for services which 
are furnished without charge by the 
Government.


(d) Other than as provided in (c) of 
this section, employees may receive 
compensation or other things of 
monetary, value for any lecture, 
discussion, writing or appearance the 
subject matter of which is in part 
devoted to the responsibility, programs 
or operations of the Department so long 
as the activity is undertaken in a 
personal capacity, is not performed as 
official duty, is not done while on 
official time, and does not create a 
conflict of interest or appearance of 
conflict of interest. However, such 
activities are considered outside 
employment and may be undertaken 
only as provided in this subpart.


(e) This section does not restrict the 
acceptance of compensation or other 
things of monetary value for any lecture, 
discussion, writing or appearance, the 
subject matter of which is not devoted 
to the responsibilities, programs, or 
operations of the Department and which 
are undertaken in a private capacity and 
in accordance with § § 73.735.704, 705, or 
706.


(f) Federal law limits the amount of 
honorarium that may be paid any 
employee for any one speech, writing or 
appearance to $2,000.00 (not to include 
amounts for actual travel and 
subsistence expenses for the employee 
and his or her spouse) and an aggregate 
of $25,000.00 in any calendar year. This 
limitation applies to such activities 
whether or not the subject matter is 
related to the responsibilities, programs 
or operations of die Department. (2 
U.S.C. 441i) The term “honorarium” 
means payment of money or other thing 
of value whether made gratuitously or 
as a fee for an appearance, speech or 
article but does not include salary or 
compensation made for services 
rendered on a continuing basis, such as 
for teaching, or as proceeds from the 
sale of a book or similar undertaking.


(g) An employee who is a Presidential 
appointee covered by section 401(a) of 
Executive Order 11222 shall not receive 
compensation or anything of monetary 
value for any consultation, lecture, 
discussion, writing or appearance, the 
subject matter of which is devoted 
substantially to the responsibilities, 
programs, or operations of his or her


component or which draws 
substantially on official data or ideas 
which have not or will not on request 
become public information.


(h) Application of these general 
provisions to some specific activities is 
discussed below.


§ 73.735-702. Criminal prohibitions on 
outside activities.


(a) An employee may not, with or 
without compensation, represent 
another before any Government agency, 
court or commission in connection with 
any proceeding, application, request for 
a ruling, contract, claim or other 
particular matter in which the United 
States is a party or has a direct and 
substantial interest. (18 U.S.C. 203 and 
205)


(b) An employee may not act as agent 
or attorney for anyone else in 
prosecuting any claim against the 
United States (18 U.S.C. 205).


(c) As an exception to the above, if it 
is not inconsistent with the performance 
of his or her duties, an employee may 
act without compensation as an agent or 
attorney for another employee, or a 
person under active consideration for 
Federal employment, who is the subject 
of disciplinary, loyalty, or other 
personnel administration proceedings in 
connection with those proceedings at 
the administrative level. For example, 
an employee may represent another 
employee who is the subject of 
disciplinary action, or the complainant 
in a (fiscrimination proceeding, at all 
stages within the Department and before 
the Merit Systems Protection Board or 
Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission but not in Federal Court. It 
would be inconsistent with the 
performance of official duties for a 
supervisor to represent subordinate 
employees.


(d) The law and these regulations do 
not prohibit an employee from acting, 
with or without compensation, as agent 
or attorney for his or her parents, 
spouse, child or any person for whom, or 
estate for which, he or she is acting as 
fiduciary provided that the head of the 
principal operating component or his or 
her designee approve. Such approval, if 
granted, must be granted in accordance 
with the procedures for approval of 
outside activity. However, the employee 
may not do so if the particular matter is 
one in which he or she has participated 
personally and substantially or which is 
his or her official responsibility. (18 
U.S.C. 205).
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§ 73.735-703 Statutory prohibitions 
related to employment by a  foreign 
government.


Employees, including officers in the 
Public Health Service (PHS) 
Commissioned Corps and retired 
officers of the Regular Commissioned 
Corps of the PHS, may not, without the 
consent of Congress, be employed by a 
foreign government or agency of a 
foreign government (Art. I, Sec. 9, U.S. 
Const.]. Congress has consented to such 
employment by Reserve Commissioned 
Officers of the PHS not on active duty 
and by Retired Regular Commissioned 
Officers {37 U.S.C. 801, note) if approved 
under regulations of the Department of 
State. 22 CFR Part 3a.


§73.735-704 Professional and 
consultative services.


(a) Employees may engage in outside 
professional or consultative work only 
after meeting certain conditions. Except 
as provided in §§ 73.735-705 and 73.735- 
706 for activities discussed in those 
sections, the conditions which must be 
met are:


(1) Hie work is not to be rendered, 
with or without compensation, to 
organizations, institutions, or state or 
focal governments with which the 
official duties of the employee are 
directly related, or indirectly related if 
the indirect relationship is significant 
enough to cause the existence of conflict 
or apparent conflict of interest; or 


{2) The work is not to be rendered for 
compensation to help a person, 
institution, or government unit prepare 
or aid in the preparation of grant 
applications, contract proposals, 
program reports, and other material 
which are designed to become the 
subject of dealings between the 
institutions or government units and the 
Federal Government. All requests to 
perform consultative services, either 
compensated or uncompensated, for 
institutions or government units which 
have recently negotiated or may in the 
near future seek a contract or grant from 
this Department must be carefully 
appraised to avoid any conflict or 
apparent conflict of interest.


(b) Advance administrative approval 
in accordance with § 73.735-708 of this 
subpart must be obtained. Such 
approval is required whether or not the 
SeJ v^ es are for compensation, and 
whether or not related to the employee’s 


j official duties.
u the purpose of this section, 
professional and consultative work” is 


Performance of work requiring 
-wledge of an advanced type in a 


I» ‘ î sc*ence or learning customarily 
cquired by a course of specialized 


| struction and study in an institution of


higher education, or hospital which „ 
requires the exercise of judgment and 
discretion in its performance and is 
primarily intellectual in nature as 
opposed to manual, mechanical or 
physical work.


(d) Membership on a Board of 
Directors, Board of Regents, Board of 
Trustees, Planning Commission, 
Advisory Council or Committee, or on 
any similar body which provides advice, 
counsel, or consultation, shall be 
considered outside consultative services 
for which advance administrative 
approval is required.


§ 73.735-705 Writing and editing.
(a) Employees are encouraged to 


engage in outside writing and editing 
whether or not done for compensation, 
when such activity is not otherwise 
prohibited. Such writing and editing, 
though not a  part of official duties, may 
be on a directly related subject or 
entirely unrelated. Certain conditions 
must be met in either case, however, 
and certain clearances or approvals are 
prescribed according to the content of 
the material as set forth in paragraphs
(b) through (e) of this section.


(b) Conditions applying to writing and 
editing done not as a  part of official 
duties.


(1) The following conditions’shall 
apply to all writing and editing whether 
related or unrelated to the employee’s 
official duties:


(1) Government-financed time or 
supplies shall not be used by the author 
or by other Government employees in '- 
connection with the activity; and


(ii) Official support must not be 
expressed or implied in the material 
itself or advertising or promotional 
material, including book jackets and 
covers, relating to the employee and bis 
or her contribution to the publication.


(2) 4f the writing or editing activity is 
unrelated to the employee’s official 
duties or other responsibilities and 
programs of the Federal government, the 
employee must:


(i) Make no mention of his or her 
official title or affiliation with the 
Department, or


(ii) Use his or her official title or 
affiliation with the Department in a way 
that will not suggest or convey official 
endorsement of the work.


(3) If the writing or editing activity is 
related to the employee’s official duties 
or other responsibilities and programs of 
the Federal government, the employee 
must:


(i) Make no mention of his or her 
official title or affiliation with the 
Department, or


(ii) Use his or her official title or 
affiliation with the Department and a


disclaimer as provided in paragraph (e) 
of this section, or


(iii) Submit the material for clearance 
within the operating component, under 
procedures established by the 
component. When clearance is denied at 
any lower level, the employee shall have 
recourse for review up to the head of the 
principal operating component. This 
clearance will show there are no official 
objections to the activity and the 
employee may then use his or her 
official title or affiliation with the 
Department usually without a 
disclaimer.


(c) Disclaimers. (1) Except where the 
requirement for disclaimer is waived as 
a result of official clearance, disclaimers 
shall be used in all writing and editing 
related to the employee’s official duties 
or other responsibilities and programs of 
the Federal government:


(1) In which the employee identifies 
himself or herself by official title or 
affiliation with the Department, or


(ii) When the prominence of the 
employee or the employee’s position 
might lead the public to associate him or 
her with the Department, even without 
identification other than name.


(2) Disclaimers shall read as follows 
unless a different wording is approved 
by the Assistant General Counsel, 
Business and Administrative Law 
Division, Office of the General Counsel: 
“This (article, book, etc.) was (written, 
edited] by (employee’s name) in (his or 
her) private capacity. No official suport 
or endorsement by (name of operating 
component or of Department) is 
intended or should be inferred.”


(d) Advance approval. Advance 
approval is required in accordance with 
§ 73.735-708 of this subpart when one or 
more of the following conditions apply:


(1) Any Government information is 
used which is not available on request 
to persons outside the Government;


(2) Material is written or edited which 
pertains to subject matter directly 
related to an employee’s official duties; 
(This includes editing for scientific or 
professional journals which is related to 
his or her official duties.)


(3) Material is written or edited which 
pertains to any Government-sponsored 
research or other studies for which 
clinical case records or other material of 
a confidential nature are used or to 
which access is limited for persons 
outside the Government Such use will 
not be permitted unless made under 
safeguards established by the operating 
component to retain the confidentiality 
of the material, and such use is 
determined to be in the public interest.
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§ 73.735-706 Teaching, lecturing, and 
speechmaking.


(a) Employees are encouraged to 
engage in teaching and lecturing 
activities which are not part of their 
official duties when certain conditions 
are met. These conditions, which apply 
to outside teaching and lecturing 
(including giving single addresses such 
as commencement and Memorial Day 
speeches) whether or not done for 
compensation, are:


(1) No Government-financed time, or 
Government supplies not otherwise 
available to the public, are used in 
connection with such activity;


(2) Government travel or per diem 
funds are not used for the sole purpose 
of obtaining or performing such teaching 
or lecturing;


(3) Such teaching or lecturing is not 
dependent on specific information 
which would not otherwise be available 
to the public;


(4) Teaching, lecturing, or writing may 
not be for the purpose of the special 
preparation of a person or class of 
persons for an examination of the Office 
of Personnel Management or Board of 
Examiners for the Foreign Service, that 
depends on information obtained as a 
result of the employee’s Government 
employment, except when that 
information has been made available to 
the general public or will be made 
available on request;


(5) Such activities do not involve 
knowingly instructing persons on 
dealing with particular matters pending 
before Government organizations with 
which the employee is associated in an 
official capacity;


(6) Advance approval is obtained 
when required by paragraph (b) of this 
section.


(b) Advance approval. Advance 
approval must be obtained in 
accordance with § 73.735-708 of this 
subpart before an employee may;


(1) Teach or lecture for an institution 
which has or is likely to have official 
dealings with the bureau or comparable 
organizational unit in which he or she is 
employed;


(2) Use, for teaching or lecturing 
purposes, clinical case records or other 
material of a confidential nature or to 
which access is limited for persons 
outside the Government. Such use will 
not be permitted unless made under 
safeguards established by the operating 
component to retain the confidentiality 
of the material, and such use is 
determined to be in the public interest.


§ 73.735-707 Holding office in 
professional societies.


(a) Employees may be members of 
professional societies and be elected or


appointed to office in such a society. 
Activity in professional associations is 
generally desirable from the point of 
view of both the Department and the 
employee. Employees shall avpid, 
however, any real or apparent conflict 
of interest in connection with such 
membership. For example, they must 
not:


(1) Directly or indirectly commit the 
Department or any portion of it on any 
matter unless such action is taken in an 
official capacity;


(2) Permit their names to be attached 
to documents the distribution of which 
would be likely to embarrass the 
Department; or


(3) Serve in capacities involving them 
as representatives of non-Govemment 
organizations in dealing with the 
Government.


(b) In undertaking any office or 
function beyond ordinary membership 
in a professional association, a 
Department employee must obtain 
advance approval in accordance with 
§ 73.735-708 of this subpart in any 
situation in which his or her 
responsibilities as an officer would 
relate to his or her officiaLduties or 
would create a real or apparent conflict 
of interest with responsibilities as a 
Department employee. For example, 
advance administrative approval must 
be obtained:


(1) Before an employee who is 
responsible for review and approval of 
grants or contracts, or is in a 
supervisory position over those who 
conduct review and approval, may hold 
office, or be a trustee or member of the 
governing board, or the chairman or 
member of a committee, in any 
organization which has or is seeking a 
grant or contract with the bureau or 
comparable organizational unit in which 
fie or she is employed;


(2) Before an employee may hold 
office in an organization which 
customarily expresses publicly views on 
matters of legislative or administrative 
policy within the specific areas of 
concern to the Department.


§ 73.735-708 Administrative approval of 
certain outside activities.


(a) Scope. As specified in § 73.735-704 
through 707, an employee is required to 
obtain advance administrative approval 
to engage in the following outside 
activities:


(1) Certain writing or editing 
activities;


(2) Certain types of teaching and 
lecturing;


(3) All professional and consultative 
services;


(4) Any other outside activity for 
which the head of a principal operating


component or the head of a sub-unit of a 
principal operating component imposes 
internal requirements for administrative 
approval; and


(5) Certain office-holding activities in 
professional societies.,


(b) Requests for Administrative 
Approval. An employee seeking to 
engage in any of the activities for which 
advance approval is required shall make 
a written request for administrative 
approval a reasonable time before 
beginning the activity. (See § 73.735- 
202(e)(1)). This request should be 
directed to the employee’s supervisor 
who will forward it to the official 
authorized to approve outside work 
requests for the employee’s component. 
The request should include the following 
information:


(1) Employee’s name, position title, 
grade or rank;


(2) Nature of the activity, fully 
describing the specific duties or services 
for which approval is requested;


(3) Name and business of person or 
organization for which work will be 
done, or statement that work will be 
self-employment. If self-employment, 
employee must state whether activity 
will be conducted alone or with 
partners;


(4) Place where work will be 
performed;


(5) Estimated total time to be devoted 
to activity. If on a continuing basis, 
indicate estimated time per year and the 
anticipated termination date;


(6) Whether services can be 
performed entirely outside of usual duty 
hours. If not, the estimated number of 
hours absent from work should be 
indicated;


(7) Method or basis of compensation if 
any (e.g., fee, per diem, per annum, or 
other).


(8) Where an employee seeks 
approval to provide consultative or 
professional services to organizations 
including governments which have been 
awarded or may apply for a Federal 
grant or contract, the request shall also 
include full details on any aspect of the 
professional and consultative services 
which could relate in any way, either 
directly or indirectly, to grant 
applications, contract proposals, 
program reports, and other material 
which are designed to become the 
subject of dealings between the grantee 
or contractor and the Government. (See 
§ 73.735-704(a)(2))


(c) The Department Ethics Counselor 
will review and approve outside work 
requests for Executive level officers, 
non-career executives, deputy ethics 
counselors, and Schedule C employees 
in the Office of the Secretary.
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(d) Granting Approval o f Certain 
Activities. Hie approving official shall 
review each request submitted under (b ) 
of this section, and appraise each 
request on the basis of the standards of 
this Part and all other applicable laws, 
regulations or internal rules of the 
principal operating component or sub
unit thereof. He or she should consult 
with a deputy ethics counselor or the 
Department Ethics Counselor in all 
cases that raise a difficult or novel 
question of law or fact. The approving 
official shall approve or disapprove 
each request and communicate his or 
her decision in writing to the employee.


§ 73.735-709 Annual reporting o f outside 
activities.


By September 10 of each year the 
approving official shall require a report 
from each person for whom outside 
work has been approved during the past 
year. The report shall show:


(a) For the 12 months just past (ending 
August 31):


(1) Whether the anticipated work was 
actually performed for the person or 
organization named in the request for 
approval;


(2) Actual amount of time spent on the 
activity.


(b) For the forthcoming 12 months 
(ending August 31):


(1) Whether it is anticipated that the 
outside work will continue;


(2) Whether any change is anticipated 
with respect to information supplied in 
accordance with the original request on 
which approval was based.


§ 73.735-710 Maintenance of records.
The official responsible for the 


administrative aspects of these 
regulations {§ 73.735-202) shall make 
provisions for the retention and filing of 
requests for approval of outside work 
(or copies of such requests), a copy of 
the notification of approval or 
disapproval, arid the annual report.


Subpart H—Financial Interests


§ 73.735-801 Participation In matters 
affecting a personal financial interest.


(a) An employee shall not participate 
personally and substantially as a 
Government employee in a matter in 
which any of the following individuals 
or organizations has a financial interest:


(1) The employee;
(2) The employee’s spouse;
(3) The employee’s minor child;
(4) An organization in which the 


employee serves as an officer, director, 
trustee, partner, or employee; or


(5) A person or organization with 
which the employee is negotiating for 
prospective employment or has an 
arrangement for prospective


employment Criminal penalties may be 
imposed under 18 U.S.C. 208 for 
violations of the prohibition.


(b) Applying the provision of 18 U.S.C. 
208:


(1) A "financial interest” is any 
interest of monetary value which may 
be directly and predictably affected by 
the official action of an employee. There 
is no minimum amount of valué or 
control that constitutes a financial 
interest.


Example 1: An employee owns a single 
share of stock in a widely-held corporation. If 
the corporation is likely to be affected by a 
matter in which the employee participates as 
a Government official, the employee may 
violate 18 U.S.C. 208.


Example 2: An employee has a paid part- 
time position with a non-federal organization. 
If the organization is likely to be affected by 
a matter in which the employee participates 
as a Government official, the employee 
would violate 18 U.S.C. 208.


(2) The prohibition of 18 U.S.C. 208 
applies to personal and substantial 
involvement by an employee in a matter, 
exercised through decision, approval, 
disapproval, recommendation, 
investigation, giving advice, or other 
significant effort regarding the matter.


Example 1: An employee is a member of a 
panel that evaluates proposals for contracts 
and makes recommendations as to their 
award. If the employee’s spouse owns stock 
in a company which submits a proposal that 
is reviewed by the panel, the employee would 
violate 18 U.S.C. 208 even though the panel 
recommendation may be rejected by tire 
contracting officer.


Example 2: An employee is on a leave of 
absence from a university. He or she would 
violate 18 U.S.C. 208 by participating in the 
drafting of regulations which would have a 
"direct and predictable effect" upon 
universities in general and, therefore, upon 
the employee’s university.


(3) An employee must know that the 
financial interest exists in order to 
violate 18 U.S.C. 208.


Example: An employee inherited a 
beneficial interest in a trust. He or she does 
not, however, have actual knowledge of the 
specific property held by the trustee. If the 
trust contains stock in a corporation which 
may be affected by the employee’s official 
actions, he or she would not violate 18 U.S.C. 
208 in taking official action affecting the 
corporation.


(4) Negotiation for prospective 
employment includes both an indication 
of interest on the part of the employee in 
working for an organization and an 
affirmative action on the part of the 
organization to show consideration of 
the employee.


Example 1: An employee of the Department 
sends resumes and cover letters to fifty 
prospective employers, all of whom regularly 
have dealings with HHS. Forty employers do


not respond; however, ten respond with 
cordial form letters stating that the 
employee's resume will be retained for future 
reference. For purposes of the 18 U.S.C. 208 
prohibition, the employee is negotiating for 
prospective employment at the time he or she 
sends resumes.


Example 2: At a site visit to a grantee 
institution, an employee who is officially 
responsible for a grant to that institution 
informs an officer of the institution that he or 
she is seeking a new position outside HHS. 
The grantee subsequently makes a 
conditional offer of employment to the 
employee who promptly responds by asking 
for an opportunity to discuss salary and 
related matters. Under these circumstances, a 
negotiation for prospective employment is 
underway.


(c) An employee may obtain approval 
to participate in  his or her official 
capacity in a matter in which he or she 
has a direct or indirect financial interest, 
if the interest is not so substantial as to 
affect the integrity of his or her official 
duties. An employee who believes that 
such participation is warranted should 
follow the procedures in § 73.735-804.


(d) An employee convicted of 
violating 18 U.S.C. 208 may be fined up 
to $10,000, or imprisoned up to two 
years, or both.


§ 73.735-802 Executive order prohibitions.
(a) Basic prohibition o f Executive 


Order 11222. (1) An employee shall not 
have a direct or indirect financial 
interest that conflicts substantially, or 
appears to conflict substantially, with 
his or her duties as a Federal employee.


(2) An employee need not have a 
financial interest that actually conflicts 
with his or her duties to violate the 
prohibition of E .0 .11222. Any financial 
interest that could reasonably be 
viewed as an interest which might 
compromise the employee’s integrity, 
whether or not this is in fact true, is 
subject to this prohibition.


(3) Except as provided in § 73.735-802
(b) and (c), an employee who has an 
indirect financial interest in a business 
entity through the ownership of shares 
in a widely-held mutual fund or other 
regulated investment company will not 
Violate E .0 .11222. Stocks in business 
entities held by an intermediary such as 
a mutual fund are generally too remote 
or inconsequential to affect the integrity 
of an employee’s services.


(b) Employees in regulatory activities.
(1) An employee who is working in a 
regulatory activity shall not have a 
financial interest in any company whose 
business activities are subject to the 
regulations of the particular activity 
with which the employee is associated, 
unless the regulated activities of the 
company are an insignificant part of its 
total business operations.
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(2) An employee working in a 
regulatory activity may not hold shares 
in a mutual fund or other regulated 
investment company which specializes 
in holdings in industries that are 
regulated by the particular activity in 
which he or she is employed.


Example: An employee working for the 
Bureau of Laboratories, Center for Disease 
Control, may not hold shares in a regulated 
investment company which specializes in 
holdings that include medical testing 
laboratories.


(c) Employees having procurement or 
contracting responsibilities.


(1) An employee who serves as a 
procurement^ contracting officer shall 
not have a financial interest in a 
company or companies with which he or 
she in the course of his or her official 
duties would be likely to have 
procurement or contracting 
relationships.


(2) A procurement or contracting 
officer may not hold shares in a mutual 
fund or other regulated investment 
company that specializes in holdings in 
industries with which such officer would 
be likely to have procurement or 
contracting relationships.


Example: A contracting officer in the Social 
Security Administration owns shares in the 
XYZ Mutual Fund which specializes in stock 
in firms manufacturing electronic data 
processing equipment. Ownership of XYZ 
Mutual Fund shares would be prohibited in 
this instance. On the other hand, a 
contracting officer for a Public Health Service 
hospital, who is not likely to have 
responsibility for major contracts relating to 
electronic data processing, could hold such 
shares.


§ 73.735-803 Prohibition against 
involvement in financial transactions based 
on information obtained through federal 
employment


An employee shall not engage in, 
directly or indirectly, a financial 
transaction as a result of, or in primary 
reliance upon, any information gained 
through his or her official duties. 
Information gained through official 
duties are those facts and other data 
that relate to the employee’s official 
duties or to the functions of the 
employing component and would not be 
available to the employee were be or 
she not an officer of the Federal 
government.


Example 1: An employee working part-time 
for a consulting firm that does no busines 
with the employee's principal operating 
component, in the area of health care 
planning advises i t  based upon his or her 
knowledge of a new health care planning 
program about to be initiated by the Public 
Health Service. The employee’s knowledge of 
the program was acquired solely through 
reading policy statements and other PHS


literature available to the public under the 
Freedom of Information Act. In such case, the 
employee would not violate this regulation if 
the outside activity was otherwise 
approvable under Subpart G.


Example 2: A contracting officer with 
detailed knowledge of a negotiated 
procurement contract invests in a corporation 
that is likely to indirectly profit from the 
award of that contract. The officer’s decision 
to invest is based upon technical details of 
the successful contract proposal that would 
not otherwise be available to a private 
citizen. The officer would violate this 
regulation in such a situation.


§ 73.735-804 Waiver of the prohibitions in 
this subpart.


(a) An employee may request 
approval to participate in his or her 
official capacity in a matter in which he 
or she has a direct or indirect financial 
interest if the employee believes the 
interest is so remote and 
inconsequential that it would not affect 
the integrity of his or her official duties. 
Also an employee who has a financial 
interest that would otherwise be 
prohibited under these regulations may 
request an exemption from the 
prohibition for the reason stated in the 
preceding sentence.


(b) The request shall be in writing and 
shall include the following information:


(1) Employee’s name, occupational 
title, grade or rank and Federal salary;


(2) Full description of financial 
interest: including whether ownership, 
service as officer, partner, etc.;


(3) Business or activity in which 
financial interest exists;


(4) Description of official matter in 
which employee is requesting approval 
to participate;


(5) Basis for requesting determination 
that the interest is “not so substantial as 
to be deemed likely to affect the 
integrity of the services which the 
Government may expect.” (If based on a 
small total value of investment, supply 
appropriate information on total value, 
such as total shares held and latest 
quoted market price. If other basis, 
explain fully.)
The request should be sent through 
usual administrative channels to the 
official responsible for reviewing 
financial disclosure reports or 
statements for the employee’s 
organization (Subpart I). That official, 
after conferring with a deputy ethics 
counselor or with the Department Ethics 
Counselor as appropriate, will make a 
decision about the exemption or 
exception and inform the employee in 
writing.


§ 73.735—805 Advice and guidance on 
conflicts matters.


(a) Whenever an employee has a 
question about the appropriate course of


conduct to be followed in a matter that 
may involve an actual or apparent 
conflict of interest, he or she should 
immediately consult with his or her 
supervisor or a deputy ethics counselor, 
or both. If a supervisor who is consulted 
determines that the matter warrants 
further consideration, he or she may, in 
conjunction with the employee, submit 
the details of the matter, in writing, to 
the appropriate deputy ethics counselor. 
These details should include a 
description of:


(1) The activity, relationship, or 
interest giving rise to the question posed 
by the employee;


(2) The duties or official 
responsibilities of the employee(s) 
involved;


(3) The nature of the actual or 
apparent conflict of interest; and


(4) Any other information that may be 
helpful in reviewing the problem.


(b) Upon receiving the submission of 
an employee or a supervisor, the deputy 
ethics counselor will develop any 
additional information about the matter 
as necessary, and will confer with the 
Department Ethics Counselor as 
appropriate. The Department Ethics 
Counselor and the head of the principal 
operating component or his or her 
designee will be informed of any serious 
violation of the standards of this subpart 
or any other conflict of interest law. 
Questions of first impression or other 
unusual matters shall be brought to the 
attention of the Department Ethics 
Counselor and the head of the principal 
operating component or his or her 
designee.


(c) On the basis of all information 
gathered including, where appropriate, 
the advice of the Department Ethics 
Counselor, the deputy ethics counselor 
will:


(1) Decide that there is no violation or 
potential violation of. the standards of 
this subpart or any other law and so 
notify the employee and his or her 
supervisor in writing; or


(2) Decide that a violation or potential 
violation of the standards of this subpart 
or other law has occurred or may occur, 
and that the employee involved shall 
take one or more of the steps set forth in 
§ 731.735-904 to resolve the problem and 
notify the employee and his or her , 
supervisor in writing; or


(3) Decide that, although no violation 
of this subpart or other law has 
occurred, the nature of the matter is 
such that the employee should 
periodically report any additional 
information that would require 
reconsideration of the initial submission.
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§ 73.735—806 Documentation and 
publication of opinions.


(a) The Department Ethics Counselor, 
deputy ethics counselors, and any other 
individuals required to be involved in 
the review and resolution of violations 
or potential violations of this subpart 
shall maintain full and accurate 
documentation of the formal advice and 
guidance given.


(b) From time to time, the Department 
Ethics Counselor shall publish 
summaries of advisory opinions issued 
by his or her office, deleting, as 
necessary, any personal identifiers or 
other information which may give rise to 
an unwarranted invasion of personal 
privacy. These summaries shall be 
distributed to all deputy ethics 
counselors, heads of principal operating 
components, and principal regional 
officials.


(c) From time to time, the Department 
Ethics Counselor shall publish an index 
of all summaries issued in accordance 
with paragraph (b) above and shall 
distribute these indexes to all deputy 
ethics counselors and heads of principal 
operating components who shall in turn 
make them available for review by 
supervisors and interested employees.


Subpart I—Reporting Financial 
Interests


§ 73.735-901 Reporting requirement of the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978.


(a) Applicability. The following 
employees and special Government 
employees shall submit public financial 
disclosure reports in accordance with 
the provisions of Title II of the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978, Pub. L. 95-521,
as amended:


(1) Officers and employees (including 
consultants who will work more than 60 
days in a calendar year) whose 
positions are classified at GS-16 or 
above of the General Schedule, or 
whose basic rate of pay (excluding
step” increases) under other pay 


schedules is equal to, or greater than, 
the rate for GS-16 (step 1);


(2) Members of the uniformed services 
whose pay grade is 0-7 or above;


(3) Officers and employees in any 
other positions determined by the 
Director of the Office of Government 
Ethics to be of equal classification to 
GS-16;


(4) Administrative Law Judges;
. 1®) Employees in the excepted service 
1X1 Positions which are of a confidential 
°r policy-making character, unless their 
Position has been excluded by the 
Director of the Office of Government 
Ethics;


Department Ethics Counselor; and
(7) Deputy Ethics Counselors.


An employee who thinks that his or her 
position has been improperly included 
under the reporting requirements of this 
Part may obtain a review of that 
determination by writing to the 
Department Ethics Counselor.


(b) Filing Dates. Employees listed in
§ 73.735-901 (a) of this subpart shall file 
a financial disclosure report:


(1) Within 5 days after the transmittal 
by the President to the Senate of their 
nomination to a position requiring 
Senate confirmation, or


(2) Within 30 days after assuming a 
covered position not requiring Senate 
confirmation unless the employee has 
left another covered position listed in 
§ 73.735-901 (a) of this subpart, or


(3) Within 30 days after terminating 
Federal employment or assuming a 
position which is not listed in § 73.735- 
901 (a) of this subpart; and


(4) By May 15 of each calendar year, 
unless the employee has in that calendar 
year already submitted a financial 
disclosure report covering the preceding 
calendar year.


(c) Submission o f reports. (1)
Executive level officers, non-career 
executives, deputy ethics counselors 
and Schedule C employees in the Office 
of the Secretary who are required to 
report in accordance with § 73.735-901
(a) of this subpart shall submit their 
reports to the Department Ethics 
Counselor.


(2) All other employees required to 
report in accordance with § 73.735-901
(a) of this subpart shall submit their 
reports to the reviewing official for their 
organizational component under 
procedures described in the 
Department’s Personnel Manual. 
Personnel offices will keep a list of 
reviewing officials and will give each 
covered employee the name of the 
official to whom his or her report should 
be sent.


(d) Review  and certification o f 
reports. (1) Each report submitted in 
accordance with this section shall be 
reviewed by the appropriate reviewing 
official within 60 days of its receipt. 
Upon reviewing a report and finding 
that the information contained therein 
reveals no conflict of interest or other 
violation of any provision of this Part or 
applicable law, the reviewing officer 
shall certify the report with his or her 
signature.


(2) The certification of a report filed in 
accordance with this section shall have 
the concurrence of the Office of the 
General Counsel.


(3) Action to be taken by the 
reviewing official if the individual is not 
in compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations is discussed in § 73.735-903 
and § 73.735-904.


§ 73.735-902 Reporting requirements for 
certain employees not covered by the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978.


(a) Applicability. The following 
employees and special Government 
employees shall submit confidential 
statements of employment and financial 
interests in accordance with the 
provisions of this subpart, provided they 
are not required to submit financial 
disclosure reports under § 73.735-901. A 
list of the positions in this Department 
whose incumbents are required to file 
financial interest statements as 
prescribed by this subpart is available 
for review in all of the Departments 
servicing personnel offices.


(1) Officers and employees in 
positions classified at GS-13 or above 
(or comparable pay level) who have 
decision-making responsibility for the 
following matters:


(1) Contracting or procurement,
(ii) Administering or monitoring grants 


or subsidies,
(iii) Regulating or auditing private or 


other non-Federal enterprises, or
(iv) Other activities where the 


decision or action would have an 
economic impact on the interest of any 
non-Federal enterprise.


(2) Incumbents of any other positions 
designated by the head of the principal 
operating component, or by the 
Assistant Secretary for Management 
and Budget for the Office of the 
Secretary, to report employment and 
financial interests in order to protect the 
integrity of the Government and to 
avoid possible conflicts of interest. The 
designation of any such positions below 
the GS-13 grade must be approved by 
the Office of Personnel Management.


(3) All experts, consultants, or 
advisory committee members who are 
not required to submit a public financial 
disclosure report in accordance with the 
Ethics in Government Act except:


(1) Doctors, dentists and allied 
medical specialists performing services 
for, or consulted as to the diagnosis or 
treatment of, individual patients; or


(ii) Veterinarians performing services 
for or consulted as to care and service to 
animals.


(b) Filing dates. (1) Experts, 
consultants, and advisory committee . 
members shall file a confidential 
Statement of Employment and Financial 
Interest no later than the date 
employment commences and shall file 
supplemental statements as necessary 
to keep all information submitted 
current and accurate.


(2) Other individuals covered by
§ 73.735-902 (a) of this subpart shall:


(i) File a confidential statement no 
later than 30 days after assuming a 
covered position unless the employee,
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within 30 days before assuming the 
position, left another covered position in 
HHS that is included in § 73.735-901(a) 
or § 73.735-902(a) of this subpart; and


(ii) Report changes in or additions to 
the information in the statement as of 
June 30 of each calendar year, dr a 
different date set by employee’s 
component with authorization by the 
Office of Personnel Management.


(c) Submission and review  of 
financial statements. (1) Heads of 
principal operating components, the 
Assistant Secretary for Management 
and Budget, and principal regional 
officials for employees under their 
appointing authority shall establish 
procedures to ensure that financial 
statements from cbvered employees are 
received and updated on a timely basis 
and are referred to the appropriate 
reviewing officials for review and 
certification. (See § 73.735-202 (e)(1)).


(2) The reviewing official shall review 
statements to determine whether 
conflicts of interest or apparent conflicts 
might arise from the activities reported 
thereon. If the review discloses no 
conflict or apparent conflict» the 
reviewing official shall certify the 
statement with his or her signature. 
Action to take if the individual is not in 
compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations is discussed in § 73.735-903 
and | 73.735-904.


§ 73.735-903. Action if conflicts of interest 
or possible conflicts are noted.


(a) If after reviewing a financial 
disclosure report or a financial interest 
statement, a reviewing official believes 
that additional information is needed, he 
or she shall tell the individual 
submitting such report what additional 
information is required and the time by 
which it must be submitted.


(b) If the reviewing official is of the 
opinion that, on the basis of information 
submitted, the reporting individual is not 
in compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations, he or she shall notify the 
individual, afford him or her a 
reasonable opportunity for a written or 
oral response, and after consideration of 
such response, determine whether or not 
the individual is in compliance.


(c) If the reviewing official determines 
that an individual is not in compliance 
with applicable laws and regulations, he 
or she shall notify the individual of that 
determination in writing and, after an 
opportunity for personal consultation, 
determine and notify the individual of 
the action, including those actions set 
forth in § 73.735-904, that would be 
appropriate to assure compliance with 
such laws and regulations, and the date 
by which such action should be taken; 
The action required and the date for


taking it shall be determined by the 
nature of the financial interest or other 
relationship, the particular 
circumstances of the reporting 
individual (including his or her ability to 
resolve the problem), and other factors 
which the reviewing official deems 
relevant. In no case, however, should 
the date be later than 90 days after the 
reporting individual is notified of the 
reviewing official’s opinion.


(d) If steps for assuring compliance 
with applicable laws and regulations are 
not taken by the date set in paragraph
(c), the matter shall be referred to the 
Department Ethics Counselor.


§ 73.735-904. Resolution of apparent or 
actual conflicts of interest


(a) Disqualification from participating 
in a particular matter or category of 
matters is an appropriate method for 
resolving apparent or actual conflicts of 
interest when the interest or activity 
giving rise to the problem:


(1) Bears a direct or indirect 
relationship to particular, identifiable 
duties of the employee involved; and


(2) Is not so substantial as to affect or 
give the appearance of affecting the 
integrity of the services which the 
Government may expect of the 
employee. Whenever disqualification is 
employed to resolve an apparent or 
actual conflict of interest, the 
disqualified employee shall sign a 
written statement reflecting the scope of 
the disqualification and the precise 
nature of the conflicting interest or 
activity. The reviewing official shall 
keep a file of all such disqualification 
statements and shall monitor 
compliance with these statements on a 
regular basis.


(b) Change o f assignment is an 
appropriate method for resolving 
apparent or actual conflicts of interest 
when the interest giving rise to the 
problem bears a direct or indirect 
relationship to particular, identifiable 
duties of the employee involved, and 
those duties constitute a significant 
portion of the employee’s position.


(c) W aiver under 18 U.S.C. 208(b) is 
an appropriate method for resolving 
apparent or actual conflicts of interest 
when:


(1) The employee seeking the waiver 
reported the financial interest that bears 
some relationship to his or her official 
duties, and the reviewing official, in 
consultation with a deputy ethics 
counselor or the Department Ethics 
Counselor, determines that the financial 
interest is not so substantial as to be 
deemed likely to affect the integrity of 
the services which the Government may 
expect from such employee; or


(2) By general rule or regulation 
published in the Federal Register, the 
Department has exempted the financial 
interest from the requirements of 18 
U.S.C. 208 and this Part as being too 
remote or too inconsequential to affect 
the integrity of the Government officers’ 
service.


(d) A trust containing a financial 
interest which may give rise to an 
apparent or actual conflict of interest is 
an appropriate method of resolving such 
conflicts when:


(1) The trust is qualified under Sec. 
202(f) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978 (Pub. L. 95-521), as amended, and 
subject to the regulations of the Office of 
Government Ethics; or


(2) In the opinion of the Department’s 
Ethics Counselor, it is sufficiently 
independent of the employee involved 
so that the integrity of the employee’s 
services to the Government are not 
compromised.


(e) Divestiture is an appropriate 
method for resolving actual conflicts of 
interest when the nature of the financial 
interest is such that the conflict of 
interest cannot be adequately resolved 
by any of the methods set forth in 
paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d) of this 
section.


(f) Terminating an appointment as a 
method for resolving an actual conflict 
of interest should be used only when it 
is clear that no other remedy can be 
found which would be acceptable to 
both the Department and the employee. 
Generally, this method will be employed 
only in the most extreme cases. Such a 
termination would be subject to adverse 
action.


Subpart J—Provisions Relating to 
Experts, Consultants and Advisory 
Committee Members


§ 73.735-1001 Coverage.
(а) For purposes of this subpart the 


title “consultant” will be used to include 
those who are appointed to serve as 
experts, consultants or members of 
advisory committees. All persons who 
serve as an employee of the Government 
in the capacity of a consultant are 
covered by the provisions of this 
subpart irrespective of:


(1) The title by which designated;
(2) The statutory authority under 


which services are obtained;
(3) The duration of the period for 


which services are obtained;
(4) Whether services are obtained by


appointment or invitation and 
acceptance; ,


(5) Whether services are compensated 
or rendered without compensation;


(б) Whether or not services are 
obtained pursuant to a statute excepting
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employees or special Government 
employees from conflict of interest 
statutes.


(b) When the service is for less than 
130 days in a service year, experts, 
consultants, and advisory committee 
members are included in the group of 
employees designated by law (18 U.S.C. 
202) as “Special Government 
employees.”


§ 73.735-1002 Ethical standards of 
conduct.


(a) Like other Federal employees, an 
individual serving in a consultant 
capacity must conduct himself or herself 
according to ethical behavior standards 
of the highest order. In particular, such 
an individual must:


(1) Refrain from any use of office 
which is, or appears to be, motivated by 
a private gain for himself or herself or 
other persons, particularly those with 
whom he or she has family, business, or 
financial ties. The fact that desired gain, 
if it materializes, will not take place at 
the expense of the Government makes 
his or her actions no less improper.


(2) Conduct himself or herself in a 
manner devoid of any suggestion that he 
or she is exploiting Government 
employment for private advantage. A 
consultant must not, on the basis of any 
inside information, enter into any 
speculation or recommend speculation 
to members of his or her family or 
business associates, in commodities, 
land, or the securities of any private 
company. This injunction applies even 
though die consultant’s duties have no 
connection whatever with the 
Government programs or activities 
which may affect the value of such 
commodities, land, or securities. He or 
she should be careful in all personal 
financial activities to avoid any 
appearance of acting on the basis of 
information obtained in the course of his 
or her Government work.


(3) Refrain from using information not 
generally available to those outside the 
Government for the special benefit of a 
business or other entity by which the 
consultant is employed or retained or in 
which he or she has a financial interest. 
Information not available to private 
industry should remain confidential in 
the consultant’s hands and not be 
divulged to his or her private employer 
nr clients. In cases of doubt whether 
information is generally available to the 
Public, the consultant should confer with 
me person for whom he or she provides 
services, with the office having 
junctional responsibility for a specific 
type of information, or, as appropriate, 
with the officials designated in § 73.735-
02 to give interpretive and advisory 


service.


(4) Where requested by a private 
enterprise to act for it in a consultant or 
advisory capacity and the request 
appears motivated by the desire for 
inside information, make a choice 
between acceptance of the tendered 
private employment and continuation of 
his or her Government consultancy. He 
or she may not engage in both.


(5) Not use hisjdt her position in any 
way to coerce, or give the appearance of 
coercing, anyone to provide a financial 
benefit to him or her or another person, 
particularly one with whom the 
consultant has family, business, or 
financial ties.


(6) Not receive or solicit anything of 
value as a gift, gratuity, loan, 
entertainment, or favor for himself or 
herself or another person, particularly 
one with whom he or she has family, 
business, or financial ties if the 
acceptance would result in loss of 
complete independence or impartiality 
in serving the Government. All 
consultants are subject to the 
restrictions in § 73.735-506 of this Part 
concerning gifts and decorations from 
foreign governments.


(b) Consultants may engage in other 
employment so long as there is no real 
or apparent conflict between the 
consultant’s private employment and his 
or her official duties. See § 73.735 
Subpart G. The regular employment of a 
consultant who is a special Government 
employee is not considered outside 
work for purposes of Subpart G. Also, 
the limitation in § 73.795-701(f) 
regarding the amount of an honorarium 
that may be received does not apply to 
special Government employees.


(c) A consultant who has questions 
about conflicts of interest or the 
application of the regulations in this Part 
to him or her or to his or her assigned 
work should make inquiry of the person 
for whom services are provided. That 
person may direct the consultant to the 
Department Ethics Counselor or a 
deputy ethics counselor for 
interpretative and advisory services as 
provided in § 73.735-202.


§ 73.735-1003 Conflicts of interest 
statutes.


(a) Each consultant should acquaint 
himself or herself with sections 203, 205, 
207 and 208 of title 18, United States 
Code, all of which carry criminal 
penalties related to conflicts of interest. 
The restraints imposed by the four 
criminal sections are summarized in 
paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section.


(b) 18 U.S.C. 203 and 205.
(1) These two sections in general 


operate to preclude a person who works 
for the Government, except in the 
discharge of his or her official duties,


from representing anyone else before a 
court or Government agency in a matter 
in which the United States is a party or 
has a direct and substantial interest.
The prohibition applies whether or not 
compensation is received for the 
representation. However, if the 
individual is a special Government 
employee, this restriction applies only if:


(1) The representation involves a 
matter in which the individual has at 
any time participated personally and 
substantially in the course of his or her 
Government employment; or


(ii) The individual has served the 
Department for more than 60 days in the 
immediately preceding period of 365 
days, and the matter is one which is 
pending before the Department. This 
second restraint applies whether or not 
the matter is one in which the individual 
participated personally and 
substantially in his or her Government 
employment. These two provisions 
apply to a special Government employee 
on days when he or she does not serve 
the Government as well as on the days 
when services are rendered, and they 
apply to both paid and unpaid 
representation.


(2) To a considerable extent the 
prohibitions of sections 203 and 205 are 
aimed at the sale of influence to gain 
special favors for private businesses 
and other organizations and at the 
misuse of governmental position or 
information. In accordance with these 
aims, a consultant, even when not 
compelled to do so by sections 203 and 
205, should make every effort in his or 
her private work to avoid any personal 
contact with respect to negotiations for 
contracts or grants with the component 
of the department in which he or she is 
serving, if the subject matter is related 
to the subject matter of his or her 
consultancy or other service. This will 
not always be possible to achieve 
where, for example, a consultant has an 
executive position with his or her 
regular employer which requires him or 
her to participate personally in contract 
negotiations with the department or 
agency he or she is advising. Whenever 
this is the case, the consultant should 
participate in the negotiations for his or 
her employer only after advising the 
responsible Government official of his 
or her involvement in other matters in 
the Department. In other instances an 
occasional consultant may have 
technical knowledge which is 
indispensable to his or her regular 
employer in his efforts to formulate a 
research and development contract or a 
research grant, and for the same reason, 
it is in the interest of the Government 
that the consultant should take part in
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negotiations for his or her private 
employer. Again, the individual should 
participate only after advising the 
responsible Government official of the 
relevant facts.


(3) Section 205 permits both the 
Government and the private employer of 
a special Government employee to 
benefit, in certain cases, from his or her 
performance of work under a grant or 
contract for which he or she would 
otherwise be disqualified because of 
having participated in the matter for the 
Government or because it is pending in 
a component in which the consultant 
had served more than 60 days in the 
past year. This provision gives the head 
of a department the authority, 
notwithstanding any prohibition in 
either section 203 or 205, to allow a 
special Govemement employee to 
represent before such department or 
agency either his or her regular 
employer or another person or 
organization in the performance of work 
under a grant or contract. As a basis for 
this action, the Secretary must first 
makes a certification in writing, 
published in the Federal Register, that it 
is required by the national interest.


(4) Section 205 contains two other 
exemptive provisions, which apply to 
both special and regular Government 
employees. See § 73.735-702.


(c) 18 U.S.C. 207 applies to individuals 
who have left Government service. See 
Subpart N of these regulations.


(d) 18 U.S.C. 208 bears on the 
activities of Government personnel, 
including special Government 
employees, in the course of their official 
duties. In general, it prevents a 
Government employee from 
participating as such in a particular 
matter im which, to his or her 
knowledge, he or she, his or her spouse, 
minor child, partner, or a profit or non
profit enterprise with which he or she is 
connected has a financial interest. 
However, the section permits an 
employee’s agency to grant him or her 
an ad hoc exemption if the interest is 
not so substantial as to affect the 
integrity of his or her services. 
Insignificant interests may also be 
waived by a general rule or regulation. 
The matters in which special 
Government employees are disqualified 
by section 208 are not limited to those 
involving a specific party or parties in 
which the United States is a party or has 
an interest, as in the case of sections 
203, 205 and 207. Section 208 therefore 
extends to matters in addition to 
contracts, grants, judicial and quasi
judicial proceedings, and other matters 
of an adversary nature. Accordingly, a 
special Government employee, like all 
government employees, should in


general be disqualified from 
participating as such in a matter of any 
type the outcome of which will have a 
direct and predictable effect upon the 
financial interests covered by the 
section.


However, the power of exemption 
may be exercised in this situation if the 
special Government employee renders 
advice of a general nature from which 
no preference or advantage over others 
might be gained by any particular 
person or organization. Thé power of 
exemption may also be exercised where 
the financial interests involved are 
minimal in value.


§ 73.735-1004. Requesting waivers or 
exemptions.


(a) A consultant may present in 
writing to the official for whom he or she 
provides services requests for the 
waivers or exemptions specified in
§ 73.735-1003. That official will take, or 
refer the request for, action as 
appropriate, and will see that the 
employee receives advice or decision on 
his or her request.


(b) A file of all waivers or exemptions 
granted shall be maintained in such 
manner that information can be given 
promptly on individual cases or 
statistics provided upon request. 
Generally, these records, together with 
written advice given in connection with 
less formal requests concerning 
questions of ethical standards, are kept 
with the employee’s statement of 
employment and financial interests or 
financial disclosure report (§ 73.735- 
1006).


§ 73.735-1005. Salary from two sources.
Special government employees are not 


subject to 18 U.S.C. 209 which prohibits 
other employees from receiving any 
salary, or supplementation of 
Government salary, from a private 
source as a compensation for services to 
the Government. This Department will 
not knowingly pay per diem to a 
consultant who also receives per diem 
pay for the same day from another 
Government agency (in or outside the 
Department). Erroneous payments in 
contravention of this provision will be 
subject to collection, and any consultant 
who willfully collects double payments 
may be barred from further employment.


§ 73.735-1006. Reporting financial 
interests.


(a) Consultants who will work more 
than 60 days in a calendar year are 
subject to the provisions of title II of the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978 when 
their rate of pay is equal to or greater 
than the basic rate for GS-16, Step 1. 
Such consultants are coveted by the


reporting requirements of § 73.735-901 of 
these regulations.


(b) Consultants not subject to the 
Ethics in Government Act shall file 
statements of financial interests as 
provided by § 73.735-902 of these 
regulations.


§73.735-1007. Political activity.
Consultants who serve intermittently 


are subject to the political activity 
restrictions of subchapter III of Chapter 
73 of title 5 U.S.C. and Civil Service Rule 
IV only on days on which service is 
rendered and then for the entire 24 
hours of such service day. Other 
consultants are subject to these 
restrictions at all times.


Subpart K—Special Government 
Employees Other Than Consultants


§ 73.735-1101. General provision.
Individuals who are designated as 


special Government employees because 
of the nature of their services but who 
are not serving as a consultant, expert, 
or advisory committee member are 
subject to the provisions of Sqbparts B 
through I of these regulations. However, 
the provisions of 18 U.S.C. 205, 206,207, 
and 208 apply to them only as described 
in Subpart J. Also, the limitation in 
§ 73.735-r701(f) on the amount of an 
honorarium that may be received does 
not apply.


Subpart L—Disciplinary Action


§ 73.735-1201 General provisions.
(a) Violation of the regulations 


contained in this Part may be cause for 
disciplinary action which could be in 
addition to any penalty prescribed by 
law.


(b) The type of disciplinary action to 
be taken must be determined in relation 
to the specific violation. Those 
responsible for recommending and for 
taking disciplinary action must apply 
judgment to each case, taking into 
account the general objectives of 
meeting any requirements of law, 
deterring similar offenses by the 
employee and other employees, and 
maintaining high standards of employee 
conduct and public confidence. Some 
types of disciplinary action which may
be considered are:


(1) Admonishment
(2) Written reprimand
(3) Reassignment
(4) Suspension
(5) Demotion
(6) Removal
(c) Suspension, demotion, and 


removal are adverse actions; and when 
such actions are taken, applicable laws, 
regulations, and policies must be 
followed.
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Subpart M—Reporting Violations


§ 73.735-1301 Responsibility for reporting 
possible criminal violations.


An employee who has information 
which he or she reasonably believes 
indicates a possible offense against the 
United States by an employee of the 
Department, or any other individual 
working on behalf of the Departments 
shall immediately report such 
information to his or her supervisor, any 
management official, or directly to the 
Office of the Inspector General.
Offenses covered by the preceding 
sentence include, but are not limited to, 
bribery, fraud, perjury, conflict of 
interest, misuse of funds, equipment, or 
facilities, and other conduct by a 
government officer or employee, 
grantee, contractor or other person 
which is prohibited by title 18 of the 
United States Code. Employees and 
supervisors should refer to chapter 5-10 
of the Department’s General 
Administration Manual for procedures 
regarding the reporting and handling of 
such information.


§ 73.735-1302 Responsibility for reporting 
allegations of misconduct


An employee who has information 
which he or she reasonably believes 
indicates the existence of an activity 
constituting (1) a possible violation of a 
rule or regulation of the Department; or
(2) mismanagement, a gross waste of 
funds, or abuse of authority; or (3) a 
substantial and specific danger to the 
public health and safety, shall 
immediately report such information to 
his or her supervisor, any management 
official of tihe Department, or directly to 
the Office of the Inspector General. 
Employees and supervisors should refer 
to chapter 5-10 of the Department’s 
General Administration Manual for 
procedures regarding the reporting and 
handling of such information. This 
subsection does not cover employee 
grievances, equal employment 
opportunity complaints, classification 
appeals, or other matters for which a 
formal government-wide review system 
has been established by the Federal 
government.


§ 73.735-1303 Prohibition of reprisals.
(a) Any employee who has authority 


to take, direct others to take, 
recommend, or approve any personnel 
action, shall not, with respect to such 
authority, take or threaten to take any 
action against any employee as a 
reprisal for making a complaint or 
providing any information pursuant to 
§ 73.735-1301 and 1302. If the complaint 
was made or the information was 
disclosed with the knowledge that it


was false, or with willful disregard of its 
truth or falsity, any personnel action 
taken against the employee based on 
those reasons would not constitute a 
reprisal action.


(b) An employee who believes that he 
or she has been threatened with a 
personnel action, any other action, or 
harassment or has been harmed by any 
action as a reprisal for having made a 
complaint or providing information 
pursuant to § 73.735-1301 or 1302 may 
request the Office of the Inspector 
General to review his or her allegations. 
Whenever the Inspector General has 
reason to believe that the allegations 
may be true, he or she will refer the 
matter to the Assistant Secretary for 
Personnel Administration for 
appropriate action. The Assistant 
Secretary for Personnel Administration 
may order a stay of any personnel 
action if he or she determines that there 
are reasonable grounds to believe that 
the personnel action is being taken as a 
reprisal for making a complaint or 
providing information pursuant to 
§73.735-1301 or 1302.


§ 73.735-1304 Referral of matters arising 
under the standards of this part


(a) The Department Ethics Counselor 
may refer to the Inspector General for 
investigation and/or further action any 
matter arising under the standards of 
this Part.


(b) Hie Department Ethics Counselor 
may refer to the Office of Government 
Ethics, or the Inspector General may 
refer to the Department of Justice, 
suspected violations of the criminal 
laws regarding employee standards of 
conduct and conflicts of interest.


Subpart N—Conduct and 
Responsibilities of Former Employees


§ 73,735-1401 Prohibitions against post* 
employment conflicts of interest


(a) The purpose of criminal 
prohibition in 18 U.S.C. 207 is to prevent 
the unfair use of inside knowledge or 
influence that results from Federal 
service. 18 U.S.C. 207 generally prohibits 
a former employee from acting as 
another person’s representative to the 
Government in particular matters 
involving a specific party or parties in 
which the employee had been involved 
while in Federal service. This 
prohibition does not require a former 
employee to decline employment with 
any organization regardless of his or her 
dealings with that organization while 
employed by the Government. It applies 
solely to activities, not the mere 
existence of an employment 
arrangement.


\


(b) The Office of Government Ethics, 
Office of Personnel Management, has 
issued Government-wide regulations 
covering post-employment conflict of 
interest (5 CFR Part 737). Those 
regulations are incorporated herein by 
referenoe, and they are available for 
review in personnel offices throughout 
the Department.
[FR Doc. 81-2342 Filed 1-22-81:8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4110-12-M


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION


49 CFR Part 1331
[Ex Parte No. 297 (Sub-No. 5)]


Motor Carrier Rate Bureaus; 
Implementation of Pub. L. 96-296


a g e n c y : Interstate Commerce 
Commission.
a c tio n : Notice of Extension of Effective 
Date of Final Standards.
s u m m a r y : By notice of decision 
published in the Federal Register on 
December 31,1980, (45 FR 86736), the 
Commission issued standards for motor 
carrier rate bureau activities. These 
standards were effective on Federal 
Register publication. The Commission is 
extending the effective date of these 
standards to February 2,1981.
In the Federal Register of January 22, 
1981, the Commission is extending the 
date for filing new or amended 
agreements and the effective date of the 
final rules.
d a t e : The effective date of the final 
standards is now February 2,1981.
FOR FURTHER INFO RM ATION CONTACT: 
Richard B. Felder or Jane F. Mackall, 
(202) 275-7656.


Decided: January 14,1981.
By the Commission, Darius W. Gaskins, Jr., 


Chairman.
Agatha L. Mergenovich,
Secretary.
(FR Doc. 81-2340 Filed 1-22-81; 8:45 am]
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 The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271-1287) as set forth herein consists of Public Law 90-542


(October 2, 1968) and amendments thereto.


1


Wild & Scenic Rivers Act


An Act1


To provide for a National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and for other purposes.


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, that


SECTION 1.


(a) This Act may be cited as the “Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.”


(b)   It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States that certain selected rivers of
the Nation which, with their immediate environments, possess outstandingly remarkable
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values,
shall be preserved in free-flowing condition, and that they and their immediate environments
shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations.  The
Congress declares that the established national policy of dam and other construction at
appropriate sections of the rivers of the United States needs to be complemented by a policy
that would preserve other selected rivers or sections thereof in their free-flowing condition
to protect the water quality of such rivers and to fulfill other vital national conservation
purposes.


(c)   The purpose of this Act is to implement this policy by instituting a national wild and
scenic rivers system, by designating the initial components of that system, and by prescribing
the methods by which and standards according to which additional components may be
added to the system from time to time.


SECTION 2.


(a)  The national wild and scenic rivers system shall comprise rivers
(i)  that are authorized for inclusion therein by Act of Congress, or
(ii)   that are designated as wild, scenic or recreational rivers by or pursuant to an act of
the legislature of the State or States through which they flow, that are to be permanently
administered as wild, scenic or recreational rivers by an agency or political subdivision
of the State or States concerned, that are found by the Secretary of the Interior, upon
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application of the Governor of the State or the Governors of the States concerned, or a
person or persons thereunto duly appointed by him or them, to meet the criteria
established in this Act and such criteria supplementary thereto as he may prescribe, and
that are approved by him for inclusion in the system, including, upon application of the
Governor of the State concerned, the Allagash Wilderness Waterway, Maine; that
segment of the Wolf River, Wisconsin, which flows through Langlade County and that
segment of the New River in North Carolina extending from its confluence with Dog
Creek downstream approximately 26.5 miles to the Virginia State line.


Upon receipt of an application under clause (ii) of this subsection, the Secretary shall notify
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and publish such application in the Federal
Register.  Each river designated under clause (ii) shall be administered by the State or
political subdivision thereof without expense to the United States other than for
administration and management of federally owned lands.  For purposes of the preceding
sentence, amounts made available to any State or political subdivision under the Land and
Water Conservation [Fund] Act of 1965 or any other provision of law shall not be treated as
an expense to the United States.  Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to provide for
the transfer to, or administration by, a State or local authority of any federally owned lands
which are within the boundaries of any river included within the system under clause (ii).


(b)  A wild, scenic or recreational river area eligible to be included in the system is a
free-flowing stream and the related adjacent land area that possesses one or more of the
values referred to in Section 1, subsection (b) of this Act.  Every wild, scenic or recreational
river in its free-flowing condition, or upon restoration to this condition, shall be considered
eligible for inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system and, if included, shall be
classified, designated, and administered as one of the following:


(1) Wild river areas -- Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free of impoundments
and generally inaccessible except by trail, with watersheds or shorelines essentially
primitive and waters unpolluted.  These represent vestiges of primitive America.
(2) Scenic river areas -- Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free of impoundments,
with shorelines or watersheds still largely primitive and shorelines largely undeveloped,
but accessible in places by roads.
(3)   Recreational river areas -- Those rivers or sections of rivers that are readily
accessible by road or railroad, that may have some development along their shorelines,
and that may have undergone some impoundment or diversion in the past.


SECTION 3.


(a) The following rivers and the land adjacent thereto are hereby designated as components
of the national wild and scenic rivers system:
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[List of designated rivers omitted.  Please see following list.]


(b)   The agency charged with the administration of each component of the national wild and
scenic rivers system designated by subsection (a) of this section shall, within one year from
the date of designation of such component under subsection (a) (except where a different date
is provided in subsection (a)), establish detailed boundaries therefore (which boundaries shall
include an average of not more than 320 acres of land per mile measured from the ordinary
high water mark on both sides of the river); and determine which of the classes outlined in
section 2, subsection (b), of this Act best fit the river or its various segments.  Notice of the
availability of the boundaries and classification, and of subsequent boundary amendments
shall be published in the Federal Register and shall not become effective until ninety days
after they have been forwarded to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House
of Representatives.


(c)  Maps of all boundaries and descriptions of the classifications of designated river
segments, and subsequent amendments to such boundaries, shall be available for public
inspection in the offices of the administering agency in the District of Columbia and in
locations convenient to the designated river.


(d) (1)  For rivers designated on or after January 1, 1986, the Federal agency charged with
the administration of each component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
shall prepare a comprehensive management plan for such river segment to provide for
the protection of the river values.  The plan shall address resource protection,
development of lands and facilities, user capacities, and other management practices
necessary or desirable to achieve the purposes of this Act.  The plan shall be coordinated
with and may be incorporated into resource management planning for affected adjacent
Federal lands.  The plan shall be prepared, after consultation with State and local
governments and the interested public within 3 full fiscal years after the date of
designation.  Notice of the completion and availability of such plans shall be published
in the Federal Register.
(2)  For rivers designated before January 1, 1986, all boundaries, classifications, and
plans shall be reviewed for conformity within the requirements of this subsection within
10 years through regular agency planning processes.


SECTION 4.


(a) The Secretary of the Interior or, where national forest lands are involved, the Secretary
of Agriculture or, in appropriate cases, the two Secretaries jointly shall study and submit to
the President reports on the suitability or nonsuitability for addition to the national wild and
scenic rivers system of rivers which are designated herein or hereafter by the Congress as
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potential additions to such system.  The President shall report to the Congress his
recommendations and proposals with respect to the designation of each such river or section
thereof under this Act.  Such studies shall be completed and such reports shall be made to
the Congress with respect to all rivers named in subparagraphs 5(a) (1) through (27) of this
Act no later than October 2, 1978.  In conducting these studies the Secretary of the Interior
and the Secretary of Agriculture shall give priority to those rivers


(i)  with respect to which there is the greatest likelihood of developments which, if
undertaken, would render the rivers unsuitable for inclusion in the national wild and
scenic rivers system, and
(ii)  which possess the greatest proportion of private lands within their areas.  Every such
study and plan shall be coordinated with any water resources planning involving the same
river which is being conducted pursuant to the Water Resources Planning Act (79 Stat.
244; 42 U.S.C. 1962 et seq.).  Each report, including maps and illustrations, shall show
among other things the area included within the report; the characteristics which do or
do not make the area a worthy addition to the system; the current status of land
ownership and use in the area; the reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and
water which would be enhanced, foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included in the
national wild and scenic rivers system; the Federal agency (which in the case of a river
which is wholly or substantially within a national forest, shall be the Department of
Agriculture) by which it is proposed the area, should it be added to the system, be
administered; the extent to which it is proposed that such administration, including the
costs thereof, be shared by State and local agencies; and the estimated cost to the United
States of acquiring necessary lands and interests in land and of administering the area,
should it be added to the system.  Each such report shall be printed as a Senate or House
document.


(b)   Before submitting any such report to the President and the Congress, copies of the
proposed report shall, unless it was prepared jointly by the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Agriculture, be submitted by the Secretary of the Interior to the Secretary of
Agriculture or by the Secretary of Agriculture to the Secretary of the Interior, as the case may
be, and to the Secretary of the Army, the Chairman of the Federal Power Commission, the
head of any other affected Federal department or agency and, unless the lands proposed to
be included in the area are already owned by the United States or have already been
authorized for acquisition by Act of Congress, the Governor of the State or States in which
they are located or an officer designated by the Governor to receive the same.  Any
recommendations or comments on the proposal which the said officials furnish the Secretary
or Secretaries who prepared the report within ninety days of the date on which the report is
submitted to them, together with the Secretary’s or Secretaries’ comments thereon, shall be
included with the transmittal to the President and the Congress.
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(c)  Before approving or disapproving for inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers
system any river designated as a wild, scenic or recreational river by or pursuant to an act of
the State legislature, the Secretary of the Interior shall submit the proposal to the Secretary
of Agriculture, the Secretary of the Army, the Chairman of the Federal Power Commission,
and the head of any other affected Federal department or agency and shall evaluate and give
due weight to any recommendations or comments which the said officials furnish him within
ninety days of the date on which it is submitted to them. If he approves the proposed
inclusion, he shall publish notice thereof in the Federal Register.


(d)  The boundaries of any river proposed in section 5(a) of this Act for potential addition
to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System shall generally comprise that area measured
within one-quarter mile from the ordinary high water mark on each side of the river.  In the
case of any designated river, prior to publication of boundaries pursuant to section 3(b) of
this Act, the boundaries also shall comprise the same area.  This subsection shall not be
construed to limit the possible scope of the study report to address areas which may lie more
than one-quarter mile from the ordinary high water mark on each side of the river.


SECTION 5.


(a)  The following rivers are hereby designated for potential addition to the national wild and
scenic rivers system:


[List of study rivers and study periods is omitted.  If you need the list,
please contact a Council member.]


(c) The study of any of said rivers shall be pursued in as close cooperation with appropriate
agencies of the affected State and its political subdivisions as possible, shall be carried on
jointly with such agencies if request for such joint study is made by the State, and shall
include a determination of the degree to which the State or its political subdivisions might
participate in the preservation and administration of the river should it be proposed for
inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system.


(d) (1)  In all planning for the use and development of water and related land resources,
consideration shall be given by all Federal agencies involved to potential national wild,
scenic and recreational river areas, and all river basin and project plan reports submitted
to the Congress shall consider and discuss any such potentials.  The Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture shall make specific studies and investigations
to determine which additional wild, scenic and recreational river areas within the United
States shall be evaluated in planning reports by all Federal agencies as potential
alternative uses of the water and related land resources involved.
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(2)  The Congress finds that the Secretary of the Interior, in preparing the Nationwide
Rivers Inventory as a specific study for possible additions to the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System, identified the Upper Klamath River from below the John Boyle
Dam to the Oregon-California State line.  The Secretary, acting through the Bureau of
Land Management, is authorized under this subsection to complete a study of the
eligibility and suitability of such segment for potential addition to the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System.  Such study shall be completed, and a report containing the results
of the study shall be submitted to Congress by April 1, 1990.  Nothing in this paragraph
shall affect the authority or responsibilities of any other Federal agency with respect to
activities or action on this segment and its immediate environment.


SECTION 6.


(a) (1)  The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture are each authorized to
acquire lands and interests in land within the authorized boundaries of any component
of the national wild and scenic rivers system designated in section 3 of this Act, or
hereafter designated for inclusion in the system by Act of Congress, which is
administered by him, but he shall not acquire fee title to an average of more than 100
acres per mile on both sides of the river.  Lands owned by a State may be acquired only
by donation or by exchange in accordance with the subsection (d) of this section.  Lands
owned by an Indian tribe or a political subdivision of a State may not be acquired without
the consent of the appropriate governing body thereof as long as the Indian tribe or
political subdivision is following a plan for management and protection of the lands
which the Secretary finds protects the land and assures its use for purposes consistent
with this Act.  Money appropriated for Federal purposes from the land and water
conservation fund shall, without prejudice to the use of appropriations from other
sources, be available to Federal departments and agencies for the acquisition of property
for the purposes of this Act.
(2)  When a tract of land lies partially within and partially outside the boundaries of a
component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the appropriate Secretary
may, with the consent of the landowners for the portion outside the boundaries, acquire
the entire tract.  The land or interest therein so acquired outside the boundaries shall not
be counted against the average one-hundred-acre-per-mile fee title limitation of
subsection (a)(1).  The lands or interests therein outside such boundaries, shall be
disposed of, consistent with existing authorities of law, by sale, lease, or exchange.


(b)   If 50 per centum or more of the entire acreage outside the ordinary high water mark on
both sides of the river within a federally administered wild, scenic or recreational river area
is owned in fee title by the United States, by the State or States within which it lies, or by
political subdivisions of those States, neither Secretary shall acquire fee title to any lands by







The Wild & Scenic Rivers Act


7


condemnation under authority of this Act.  Nothing contained in this section, however, shall
preclude the use of condemnation when necessary to clear title or to acquire scenic easements
or such other easements as are reasonably necessary to give the public access to the river and
to permit its members to traverse the length of the area or of selected segments thereof.


(c)  Neither the Secretary of the Interior nor the Secretary of Agriculture may acquire lands
by condemnation, for the purpose of including such lands in any national wild, scenic or
recreational river area, if such lands are located within any incorporated city, village or
borough which has in force and applicable to such lands a duly adopted, valid zoning
ordinance that conforms with the purposes of this Act.  In order to carry out the provisions
of this subsection the appropriate Secretary shall issue guidelines, specifying standards for
local zoning ordinances, which are consistent with the purposes of this Act.  The standards
specified in such guidelines shall have the object of (A) prohibiting new commercial or
industrial uses other than commercial or industrial uses which are consistent with the
purposes of this Act, and (B) the protection of the bank lands by means of acreage, frontage,
and setback requirements on development.


(d)  The appropriate Secretary is authorized to accept title to non-Federal property within the
authorized boundaries of any federally administered component of the national wild and
scenic rivers system designated in section 3 of this Act or hereafter designated for inclusion
in the system by Act of Congress and, in exchange therefore, convey to the grantor any
federally owned property which is under his jurisdiction within the State in which the
component lies and which he classifies as suitable for exchange or other disposal.  The
values of the properties so exchanged either shall be approximately equal or, if they are not
approximately equal, shall be equalized by the payment of cash to the grantor or to the
Secretary as the circumstances require.


(e)  The head of any Federal department or agency having administrative jurisdiction over
any lands or interests in land within the authorized boundaries of any federally administered
component of the national wild and scenic rivers system designated in section 3 of this Act
or hereafter designated for inclusion in the system by Act of Congress is authorized to
transfer to the appropriate Secretary jurisdiction over such lands for administration in
accordance with the provisions of this Act.  Lands acquired by or transferred to the Secretary
of Agriculture for the purposes of this Act within or adjacent to a national forest shall upon
such acquisition or transfer become national forest lands.


(f)  The appropriate Secretary is authorized to accept donations of lands and interests in land,
funds, and other property for use in connection with his administration of the national wild
and scenic rivers system.
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(g) (1)  Any owner or owners (hereinafter in this subsection referred to as “owner”) of
improved property on the date of its acquisition, may retain for themselves and their
successors or assigns a right of use and occupancy of the improved property for
noncommercial residential purposes for a definite term not to exceed twenty-five years,
or in lieu thereof, for a term ending at the death of the owner, or the death of his spouse,
or the death of either or both of them.  The owner shall elect the term to be reserved.  The
appropriate Secretary shall pay to the owner the fair market value of the property on the
date of such acquisition less the fair market value on such a date retained by the owner.
(2)  A right of use and occupancy retained pursuant to this subsection shall be subject to
termination whenever the appropriate Secretary is given reasonable cause to find that
such use and occupancy is being exercised in a manner which conflicts with the purposes
of this Act.  In the event of such a finding, the Secretary shall tender to the holder of that
right an amount equal to the fair market value of that portion of the right which remains
unexpired on the date of termination.  Such right of use or occupancy shall terminate by
operation of law upon tender of the fair market price.
(3)  The term “improved property,” as used in this Act, means a detached, one-family
dwelling (hereinafter referred to as “dwelling”), the construction of which was begun
before January 1, 1967, (except where a different date is specifically provided by law
with respect to any particular river), together with so much of the land on which the
dwelling is situated, the said land being in the same ownership as the dwelling, as the
appropriate Secretary shall designate to be reasonably necessary for the enjoyment of the
dwelling for the sole purpose of noncommercial residential use, together with any
structures accessory to the dwelling which are situated on the land so designated.


SECTION 7.


(a)  The Federal Power Commission shall not license the construction of any dam, water
conduit, reservoir, powerhouse, transmission line, or other project works under the Federal
Power Act (41 Stat. 1063), as amended (16 U.S.C. 791a et seq.), on or directly affecting any
river which is designated in section 3 of this Act as a component of the national wild and
scenic rivers system or which is hereafter designated for inclusion in that system, and no
department or agency of the United States shall assist by loan, grant, license, or otherwise
in the construction of any water resources project that would have a direct and adverse effect
on the values for which such river was established, as determined by the Secretary charged
with its administration.  Nothing contained in the foregoing sentence, however, shall
preclude licensing of, or assistance to, developments below or above a wild, scenic or
recreational river area or on any stream tributary thereto which will not invade the area or
unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in the
area on the date of designation of a river as a component of the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.  No department or agency of the United States shall recommend authorization
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of any water resources project that would have a direct and adverse effect on the values for
which such river was established, as determined by the Secretary charged with its
administration, or request appropriations to begin construction of any such project, whether
heretofore or hereafter authorized, without advising the Secretary of the Interior or the
Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may be, in writing of its intention so to do at least sixty
days in advance, and without specifically reporting to the Congress in writing at the time it
makes its recommendation or request in what respect construction of such project would be
in conflict with the purposes of this Act and would effect the component and the values to
be protected by it under this Act.  Any license heretofore or hereafter issued by the Federal
Power Commission affecting the New River of North Carolina shall continue to be effective
only for that portion of the river which is not included in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System pursuant to section 2 of this Act and no project or undertaking so licensed
shall be permitted to invade, inundate or otherwise adversely affect such river segment.


(b)  The Federal Power Commission shall not license the construction of any dam, water
conduit, reservoir, powerhouse, transmission line, or other project works under the Federal
Power Act, as amended, on or directly affecting any river which is listed in section 5,
subsection (a), of this Act, and no department or agency of the United States shall assist by
loan, grant, license, or otherwise in the construction of any water resources project that
would have a direct and adverse effect on the values for which such river might be
designated, as determined by the Secretary responsible for its study or approval --


(i) during the ten-year period following enactment of this Act or for a three complete
fiscal year period following any Act of Congress designating any river for potential
addition to the national wild and scenic rivers system, whichever is later, unless, prior
to the expiration of the relevant period, the Secretary of the Interior and where national
forest lands are involved, the Secretary of Agriculture, on the basis of study, determine
that such river should not be included in the national wild and scenic rivers system and
notify the Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs of the United States Congress, in
writing, including a copy of the study upon which the determination was made, at least
one hundred and eighty days while Congress is in session prior to publishing notice to
that effect in the Federal Register: Provided, That if any Act designating any river or
rivers for potential addition to the national wild and scenic rivers system provides a
period for the study or studies which exceeds such three complete fiscal year period the
period provided for in such Act shall be substituted for the three complete fiscal year
period in the provisions of this clause (i); and
(ii)  during such interim period from the date a report is due and the time a report is
actually submitted to the Congress; and 
(iii)  during such additional period thereafter as, in the case of any river the report for
which is submitted to the President and the Congress for inclusion in the national wild
and scenic rivers system, is necessary for congressional consideration thereof or, in the
case of any river recommended to the Secretary of the Interior under section 2(a)(ii) of
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this Act, is necessary for the secretary’s consideration thereof, which additional period,
however, shall not exceed three years in the first case and one year in the second.


Nothing contained in the foregoing sentence, however, shall preclude licensing of, or
assistance to, developments below or above a potential wild, scenic or recreational river area
or on any stream tributary thereto which will not invade the area or diminish the scenic,
recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in the potential wild, scenic or recreational
river area on the date of designation of a river for study as provided in section 5 of this Act.
No department or agency of the United States shall, during the periods hereinbefore
specified, recommend authorization of any water resources project on any such river or
request appropriations to begin construction of any such project, whether heretofore or
hereafter authorized, without advising the Secretary of the Interior and, where national forest
lands are involved, the  Secretary of Agriculture in writing of its intention so to do at least
sixty days in advance of doing so and without specifically reporting to the Congress in
writing at the time it makes its recommendation or request in what respect construction of
such project would be in conflict with the purposes of this Act and would affect the
component and the values to be protected by it under this Act.


(c)  The Federal Power Commission and all other Federal agencies shall, promptly upon
enactment of this Act, inform the Secretary of the Interior and, where national forest lands
are involved, the Secretary of Agriculture, of any proceedings, studies, or other activities
within their jurisdiction which are now in progress and which affect or may affect any of the
rivers specified in section 5, subsection (a), of this Act.  They shall likewise inform him of
any such proceedings, studies, or other activities which are hereafter commenced or resumed
before they are commenced or resumed.


(d)  Nothing in this section with respect to the making of a loan or grant shall apply to grants
made under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (78 Stat. 897; 16 U.S.C.
4601-5 et seq.).


SECTION 8.


(a)  All public lands within the authorized boundaries of any component of the national wild
and scenic rivers system which is designated in section 3 of this Act or which is hereafter
designated for inclusion in that system are hereby withdrawn from entry, sale, or other
disposition under the public land laws of the United States.  This subsection shall not be
construed to limit the authorities granted in section 6(d) or section 14A of this Act.


(b)  All public lands which constitute the bed or bank, or are within one-quarter mile of the
bank, of any river which is listed in section 5, subsection (a), of this Act are hereby
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withdrawn from entry, sale, or other disposition under the public land laws of the United
States for the periods specified in section 7, subsection (b), of this Act.  Notwithstanding the
foregoing provisions of this subsection or any other provision of this Act, subject only to
valid existing rights, including valid Native selection rights under the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act, all public lands which constitute the bed or bank, or are within an area
extending two miles from the bank of the river channel on both sides of the river segments
referred to in paragraphs (77) through (88) of section 5(a) are hereby withdrawn from entry,
sale, State selection or other disposition under the public land laws of the Unites States for
the periods specified in section 7(b) of this Act.


SECTION 9.


(a)  Nothing in this Act shall affect the applicability of the United States mining and mineral
leasing laws within components of the national wild and scenic rivers system except that --


(i) all prospecting, mining operations, and other activities on mining claims which, in the
case of a component of the system designated in section 3 of this Act, have not heretofore
been perfected or which, in the case of a component hereafter designated pursuant to this
Act or any other Act of Congress, are not perfected before its inclusion in the system and
all mining operations and other activities under a mineral lease, license, or permit issued
or renewed after inclusion of a component in the system shall be subject to such
regulations as the Secretary of the Interior or, in the case of national forest lands, the
Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe to effectuate the purposes of this Act; 
(ii)   subject to valid existing rights, the perfection of, or issuance of a patent to, any
mining claim affecting lands within the system shall confer or convey a right or title only
to the mineral deposits and such rights only to the use of the surface and the surface
resources as are  reasonably required to carrying on prospecting or mining operations and
are consistent with such regulations as may be prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior,
or in the case of national forest lands, by the Secretary of Agriculture; and
(iii)   subject to valid existing rights, the minerals in Federal lands which are part of the
system and constitute the bed or bank or are situated within one-quarter mile of the bank
of any river designated a wild river under this Act or any subsequent Act are hereby
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the mining laws and from operation of
the mineral leasing laws including, in both cases, amendments thereto.


Regulations issued pursuant to paragraphs (i) and (ii) of this subsection shall, among other
things, provide safeguards against pollution of the river involved and unnecessary
impairment of the scenery within the components in question.


(b)  The minerals in any Federal lands which constitute the bed or bank or are situated within
one-quarter mile of the bank of any river which is listed in section 5, subsection (a) of this
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Act are hereby withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the mining laws during the
periods specified in section 7, subsection (b) of this Act.  Nothing contained in this
subsection shall be construed to forbid prospecting or the issuance of leases, licenses, and
permits under the mineral leasing laws subject to such conditions as the Secretary of the
Interior and, in the case of national forest lands, the Secretary of Agriculture find appropriate
to safeguard the area in the event it is subsequently included in the system.  Notwithstanding
the foregoing provisions of this subsection or any other provision of this Act, all public lands
which constitute the bed or bank, or are within an area extending two miles from the bank
of the river channel on both sides of the river segments referred to in paragraphs (77) through
(88) of section 5(a), are hereby withdrawn, subject to valid existing rights, from all forms of
appropriation under the mining laws and from operation of the mineral leasing laws
including, in both cases, amendments thereto, during the periods specified in section 7(b) of
this Act.


SECTION 10.


(a)  Each component of the national wild and scenic rivers system shall be administered in
such manner as to protect and enhance the values which caused it to be included in said
system without, insofar as is consistent therewith, limiting other uses that do not substantially
interfere with public use and enjoyment of these values.  In such administration primary
emphasis shall be given to protecting its esthetic, scenic, historic, archaeologic, and scientific
features.  Management plans for any such component may establish varying degrees of
intensity for its protection and development, based on the special attributes of the area.


(b)  Any portion of a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system that is within
the national wilderness preservation system, as established by or pursuant to the Act of
September 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C., ch. 23), shall be subject to the provisions of both
the Wilderness Act and this Act with respect to preservation of such river and its immediate
environment, and in case of conflict between the provisions of these Acts the more restrictive
provisions shall apply.


(c)   Any component of the national wild and scenic rivers system that is administered by the
Secretary of the Interior through the National Park Service shall become a part of the national
park system, and any such component that is administered by the Secretary through the Fish
and Wildlife Service shall become a part of the national wildlife refuge system.  The lands
involved shall be subject to the provisions of this Act and the Acts under which the national
park system or national wildlife refuge system, as the case may be, is administered, and in
case of conflict between the provisions of these Acts, the more restrictive provisions shall
apply.  The Secretary of the Interior, in his administration of any component of the national
wild and scenic rivers system, may utilize such general statutory authorities relating to areas
of the national park system and such general statutory authorities otherwise available to him
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for recreation and preservation purposes and for the conservation and management of natural
resources as he deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act.


(d)  The Secretary of Agriculture, in his administration of any component of the national wild
and scenic rivers system area, may utilize the general statutory authorities relating to the
national forests in such manner as he deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act.


(e)  The Federal agency charged with the administration of any component of the national
wild and scenic rivers system may enter into written cooperative agreements with the
Governor of a State, the head of any State agency, or the appropriate official of a political
subdivision of a State for State or local governmental participation in the administration of
the component.  The States and their political subdivisions shall be encouraged to cooperate
in the planning and administration of components of the system which include or adjoin
State-or county-owned lands.


SECTION 11.


(a)  The Secretary of the Interior shall encourage and assist the states to consider, in
formulating and carrying out their comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plans and
proposals for financing assistance for State and local projects submitted pursuant to the Land
and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (78 Stat. 897), needs and opportunities for estab-
lishing State and local wild, scenic and recreational river areas.


(b) (1)  The Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, or the head of any other
Federal agency, shall assist, advise, and cooperate with States or their political
subdivisions, landowners, private organizations, or individuals to plan, protect, and
manage river resources.  Such assistance, advice and cooperation may be through written
agreements or otherwise.  This authority applies within or outside a federally
administered area and applies to rivers which are components of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System and to other rivers.  Any agreement under this subsection may
include provisions for limited financial or other assistance to encourage participation in
the acquisition, protection, and management of river resources.
(2)  Wherever appropriate in furtherance of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Secretary of the Interior are authorized and encouraged to utilize the following:


(A)  For activities on federally owned land, the Volunteers in the Parks Act of 1969
(16 U.S.C. 18g-j) and the Volunteers in the Forest Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C.
558a-558d).
(B) For activities on all other lands, section 6 of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 1965 (relating to the development of statewide comprehensive outdoor
recreation plans). 
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(3)   For purposes of this subsection, the appropriate Secretary or the head of any Federal
agency may utilize and make available Federal facilities, equipment, tools and technical
assistance to volunteers and volunteer organizations, subject to such limitations and
restrictions as the appropriate Secretary or the head of any Federal agency deems
necessary or desirable.
(4)   No permit or other authorization provided for under provision of any other Federal
law shall be conditioned on the existence of any agreement provided for in this section.


SECTION 12.


(a)  The Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the head of any other
Federal department or agency having jurisdiction over any lands which include, border upon,
or are adjacent to, any river included within the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System or
under consideration for such inclusion, in accordance with section 2(a)(ii), 3(a), or 5(a), shall
take such action respecting management policies, regulations, contracts, plans, affecting such
lands, following the date of enactment of this sentence, as may be necessary to protect such
rivers in accordance with the purposes of this Act.  Such Secretary or other department or
agency head shall, where appropriate, enter into written cooperative agreements with the
appropriate State or local official for the planning, administration, and management of
Federal lands which are within the boundaries of any rivers for which approval has been
granted under section 2(a)(ii).  Particular attention shall be given to scheduled timber
harvesting, road construction, and similar activities which might be contrary to the purposes
of this Act.


(b)   Nothing in this section shall be construed to abrogate any existing rights, privileges, or
contracts affecting Federal lands held by any private party without the consent of said party.


(c)  The head of any agency administering a component of the national wild and scenic rivers
system shall cooperate with the Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency and with
the appropriate State water pollution control agencies for the purpose of eliminating or
diminishing the pollution of waters of the river.


SECTION 13.


(a)  Nothing in this Act shall affect the jurisdiction or responsibilities of the States with
respect to fish and wildlife.  Hunting and fishing shall be permitted on lands and waters
administered as parts of the system under applicable State and Federal laws and regulations
unless, in the case of hunting, those lands or waters are within a national park or monument.
The administering Secretary may, however, designate zones where, and establish periods
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when, no hunting is permitted for reasons of public safety, administration, or public use and
enjoyment and shall issue appropriate regulations after consultation with the wildlife agency
of the State or States affected.


(b) The jurisdiction of the States and the United States over waters of any stream included
in the national wild, scenic or recreational river area shall be determined by established
principles of law.  Under the provisions of this Act, any taking by the United States of a
water right which is vested under either State or Federal law at the time such river is included
in the national wild and scenic rivers system shall entitle the owner thereof to just
compensation.  Nothing in this Act shall constitute an express or implied claim or denial on
the part of the Federal Government as to exemption from State water laws.


(c)  Designation of any stream or portion thereof as a national wild, scenic or recreational
river area shall not be construed as a reservation of the waters of such streams for purposes
other than those specified in this Act, or in quantities greater than necessary to accomplish
these purposes.


(d)  The jurisdiction of the States over waters of any stream included in a national wild,
scenic or recreational river area shall be unaffected by this Act to the extent that such
jurisdiction may be exercised without impairing the purposes of this Act or its
administration.


(e)  Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to alter, amend, repeal, interpret,
modify, or be in conflict with any interstate compact made by any States which contain any
portion of the national wild and scenic rivers system.


(f)  Nothing in this Act shall affect existing rights of any State, including the right of access,
with respect to the beds of navigable streams, tributaries, or rivers (or segments thereof)
located in a national wild, scenic or recreational river area.


(g)  The Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may be, may
grant easements and rights-of-way upon, over, under, across, or through any component of
the national wild and scenic rivers system in accordance with the laws applicable to the
national park system and the national forest system, respectively:  Provided, That any
conditions precedent to granting such easements and rights-of-way shall be related to the
policy and purpose of this Act.
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SECTION 14.


The claim and allowance of the value of an easement as a charitable contribution under
section 170 of title 26, United States Code, or as a gift under section 2522 of said title shall
constitute an agreement by the donor on behalf of himself, his heirs, and assigns that, if the
terms of the instrument creating the easement are violated, the donee or the United States
may acquire the servient estate at its fair market value as of the time the easement was
donated minus the value of the easement claimed and allowed as a charitable contribution
or gift.


SECTION 14A.


(a)  Where appropriate in the discretion of the Secretary, he may lease federally owned land
(or any interest therein) which is within the boundaries of any component of the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers system and which has been acquired by the Secretary under this Act.
Such lease shall be subject to such restrictive covenants as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this Act.


(b)  Any land to be leased by the Secretary under this section shall be offered first for such
lease to the person who owned such land immediately before its acquisition by the United
States.


SECTION 15.


Notwithstanding any other provision to the contrary in sections 3 and 9 of this Act, with
respect to components of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System in Alaska designated
by paragraphs (38) through (50) of section 3(a) of this Act --


(1)  the boundary of each such river shall include an average of not more than six
hundred and forty acres per mile on both sides of the river.  Such boundary shall not
include any lands owned by the State or a political subdivision of the State nor shall such
boundary extend around any private lands adjoining the river in such manner as to
surround or effectively surround such private lands; and
(2)   the withdrawal made by paragraph (iii) of section 9(a) shall apply to the minerals in
Federal lands which constitute the bed or bank or are situated within one-half mile of the
bank of any river designated a wild river by the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act.
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SECTION 16.


As used in this Act, the term --


(a)  “River” means a flowing body of water or estuary or a section, portion, or tributary
thereof, including rivers, streams, creeks, runs, kills, rills, and small lakes.


(b)  “Free-flowing,” as applied to any river or section of a river, means existing or flowing
in natural condition without impoundment, diversion, straightening, rip-rapping, or other
modifi-cation of the waterway.  The existence, however, of low dams, diversion works, and
other minor structures at the time any river is proposed for inclusion in the national wild and
scenic rivers system shall not automatically bar its consideration for such inclusion: 
Provided, That this shall not be construed to authorize, intend, or encourage future
construction of such structures within components of the national wild and scenic rivers
system.


(c)  “Scenic easement” means the right to control the use of land (including the air space
above such land) within the authorized boundaries of a component of the wild and scenic
rivers system, for the purpose of protecting the natural qualities of a designated wild, scenic
or recreational river area, but such control shall not affect, without the owner’s consent, any
regular use exercised prior to the acquisition of the easement.  For any designated wild and
scenic river, the appropriate Secretary shall treat the acquisition of fee title with the
reservation of regular existing uses to the owner as a scenic easement for purposes of this
Act.  Such an acquisition shall not constitute fee title ownership for purposes of section 6(b).


SECTION 17.


There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, including such sums as have heretofore been
appropriated, the following amounts for land acquisition for each of the rivers described in
section 3(a) of this Act:


Clearwater, Middle Fork, Idaho, $2,909,800; 
Eleven Point, Missouri, $10,407,000;
Feather, Middle Fork, California, $3,935,700;
Rio Grande, New Mexico, $253,000;
Rogue, Oregon, $15,147,000
St. Croix, Minnesota and Wisconsin, $21,769,000;
Salmon, Middle Fork Idaho, $1,837,000; and 
Wolf Wisconsin, $142,150.
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OPINION


This case affords us the first opportunity to
construe provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (EQA). (Pub.
Resources Code, §§ 21000-21151.)  As the


express legislative intent forthrightly declares, the
EQA was designed to be a milestone in the
campaign for "maintenance of a quality
environment for the people of this state now and
in the future. . . ." (§ 21000, subd. (a).) The
specific question presented here is whether a
municipal body is required to submit an
environmental impact report (see § 21100)
pursuant to section 21151 of the code before it
issues a conditional use or building permit.


1


1 All code references are to the Public


Resources Code unless otherwise


indicated.


Real party in interest, International Recreation,
Ltd. (International) filed an application for a
conditional use permit on April 20, 1971, with
defendant Mono County Planning Commission
(Commission). The application described the
proposed use as follows: "Two multi-story
structures housing 64 1, 2, 3, 4 bedroom
condominiums plus 120 studio-type
condominiums, a proposed restaurant and
specialty shops. All for sale. With ample parking
and recreational facilities." The use permit report
refers to a parcel of 5.5 acres, approximately 135
feet by 1,775 feet. It appears from the record that
some six buildings are eventually contemplated
each with a height of from six to eight stories.
Thus a long and relatively narrow structure or
series of structures in close proximity is proposed.


The Commission approved the use permit on May
6, 1971. Thereupon on May 21, Frederick
Schaeffer and Richard Young, both members of
the class represented by plaintiff Charles E.


1
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Though recognition of the problem in and out of
government is more pervasive today, concern over
violation of our environment is not entirely a
contemporary phenomenon. Four decades ago
Justice Holmes described a river as "more than an
amenity, it is a treasure. It offers a necessity of life
that must be rationed among those who have
power over it." ( New Jersey v. New York (1931)
283 U.S. 336, 342 [75 L.Ed. 1104, 1106, 51 S.Ct.
478].) Five years ago Justice Douglas spoke for
the high court in admonishing the Federal Power
Commission that the issue is not "whether the
project will be beneficial to the licensee. . . . The
test is whether the project will be in the public
interest . . . in preserving reaches of wild rivers
and wilderness areas . . . and the protection of
wildlife." ( Udall v. FPC (1967) 387 U.S. 428,
450 [18 L.Ed.2d 869, 883, 87 S.Ct. 1712].) More
recently, a circuit court discussed statutes attesting


Griffin II, along with two other individuals,
appealed the Commission's decision to defendant
Mono County Board of Supervisors (Board). On
June 14, 1971, the Board affirmed the issuance of
the use permit. *253253


On July 12 plaintiffs Friends of Mammoth  and
Griffin filed a petition for a writ of administrative
mandamus with the Court of Appeal attacking the
validity of the permit. On July 15, the court denied
the writ without prejudice to the filing of
proceedings in the superior court. On July 19,
plaintiffs filed an identical petition with the Mono
County Superior Court. The writ was denied and
plaintiffs appeal. We stayed the activities of
International for which the conditional use permit
and subsequent building permit were issued
pending our disposition of the matter.


2


2 Friends of Mammoth is described as "an


unincorporated association of hundreds of


resident and nonresident owners of lots or


mountain residences at Mammoth Lakes,


Mono County, California."


I
Mono County is situated in eastern California and
is bordered on the east by the State of Nevada.
The boundary on the west generally follows the
crest of the Sierra Nevada mountain range. The
county is primarily mountainous and open range
land, almost all above 5,000 feet. It is California's
third smallest county in population with 4,016
people. Although historically a county oriented to
the economy of cattle and sheep ranching, nature's
bountiful gifts of majestic mountains, lakes,
streams, trees and wildlife have produced in the
area one of the nation's most spectacularly
beautiful and comparatively unspoiled treasures.


Mammoth Lakes, the section of Mono County
immediately involved in this action, consists of
some 2,100 acres of land surrounded by the Inyo
National Forest. Plaintiffs assert that acute water
and sewage problems will be created if
International is permitted to construct its proposed
condominium complex. Additional matters of


concern include snow removal, police protection
and the diminution of open space in general.
Documents filed with defendant Commission prior
to its decision indicate that the Commission may
have considered in general the effect of the
construction on the character and value of
surrounding property, traffic, water and sewage
facilities, snow removal, and fire and police
protection.


The principal legal question that arises is whether
the EQA applies to private activities for which a
permit or other similar entitlement is required.
This issue has been ventilated, not only by the
named parties but also by the Attorney General
and the Sierra Club as amici curiae. Defendants
and International contend that even if their
interpretation of the EQA does not prevail,
plaintiffs should be denied relief for other reasons.
Plaintiffs likewise assert additional grounds for
setting aside the use and building permits. In view
of the impact inherent in the initial judicial
consideration of the EQA, we turn first to that
issue. *254254


II


2


Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors     8 Cal.3d 247 (Cal. 1972)
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"to the commitment of the Government to control,
at long last, the destructive engine of material
`progress.'" The duty of the judiciary, it held, is to
assure that important environment purposes,
heralded in legislative halls, are not lost or
misdirected in the vast hallways of administrative
bureaucracy. ( Calvert Cliffs' Coord. Com. v.
United States A.E. Com'n (1971) 449 F.2d 1109,
1111 [146 App.D.C. 33].) The public interest
involved in a challenge to administrative action
need not be economic. ( Environmental Defense
Fund, Incorporated v. Hardin (1970) 428 F.2d
1093, 1097 [138 App.D.C. 391].)


The most recent declaration on the ecology ethic
was the Supreme Court decision in Sierra Club v.
Morton (1972) 405 U.S. 727 [31 L.Ed.2d 636, 92
S.Ct. 1361]. Though decided on an issue of
standing to maintain the action, majority and
dissenting opinions agreed on environmental
protection principles. Justice Stewart wrote for the
majority: "Aesthetic and environmental well-
being, like economic well-being, are important
ingredients of the quality of life in our society, and
the fact that particular environmental interests are
shared by the many rather than the few does not
make them less deserving of legal protection
through the judicial process." (405 U.S. at p. 734
[31 L.Ed.2d at p. 643, 92 S.Ct. at p. 1366].) In
dissenting Justice Blackmum decried rigidity of
the law that prevented reaching issues involving
"significant aspects of a wide, growing, and
disturbing problem, that is, the Nation's and the
world's deteriorating environment with its
resulting ecological disurbances." (405 U.S. at p.
755 [31 L.Ed.2d at p. 654, 92 S.Ct. at p. 1376].)


California's Environmental Quality Act of 1970
requires various state and local governmental
entities to submit environmental impact reports
before undertaking specified activity. These
reports compel state and local agencies to consider
the possible adverse consequences to the
environment *255  of the proposed activity and to
record such impact in writing. In an era of
commercial and industrial expansion in which the


environment has been repeatedly violated by those
who are oblivious to the ecological well-being of
society, the significance of this legislative act
cannot be understated. As section 21001,
subdivision (g), clearly sets forth, the EQA
requires "governmental agencies at all levels to
consider qualitative factors as well as economic
and technical factors and long-term benefits and
costs and to consider alternatives to proposed
actions affecting the environment."


255


Pursuant to section 21100, the environmental
impact reports required by the act must set forth
the following information:


"(a) The environmental impact of the proposed
action.


"(b) Any adverse environmental effects which
cannot be avoided if the proposal is implemented.


"(c) Mitigation measures proposed to minimize
the impact.


"(d) Alternatives to the proposed action.


"(e) The relationship between local short-term
uses of man's environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity.


"(f) Any irreversible environmental changes which
would be involved in the proposed action should it
be implemented."


Under section 21100, the reports are required of
"state agencies, boards and commissions"; section
21101 requires similar information with regard to
federal projects "on which the state officially
comments"; section 21102 requires an impact
report before a state agency requests certain funds;
section 21105 provides that a state official must
include a report as part of "the regular project
report used in the existing review and budgetary
process." Finally sections 21150 and 21151
require local governmental entities to submit
environmental impact reports prior to receiving
certain state or federal funds or engaging in
various activities.


3


Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors     8 Cal.3d 247 (Cal. 1972)



https://casetext.com/case/calvert-cliffs-coord-com-v-a-e-comn#p1111

https://casetext.com/case/environmental-defense-fund-inc-v-hardin#p1097

https://casetext.com/case/sierra-club-v-morton-3

https://casetext.com/case/sierra-club-v-morton-3

https://casetext.com/case/sierra-club-v-morton-3

https://casetext.com/case/sierra-club-v-morton-3#p734

https://casetext.com/case/sierra-club-v-morton-3#p643

https://casetext.com/case/sierra-club-v-morton-3#p1366

https://casetext.com/case/sierra-club-v-morton-3#p755

https://casetext.com/case/sierra-club-v-morton-3#p654

https://casetext.com/case/sierra-club-v-morton-3#p1376

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-1-policy/section-21001-policy-of-state-as-to-quality-of-environment

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-3-state-agencies-boards-and-commissions/section-21100-lead-agency-to-prepare-report-information-required

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-3-state-agencies-boards-and-commissions/section-21100-lead-agency-to-prepare-report-information-required

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-3-state-agencies-boards-and-commissions/section-21101-statements-included-in-report-by-state-officials-in-regard-to-proposed-federal-project

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-3-state-agencies-boards-and-commissions/section-21102-funds-for-expenditure-for-project

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-3-state-agencies-boards-and-commissions/section-21105-environmental-impact-report-included-as-part-of-regular-project-report-used-in-review-and-budgetary-process

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21150-detailed-statement-required-of-responsible-local-agency

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/case/friends-of-mammoth-v-board-of-supervisors





Section 21151, the specific provision involved in
the case at hand, states: "The legislative bodies of
all cities and counties which have an officially
adopted conservation element of a general plan
shall make a finding that any project they intend to
carry out, which may have a significant effect on
the environment, is in accord with the
conservation element of the general plan. All other
local governmental agencies shall make an
environmental impact report on any project they
intend to carry out which may have a significant
effect on the environment and shall submit it to
the appropriate local planning agency as part of
the report required by Section 65402 of the
Government Code." *256  (1a) Mono County does
not yet have a conservation element of a general
plan. Thus, the first sentence of section 21151
does not apply. Only if the second provision
covers the issuance of a permit does the mandate
of the act govern here. This determination
necessarily turns on whether the term "project" as
used in section 21151 includes private activity for
which a government permit is necessary.


256


We begin our inquiry by noting that nowhere in
the act is "project" defined. (Compare The
Ventura-Los Angeles Mountain and Coastal Study
Commission Act, Pub. Resources Code, § 22000
et seq., enacted at the same time as the
Environmental Quality Act, ch. 2 of which sets
forth definitions of terms used therein.) (2)
Because of the failure of the Legislature to
expressly delineate the meaning of "project," we
must rely on a cardinal principle of statutory
construction: that absent "a single meaning of the
statute apparent on its face, we are required to give
it an interpretation based upon the legislative
intent with which it was passed." ( Benor v. Board
of Medical Examiners (1970) 8 Cal.App.3d 542,
546-547 [ 87 Cal.Rptr. 415] (hg. den.).)


(1b) In this instance our task has been
considerably simplified because the Legislature
has expressly set forth its intent in sections 21000
and 21001 of the act. These two provisions,
captioned "Legislative intent" and "Additional


legislative intent," contain no less than 14
references to the concern of the Legislature with
the current deterioration of the environment. (See
§§ 21000, subds. (a)-(g); 21001, subds. (a)-(g).)
An analytical reading of these sections leads to the
ineluctable conclusion that the Legislature
intended to include within the panoply of the act's
provisions private activities for which a permit,
lease or other entitlement is necessary.


The clearest manifestation of this intent can be
found in section 21000, subdivision (g), which
provides: "It is the intent of the Legislature that all
agencies of the state government which regulate
activities of private individuals, corporations, and
public agencies which are found to affect the
quality of the environment, shall regulate such
activities so that major consideration is given to
preventing environmental damage." (Italics
added.) It is significant that regulate is the verb
employed in this subdivision. (See also § 21107)
Its use demonstrates that the concern of the
Legislature was not limited solely to activities
which the government performs in a proprietary
capacity. Instead the Legislature apparently
desired to ensure that governmental entities in
their regulatory function would determine that
private individuals were not forsaking ecological
cognizance in pursuit of economic advantage. One
of the most common means by which a
government *257  agency regulates private activity
is through the granting or denial of a permit.


257


The Legislature also evidenced strong concern for
the promulgation of standards by which
environmental needs could be regularly included
in the decision-making process. (See § 21001,
subds. (f) and (g).) Because of the regular
involvement of public entities in the issuance of
permits it would appear that requiring
"governmental agencies at all levels to develop
standards and procedures necessary to protect
environmental quality" (§ 21001, subd. (f))
necessarily includes not only situations in which
the government itself engages in construction,
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acquisition or other development, but also those
instances in which the state regulates private
activity.


Other provisions in the EQA likewise support the
conclusion that the Legislature intended to include
the permit-issuing process as a governmental
activity for which an environmental impact report
is required. For example, section 21000,
subdivision (e), states: " Every citizen has a
responsibility to contribute to the preservation and
enhancement of the environment." (Italics added.)
Such responsibility may never be exercised if the
EQA is to apply only to activities in which the
government is directly engaged. "Every citizen" is
an unmistakable reference to private individuals as
distinguished from government officials.
Subdivision (f) of the same section provides: "The
interrelationship of policies and practices in the
management of natural resources and waste
disposal requires systematic and concerted efforts
by public and private interests to enhance
environmental quality and to control
environmental pollution." (Italics added.) Finally,
section 21001, subdivision (d), provides: "Ensure
that the long-term protection of the environment
shall be the guiding criterion in public decisions."
(Italics added.) The reference in section 21000,
subdivision (f), to "private interests" coupled with
the "public decisions" phrase of section 21001,
subdivision (d), contemplates as within the act the
decision of a public agency to grant or deny
private interests the opportunity to engage in
enumerated activities.


In view of what appears to be a clear legislative
mandate that the EQA be given a broad
construction and that it apply to private actions for
which a permit is necessary, we note
parenthetically that the principal author of the
EQA, Assemblyman John T. Knox, is on record as
supporting such an interpretation. The legislator,
in a sworn declaration, states that in authoring the
bill and guiding it through the Legislature it "was
my intent that the requirement of an
environmental impact report extend to the


situation where a state or local public agency by
lease, permit, funding or comparable entitlement
for use was authorizing or facilitating a private
undertaking as long as there was a significant
impact upon the environment. *258  This includes
situations such as zoning changes, conditional use
permits and building permits. I communicated this
intent to other legislators in the course of the
legislative process. . . ." (Declaration by John T.
Knox, Feb. 1972, plaintiffs' opening brief,
appendix C.)


258


Defendants and International seek to rebut the
significance of the Knox declaration by offering a
declaration of Assemblyman Carley V. Porter in
which he opines that the act does not apply to
private activities for which a permit was
necessary. (Declaration of Carley V. Porter, Apr.
11, 1972, appendix to defendants' answer to briefs
of amici curiae; also see Interim Guidelines for the
Preparation and Evaluation of Environmental
Impact Statements Under the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Office of the
Secretary for Resources (draft of Apr. 28, 1972).)


That two legislators report contradictory
legislative intent fortifies judicial reticence to rely
on statements made by individual members of the
Legislature as an expression of the intent of the
entire body. (See Ballard v. Anderson (1971) 4
Cal.3d 873, 881 [ 95 Cal.Rptr. 1, 484 P.2d 1345];
Rich v. State Board of Optometry (1965) 235
Cal.App.2d 591, 603 [ 45 Cal.Rptr. 512] (hg.
den.).) Other extrinsic aids to determine legislative
intent are generally more persuasive.


Defendants and International also submit a
statement by a former consultant to the Assembly
Select Committee on Environmental Quality. The
consultant, Robert L. Jones, conceded that it was
only his "impression" that the EQA was limited to
activities undertaken directly by governmental
bodies. (Testimony of Robert L. Jones before
Senate Committee on Natural Resources and
Wildlife, on the Administration of the
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 and Related
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Acts, Dec. 16, 1970, at pp. 3-5.)  More significant,
perhaps, is the preface to his remarks in which he
defers for an authoritative interpretation of the act
to "the Legislative [Counsel] or the Attorney
General." ( Id. at p. 2.) To compound the conflict
of extrajudicial opinions, the Attorney General has
taken the position that the act does apply to private
activity (Attorney General of the State of
California, In re Proposed Guidelines for the
Preparation and Evaluation of Environmental
Impact Statements under the California
Environmental Quality *259  Act of 1970, at p. 9;
amicus curiae brief of the State of California filed
herein, at pp. 15-26) whereas the Legislative
Counsel has concluded that it does not (letter from
George H. Murphy, Legislative Counsel, to Hon.
Carley V. Porter, Nov. 23, 1971, appendix to
defendants' answer to briefs of amici curiae, exh.
3). We observe, however, that the cursory three-
page letter of the Legislative Counsel was not
designed to be an in-depth analysis of the type
included in the Attorney General's petition and
brief which together number some 60 pages.


3
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3 In a subsequent letter Jones first indicated


that it was his view that the EQA


"probably" did not apply to private


activities. He further stated, however, "In


the policy section of AB 2045 [the act's bill


number], there are however, two sections


that certainly indicate legislative policy on


application of environmental impact


studies on private land. The first is Section


21000(g) and the second is Section 21107


Considering these two sections together, I


believe it can be inferred that all state


agencies, boards and commissions who


regulate private activities are responsible


for insuring environmental protection when


these activities are carried out." (Letter


from Robert L. Jones to Hon. Peter F.


Schabarum and Carley V. Porter, Nov. 15,


1971.)


In resolving the conflict on intent, as we must, we
conclude that the Legislature intended the EQA to
be interpreted in such manner as to afford the


fullest possible protection to the environment
within the reasonable scope of the statutory
language. We also conclude that to achieve that
maximum protection the Legislature necessarily
intended to include within the operation of the act,
private activities for which a government permit
or other entitlement for use is necessary.


III
(3a) Defendants and International contend that
notwithstanding the broad language of the act, the
Legislature did not effectuate this avowed intent in
section 21151. They point to the use of the word
"project" and the clause that follows it — "they
[i.e., local governmental agencies] intend to carry
out." Defendants and International maintain that in
this context "project" is coterminous with "public
works."


As noted previously, the EQA does not attempt to
define "project." Because the legislative intent
provisions dictate that we give a broad
interpretation to the act's operative language, we
begin from that vantage point. (4) Once a
particular legislative intent has been ascertained, it
must be given effect "`even though it may not be
consistent with the strict letter of the statute.'" (
Dickey v. Raisin Proration Zone No. 1 (1944) 24
Cal.2d 796, 802 [ 151 P.2d 505, 157 A.L.R. 324].)
(5) As we stated nearly a half century ago in In re
Haines (1925) 195 Cal. 605, 613 [ 234 P. 883]:
"`The mere literal construction of a section in a
statute ought not to prevail if it is opposed to the
intention of the legislature apparent by the statute;
and if the words are sufficiently flexible to admit
of some other construction it is to be adopted to
effectuate that intention. The intent prevails over
the letter, and the letter will, if possible, be so read
as to conform to the spirit of the act.'"


(3b) Our task then is to determine whether the
word "project" is "sufficiently flexible" so as to
effectuate the broad legislative intent that private
activities should be brought within the ambit of
the act. We may not, of course, give an
unreasonable construction to the statute. (See
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Cedars *260  of Lebanon Hosp. v. County of L.A.
(1950) 35 Cal.2d 729, 735 [ 221 P.2d 31]; Dept. of
Motor Vehicles v. Ind. Acc. Com. (1948) 83
Cal.App.2d 671, 677 [ 189 P.2d 730].)
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In interpreting "project" our task has been made
difficult both by the dictionary definition of the
word and the use of "project" and similar terms in
the act itself. Webster defines project as a "plan or
design . . . scheme . . . proposal. . . ." (Webster's
New Internat. Dict. (3d ed. 1961) p. 1813.) Such
synonyms provide little interpretative aid.
Furthermore the act itself refers to "projects" in
some instances (see, e.g., §§ 21100, 21150, 21151)
and to "actions" and "proposals" in other instances
(see, e.g., § 21100, subds. (a), (b), (d), (f)),
devising no neat categories in which to place the
several similar terms.


(6) With this in mind, we resort to the rule
declared in People ex rel. S.F. Bay etc. Com. v.
Town of Emeryville (1968) 69 Cal.2d 533, 543-544
[ 72 Cal.Rptr. 790, 446 P.2d 790]: A principle
"which must be applied in analyzing the
legislative usage of the word `project,' is that `the
objective sought to be achieved by a statute as
well as the evil to be prevented is of prime
consideration in [the word's] interpretation, and
where a word of common usage has more than one
meaning, the one which will best attain the
purposes of the statute should be adopted, even
though the ordinary meaning of the word is
enlarged or restricted and especially in order to
avoid absurdity or to prevent injustice.'" (3c) Since
neither the dictionary definition nor the EQA itself
provides us with a tool to use in interpreting
"project" we turn to the National Environmental
Policy Act ( 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) for
guidance.


The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
was signed into law January 1, 1970. Interim
guidelines written by the President's Council on
Environmental Quality were promulgated on April
30, 1970. (35 Fed.Reg. 7390.) (They were
superseded by the final federal guidelines on April


23, 1971 (36 Fed.Reg. 7724).) The EQA was
passed by the Legislature on August 21, 1970
(Assembly Final Calendar (1970 Reg. Sess.) at p.
637), and was signed by the Governor on
September 18, 1970 ( id.). Not only does the
timing and the titles of the two acts tend to
indicate that the EQA was patterned on the federal
act, the key provision of the two acts, the
environmental impact report, is the same.
(Compare 42 U.S.C. § 4332, subd. (2)(C) with
Pub. Resources Code, § 21100; see also Pub.
Resources Code, §§ 21101, 21102, 21105, 21150,
21151.) Indeed, much of the phraseology of the
EQA is either adopted verbatim from or is clearly
patterned upon the federal act.  As one
commentator has observed *261  the EQA is "much
like the Federal NEPA." (Powell, The Courts as
Protectors of the Environment (1972) 47 L.A. Bar
Bull. 215, 218.)


4
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4 Compare Pub. Resources Code, § 21100,


subd. (a), and 42 U.S.C. § 4332 (2) (C) (i);


Pub. Resources Code, § 21100, subd. (b),


and 42 U.S.C. § 4332 (2) (C) (ii); Pub.


Resources Code, § 21100, subd. (d), and 42


U.S.C. § 4332(2) (C) (iii); Pub. Resources


Code, § 21100, subd. (e), and 42 U.S.C. §


4332(2) (C) (iv); Pub. Resources Code, §


21100, subd. (f), and 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)


(C) (v); Pub. Resources Code, § 21000,


subd. (e), and 42 U.S.C. § 4331(c); Pub.


Resources Code, § 21001, subd. (e), and 42


U.S.C. § 4321; Pub. Resources Code, §


21001, subds. (f) and (g), and 42 U.S.C. §


4332(2) (B) and (2) (D); Pub. Resources


Code, §§ 21104 and 21105 and 42 U.S.C. §


4332(2) (C); Pub. Resources Code, §


21107 and 42 U.S.C. § 4333.


Accordingly, in construing "project" in the EQA,
the definition of that word in the federal act and
regulations becomes relevant. It is significant to
note, in this regard, the Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia has emphasized that in
construing the federal act the judicial role is active
and that the NEPA must be interpreted broadly.
(See Calvert Cliffs' Coord. Com. v. United States
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A.E. Com'n, supra, 449 F.2d 1109, 1111.) This is
consonant with the mandate of the California
Legislature that the EQA be given a liberal
construction.


Section 102 of the NEPA, the act's principal
substantive provision, uses the word "action" as
opposed to "project." ( 42 U.S.C. § 4332, subd. (2)
(C).) The Council on Environmental Quality first
defined "action" in the interim guidelines it issued
some four months prior to the enactment of the
EQA. In view of the similarity between the federal
and state acts, the Legislature obviously was
aware of the federal definitions when the EQA
was passed. (Cf. § 98, Assem. Bill 681, a bill
which would add § 21109 to the Pub. Resources
Code, introduced Mar. 2, 1972.) Accordingly, the
definitions promulgated by the Council on
Environmental Quality are helpful to an
understanding of the subsequent California use of
the word "project." The interim guidelines,
ultimately adopted without significant change
insofar as relevant here in the final guidelines,
provide the following:


"5. Actions included. . . .


"(a) `Actions' include but not limited to:


"(i) Recommendations or reports relating to
legislation and appropriations;


"(ii) Projects and continuing activities;


" — Directly undertaken by Federal agencies;


" — Supported in whole or in part through Federal
contracts, grants, subsidies, loans or other forms
of funding assistance; *262262


" — Involving a Federal lease, permit, license,
certificate or other entitlement for use;


"(iii) Policy — and procedure-making." (35
Fed.Reg. 7390, 7391; see also 36 Fed.Reg. 7724,
7725.)


Arguably "actions" is broader than "projects,"
even though the EQA tends to use the two words
interchangeably in section 21100  However, it is
crucial that "actions," under the federal guidelines,
is divided into three categories, one of which is
"projects." It is under "projects" as a subclass of
"actions" that "lease, permit, license, certificate, or
other entitlement for use" is included.


5


6


5 Section 21100 requires that the following


shall be included "in any report on any


project they propose to carry out . . .: (a)


The environmental impact of the proposed


action. . . . [¶] (d) Alternatives to the


proposed action. . . . [¶] (f) Any


irreversible environmental changes which


would be involved in the proposed action


should it be implemented." (Italics added.)


(See also § 21001, subd. (g).)


6 We note that the second category is


actually titled "projects and continuing


activities." The former would appear to


apply to activities the duration of which is


relatively settled, whereas the latter


appears to cover those activities which


might continue for some unknown period


of time. The differences between the two


subcategories do not involve any


distinction between public and private


activities.


In view of the relationship between the two acts
and the fact that both are subject to a broad
judicial interpretation, it is manifest that the word
"project" as used in section 21151 and other
provisions of the EQA includes the issuance of
permits, leases and other entitlements.
Accordingly, we hold that in the case at bar
defendants were required to consider whether the
proposed condominium construction "may have a
significant effect on the environment" (§ 21151;
see fn. 9, infra) and, if so, to prepare an
environmental impact report prior to the decision
to grant the conditional use and building permits.
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(Cf. Greene County Planning Board v. Federal
Power Com'n (2d Cir. 1972) 455 F.2d 412, 418-
421.)


IV
Defendants and International contend that since
"project" is followed by the phrase "they intend to
carry out," section 21151 can only be interpreted
as referring to a public works type project "to be
carried out," i.e., constructed, acquired or
developed, by the government. However, having
interpreted the word "project" broadly to include
private activity for which a permit is necessary,
certainly the granting or denying of a permit is an
act which a governmental authority "carries out."
Accordingly, we construe the phrase following
"project" to mean only that before an
environmental impact report becomes required the
government must *263  have some minimal link
with the activity, either by direct proprietary
interest or by permitting, regulating, or funding
private activity.


263


7


7 Regulation of private activity by a public


agency can be more vividly seen as a


project which the agency intends to "carry


out" in those instances in which the agency


maintains regulatory control over the


project throughout its lifetime. (Cf. Orange


County Air Pollution Control Dist. v.


Public Util. Com. (1971) 4 Cal.3d 945, 948


[ 95 Cal.Rptr. 17, 484 P.2d 1361].)


Moreover, to limit the operation of the EQA solely
to what are essentially public works projects
would frustrate the effectiveness of the act. It is
undisputed that the Legislature intended that
environmental considerations play a significant
role in governmental decision-making (see §§
21000, 21001) and that such an intent was not to
be effectuated by vague or illusory assurances by
state and local entities that the effect of a project
on the environment had been "taken into
consideration."  To read "project they intend to
carry out" — the cornerstone of many of the act's
provisions — as limited to public works projects


would render meaningless much of the legislative
intent sections that contemplate regulation of
private activity, for none of the act's other
substantive provisions more clearly relate to
private actions. And to exclude all private activity
from being covered by the act would be
inconsistent with the broad legislative intent
appearing therein. More specifically, if private
activities for which a permit *264  is required were
exempted from the operation of the act, projects
with admittedly deleterious ecological
consequences would be covered only if
construction, acquisition or other development
were undertaken by the governmental authority
but not if the same authority allowed private
enterprise to engage in the identical activity. The
incongruity of such interpretation would be most
vivid in the less populous counties, such as Mono,
which because of limited economic capabilities
might never engage in massive public works
projects significantly affecting the environment,
but could achieve the same result by permitting,
licensing, or partially funding private activities.


8


264


8 The fact that defendants in the instant


action allegedly considered the effect of the


proposed construction on the character and


value of surrounding property, traffic,


water and sewage facilities, fire and police


protection, snow removal and the ecology


in general, does not, in any sense of the


term, "substantially comply" with the


environmental impact report requirements.


Whether on different facts the requirements


of this act can be satisfied by substantial


rather than literal compliance is a question


we do not here reach.  


The impact report must be specially


prepared in written form before the


governmental entity makes its decision.


This will give members of the public and


other concerned parties an opportunity to


provide input both in the making of the


report and in the ultimate governmental


decision based, in part, on that report.  


The report, of course, must satisfy the
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elements set forth in section 21100 For


example, subdivision (b) requires that "


[a]ny adverse environmental effects which


cannot be avoided if the proposal is


implemented" be included in the report.


There is no requirement that these adverse


effects be considered "significant" before


they are to be listed. Subdivisions (c) and


(d) require that mitigation measures and


alternatives to the proposed action be


considered. Obviously if the adverse


consequences to the environment can be


mitigated, or if feasible alternatives are


available, the proposed activity, such as the


issuance of a permit, should not be


approved. In making these determinations


concrete concepts, not mere aphorisms or


generalities, must be considered. Finally,


subdivision (f) requires the entity to


include in the report "[a]ny irreversible


environmental changes which would be


involved in the proposed action should it


be implemented." As in subdivision (b),


there is no requirement that these changes


be assessed as "significant" before they are


to be included in the report.  


The report, therefore, is to contain


substantially greater analysis of the effect


of the proposed activity on the


environment and the possible mitigation


devices and alternatives than can be


achieved simply through testimony


followed by a naked conclusion that the


environment will not be harmed by the


project.


To further demonstrate the paradoxical position
advanced by defendants and International,
generally the sparsely populated counties in which
massive public works projects are less likely
because of the financial burden are the counties
with significant natural resources and wildlife
most in need of protection. While the act applies
to large and small counties, and to urban and rural
areas alike, certainly the protection afforded by the


EQA would be substantially diminished in an area
where it may be most needed if the act were to be
interpreted to cover only public works projects.


Defendants, nevertheless, assert that the legislative
history of the EQA indicates that the word
"project" does not apply to the issuance of a
permit. They cite the original language of AB
2045, as introduced in the Assembly on April 21,
1970. At that time, section 21151 would have
applied to "[a]ll local governmental agencies . . .
for any program carried out by them." (Italics
added.) An amendment on May 26 made the bill
more specific, setting up three classifications of
local governmental entities: (1) the legislative
body of all cities and counties with a conservation
element of a general plan; (2) local governmental
units without a conservation element; and (3) all
other local governmental agencies. The language
"for any program carried out by them" was
retained for all three categories except for minor
grammatical changes.


A subsequent amendment introduced in the Senate
on August 4, 1970, distinguished between the
three categories by making the act operative for
group one entities for "any project or change in
zoning they intend to carry out"; and for group two
entities for "any project they intend to carry out";
yet retaining for group three the "any program
they intend to carry out" wording. (Italics added.)
On August 14, the proposed section 21151 was
amended once again, this time eliminating
altogether the second category; separating the
"project" and "change in zoning" provisions of the
first category into two sentences instead of one;
and changing "program" in the third category to
"project." The final amendment, on August *265


20, deleted the sentence pertaining to "change in
zoning" and retained the "project" requirement for
the categories designated above as groups one and
three. The second category was not reinstituted. It
was with this language that the bill became law.


265
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It is possible that these intricate semantic changes
enroute to final enactment were not without
significance. Defendants insist that the amending
process has been a narrowing one. We do not
agree. Leaving aside the several intermediate
alterations, we note in essence the change was
from "program" to "project." It may be fairly said
that the former entails more general planning, and
policy and procedure-making, similar to that
described in the NEPA guidelines. (See 35
Fed.Reg. 7390, 7391, 5(a)(iii); see also 36
Fed.Reg. 7724, 5(a)(iii), both supra.) Conversely,
"project" appears to emphasize activities
culminating in physical changes to the
environment, changes which were of paramount
interest to the Legislature. (Cf. § 21102.) It
appears that the Legislature in its amendments to
Assembly Bill 2045 was influenced by the
issuance of the interim federal guidelines
published subsequent to the introduction of
Assembly Bill 2045 but prior to its final passage.
Those guidelines used the word "project" rather
than "program." Thus the Legislature appears to
have intended, in order to prevent confusion, to
use the same broad terminology in effect under
federal law rather than to adopt an entirely
different set of phrases of its own.


International next insists that section 21151 does
not apply to private activity because of its clause
that requires local agencies to submit an
environmental impact report "to the appropriate
local planning agency as part of the report
required by Section 65402 of the Government
Code." Section 65402 provides that counties,
cities and local agencies shall submit a report to
planning agencies pursuant to proposed
acquisition of real property or construction of
public buildings and structures so that a
determination can be made as to whether the
proposal is consistent with their respective general
plans. (See Gov. Code, § 65100 et seq., especially
§§ 65350-65402.) It is contended that since the
Government Code provision applies only to
development or acquisition by municipal entities,


it would be illogical to require an impact report on
private activities to be filed in conjunction with
some mythical report on a public works project.
Accordingly, they argue, section 21151 must apply
only to the type of public works projects
contemplated by Government Code section 65402
and not to private activity for which a permit is
necessary.


The reading proposed by International elevates
what appears to be simply a directory measure to
far greater significance than is warranted. We have
reviewed the broad legislative intent of the EQA
and the close *266  relationship between that act
and the federal NEPA. Both compel the
conclusion that private activities involving the
issuance of a permit are within the scope of the
EQA. The use of these reports by the planning
agencies mentioned in Government Code section
65402 is secondary to the principal purpose of
section 21151, which is to compel local
governments to study and record the
environmental implications of proposed activities
before they are acted upon. This broad purpose
cannot be frustrated by procedural details
surrounding filing of the reports.


266


The NEPA provides that copies of all impact
statements prepared by the various federal
agencies are to be made available to the Council
on Environmental Quality, among others, and
must "accompany the proposal through the
existing agency review processes." ( 42 U.S.C. §
4332 (2)(C).) The EQA similarly directs the
Office of Planning and Research to "coordinate
the development of objectives, criteria, and
procedures to assure the orderly preparation and
evaluation of environmental impact reports. . . ."
(§ 21103.) The act also requires consultation with
the various governmental entities (§§ 21103,
21104) and directs the impact reports be included
"as a part of the regular project report used in the
existing review and budgetary process" (§ 21105).
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Aside from the question of the proper construction
of the Environmental Quality Act the parties make
several other contentions to which we now turn.


On the basis of similar directory provisions in the
EQA and NEPA, the command in section 21151
that environmental impact reports be submitted
with the reports required by section 65402 of the
Government Code is not meant to limit the
breadth of the section. Instead, it is an attempt to
integrate such impact reports into any existing
reporting procedure in order to avoid unnecessary
duplication, confusion and cost. Accordingly,
projects for which a Government Code section
65402 report must be filed must also contain an
environmental impact report. Those projects, such
as that involved here, for which no section 65402
report is necessary, must nonetheless be preceded
by an environmental impact report pursuant to
section 21151.  *2679267


9 "Statutes," wrote Justice Frankfurter in


United States v. Shirey (1959) 395 U.S.


255, 260 [3 L.Ed.2d 789, 793, 79 S.Ct.


746], "are not inert exercises in literary


composition. They are instruments of


government, and in construing them `the


general purpose is a more important aid to


the meaning than any rule which grammar


or formal logic may lay down.' [Citation.]


This is so because the purpose of an


enactment is embedded in its words even


though it is not always pedantically


expressed in words." Judge Learned Hand


described interpretation of statutes as "the


art of proliferating a purpose." ( Brooklyn


Nat. Corp. v. Commissioner of Int. Rev. (2d


Cir. 1946) 157 F.2d 450, 451.)  


We cannot, as respondents would have us


do, indulge in an inert exercise, leaning


heavily on isolated words and phrases and


remaining oblivious to the express


legislative intent to protect society against


environmental blight. Nor are we


impressed with the significance of


legislative proposals introduced in March


of 1972, long after this permit was issued


and the lawsuit instituted, since here the


post facto legislative amendments not only


express the interpretation of "project"


which we have declared, but expand the act


to apply beyond "projects" to "major


actions."


V


Defendants and International first assert that
plaintiffs did not properly exhaust their
administrative remedies prior to seeking judicial
relief. Section 1209 of the Mono County Zoning
Ordinance provides: "B. Any interested person . . .
not satisfied with the decision of the Commission
on any use permit . . . may, within fifteen (15)
days . . ., appeal in writing to the Board [of
Supervisors]." Neither plaintiff Friends of
Mammoth nor plaintiff Griffin filed an appeal
pursuant to section 1209. An appeal was filed by
individuals Frederick Schaeffer, Richard Young,
Donald J. LaCasse and Robert H. Meyer, all
property owners in the Mammoth Lakes area.


(7) Plaintiffs allege that Messrs. Schaeffer and
Young are members of the class represented by
plaintiff Griffin in this class action. Defendants
and International do not controvert this allegation.
Instead they argue that Friends of Mammoth and
Griffin, and not members of the representative
class, must personally exhaust their administrative
remedies. Otherwise, they contend, a plaintiff
could avoid the exhaustion doctrine simply by
including within the class one individual who had
pursued his administrative remedies but did not
bring judicial action as a named plaintiff.


This assertion proves too much. First of all, the
fact that an individual pursued administrative
remedies would not, as a matter of course, entitle
him to be included in a subsequent class action.
Exhaustion of administrative remedies does not
necessarily provide the "well defined community
of interest in the questions of law and fact
involved affecting the parties to be represented"
required in class actions. ( Daar v. Yellow Cab Co.
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(1967) 67 Cal.2d 695, 704 [ 63 Cal.Rptr. 724, 433
P.2d 732]: see also 3 Witkin, Cal. Procedure (2d
ed. 1971) Pleading, § 181, at pp. 1853-1854.)
However, in most instances those individuals who
have a sufficient interest in the subject matter to
seek administrative review will possess the
community of interest with others to justify
inclusion in the group represented in a subsequent
class action. But this conclusion defeats the very
argument defendants advance: that the Board is
entitled to learn the contentions of interested
parties before litigation is instituted. If those
unnamed plaintiffs in the class suit have
previously sought administrative relief they will
have expressed the position of the representative
plaintiff in the class suit, and the Board will have
had its opportunity to act and to render litigation
unnecessary, if it had chosen to do so. *268268


Messrs. Schaeffer and Young apparently desire to
be represented by plaintiff Griffin. They have not
sought to be excluded from the class. (Cf. Vasquez
v. Superior Court (1971) 4 Cal.3d 800, 821 [ 94
Cal.Rptr. 796, 484 P.2d 964].) Since two plaintiffs,
albeit unnamed plaintiffs, have previously
appeared before the Board, the policies of the
exhaustion doctrine have been fulfilled. Under
these circumstances, the doctrine cannot be
employed to bar a suit by a class not organized at
the time of the administrative appeal. Defendant
Board has had the opportunity to hear arguments
of interested property owners Schaeffer and
Young, along with two others who also appealed.
Now several interested property owners, including
Schaeffer and Young, represented here by named
plaintiff Griffin, seek a judicial determination of
the legality of that decision. Nothing more could
effectuate the policy of the exhaustion doctrine. To
require plaintiff Griffin to have personally
appeared, in addition to the others, or to require
Schaeffer and Young to be named plaintiffs (cf. La
Sala v. American Sav. Loan Assn. (1971) 5 Cal.3d
864, 872 [ 97 Cal.Rptr. 849, 489 P.2d 1113])
would serve no additional useful purpose.


(8a) Defendants and International next insist that
plaintiffs failed to seek timely relief from the
decision of defendant Board giving final approval
of the permit. Section 1213 of the zoning
ordinance provides that decisions of the Board
"shall be final for all purposes unless a court
review thereof is sought within thirty (30) days
after such decisions become final." Defendant
Board upheld the decision of defendant
Commission on June 14, 1971. On July 12, within
the 30-day period, plaintiffs sought a writ of
administrative mandamus in the Court of Appeal,
Third District. On July 15, the Court of Appeal
denied the writ but "without prejudice to the filing
of proceedings in the Superior Court." On July 19,
35 days after the decision by the Board, plaintiffs
filed an identical petition for a writ of
administrative mandamus in superior court.
Defendants and International assert that because
the period between June 14 and July 19 is greater
than the 30-day allotment provided by ordinance,
plaintiffs cannot seek judicial review. We reject
this contention.


It must be noted at the onset that judicial relief
was "sought" (in the words of the ordinance) in
the Court of Appeal within 30 days of the Board's
decision. Relief was denied there but it was denied
"without prejudice." (9) This term usually
indicates that no decision on the merits has been
made: "The rule is well settled that a denial by this
or the appellate court of an application for a writ
without opinion `is not res judicata of the legal
issues presented by the application unless the sole
possible ground of the denial was that the court
acted on the merits, or unless it affirmatively
appears that such denial was intended to be on the
merits.'" *269  ( Hagan v. Superior Court (1962) 57
Cal.2d 767, 770 [ 22 Cal.Rptr. 206, 371 P.2d 982];
see Imperial Land Co. v. Imperial Irrigation Dist.
(1913) 166 Cal. 491, 492 [ 137 P. 234].)


269


(8b) Defendants and International contend that
denying the writ without prejudice does not toll or
extend the statute of limitations of 30 days. Article
VI, section 10, of the state Constitution gives
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original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court, Courts
of Appeal, superior courts, and their judges in
"proceedings for extraordinary relief in the nature
of mandamus, certiorari, and prohibition." Rule
56(a) provides: "If the petition might lawfully
have been made to a lower court in the first
instance, it shall set forth the circumstances which,
in the opinion of the petitioner, render it proper
that the writ should issue originally from the
reviewing court. . . ." In his comments to the rule,
Witkin states: "In form this is a rule of pleading;
in effect, however, it expresses the policy of the
Supreme Court and courts of appeal to refuse to
exercise their original jurisdiction in the first
instance, unless the circumstances are
exceptional." (5 Witkin, Cal. Procedure, supra,
Extraordinary Writs, § 114, at p. 3889; see also
Cohen v. Superior Court (1968) 267 Cal.App.2d
268, 270 [ 72 Cal.Rptr. 814].)


The foregoing policy seeks to encourage the filing
of petitions for extraordinary writs in the superior
court. It does not follow, however, when such
policy is effectuated by an appellate court order
denying relief without prejudice that petitioners
should be denied a hearing on the merits by a
myopic reading of the abbreviated statute of
limitations. An equally strong public interest was
formulated by the court in Morgan v. Somervell
(1940) 40 Cal.App.2d 398, 400 [ 104 P.2d 866]:
"It is in furtherance of a policy frequently
exemplified in legislative acts to enable a party
who, like the plaintiffs in the present proceeding,
has seasonably filed a cause of action, to try it
upon its merits, notwithstanding defects in the
form or substance of pleadings, error in the
remedy sought, or mistake in the tribunal
invoked." Morgan involved the transfer of a cause
of action pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure
section 396 Thus it is factually distinguishable
from the case at bar. The policy explicated in
Morgan, however, applies here. Defendants and
International, having been put on notice of the


litigation, were not prejudiced in any manner by
the Court of Appeal's denial of the petition and the
subsequent prompt refiling in superior court.


We conclude that plaintiffs complied with the
statute of limitations by filing a petition for writ of
mandamus in the Court of Appeal within the
statute of limitations contained in the Mono
County Zoning Ordinance and upon denial
without prejudice by refiling promptly in the
superior court. *270270


We now turn to two final contentions raised by
plaintiffs. Plaintiffs insist that the granting of the
permit must be set aside on the following grounds
in addition to defendants' failure to comply with
the EQA: (1) defendants have not made written
findings as required by local ordinance; (2) the
evidence did not support the granting of the
permits and they must be set aside as a matter of
law.


(10) Section 1201 of the Mono County Zoning
Ordinance provides, in pertinent part: "USE
PERMITS. Use permits may be granted by the
Planning Commission only when it is found that. .
. ." (Italics added.) The question involved here,
then, is whether the use of the word "found"
requires specific written findings. In Schumm v.
Board of Supervisors (1956) 140 Cal.App.2d 874,
878 [ 295 P.2d 934], the court was required to
interpret an ordinance which provided: "`In
recommending the approval of any use permit the
Planning Commission shall find. . . .'" The court
held that written findings were not required. (140
Cal.App.2d at pp. 880-881.) However, in
Broadway, Laguna etc. Assn. v. Board of Permit
Appeals (1967) 66 Cal.2d 767 [ 59 Cal.Rptr. 146,
427 P.2d 810], we said that an ordinance which
required the zoning administrator to specify "in his
findings the facts which establish . . ." (66 Cal.2d
at p. 771, fn. 3) necessitated written findings and
that the normal presumption of necessary findings
"does not apply to agencies which must expressly
state their findings and must set forth the relevant
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supportive facts." (66 Cal.2d at p. 773; cf. Siller v.
Board of Supervisors (1962) 58 Cal.2d 479, 484 [
25 Cal.Rptr. 73, 375 P.2d 41].)


The proper interpretation of ordinances using the
word "findings" or "found" naturally depends on
the intent of the body adopting those ordinances.
In light of the statewide concern expressed by the
Legislature for written findings in the field of
ecology, as evidenced by the EQA's impact report,
the proper construction of the words "findings" or
"found" requires a written statement of the
supportive facts on which the agency has made its
decision. Since this report involves the assessment
of a myriad of elements (see § 21100) it obviously
includes all those facts which would be contained
in written findings if such findings were required
by the ordinance. Accordingly, the written report
affords plaintiffs the same benefits that would be
achieved by written findings pursuant to the
ordinance, and we therefore hold in this case no
additional written findings in the orthodox sense
are required. *271271


Plaintiffs finally contend that there was
insubstantial evidence to support the issuance of
the permits and that they must be set aside as a
matter of law. In view of our conclusion that the
EQA applies to private activity, and the fact that
such a holding will necessitate further proceedings
by the defendants, we find it unnecessary to
analyze the weight of the evidence.


VI
We emphasize that by the terms of the act an
environmental impact report is required only for a
project "which may have a significant effect on the
environment" (§ 21151; see also §§ 21100, 21101,
21102, 21150). In the case at bar the issue whether
the proposed project of International might have
such an effect was not resolved by either the
defendants or the superior court, presumably
because it was believed the project was not
covered by the act in any event. It would be


inappropriate for this court to determine the issue
in the first instance, and we therefore leave the
matter to the defendants' future proceedings.


We recognize that the reach of the statutory
phrase, "significant effect on the environment," is
not immediately clear. To some extent this is
inevitable in a statute which deals, as the EQA
must, with questions of degree. Further legislative
or administrative guidance may be forthcoming on
this point among others. But the courts, for their
part, are limited to discharging their constitutional
function of deciding the cases that are brought
before them. As with other questions of statutory
interpretation, the "significant effect" language of
the act will thus be fleshed out by the normal
process of case-by-case adjudication.


(11) Two general observations, nevertheless, may
be made at this time. On the one hand, in view of
the clearly expressed legislative intent to preserve
and enhance the quality of the environment (§§
21000, 21001), the courts will not countenance
abuse of the "significant effect" qualification as a
subterfuge to excuse the making of impact reports
otherwise required by the act. In this connection
we stress that the Legislature has mandated an
environmental impact report not only when a
proposed project will have a significant
environmental effect, but also when it "may" (§§
21101. *272  21150, 21151) or "could" (§§ 21100,
21102) have such an effect. On the other hand,
common sense tells us that the majority of private
projects for which a government permit or similar
entitlement is necessary are minor in scope —
e.g., relating only to the construction,
improvement, or operation of an individual
dwelling or small business — and hence, in the
absence of unusual circumstances, have little or no
effect on the public environment. Such projects,
accordingly, may be approved exactly as before
the enactment of the EQA.


272


In their petition for rehearing respondents and
amici curiae assert that in the period between
November 23, 1970, when the EQA went into
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SULLIVAN, J.


effect, and September 21, 1972, the date of our
decision herein, governmental agencies approved
private projects, now either in progress or
completed, without requiring the preparation of
environmental impact reports, in the erroneous but
good faith belief that such projects were exempt
from the act. To avoid possible hardship to parties
who have relied on permits thus issued, we are
asked to make our decision prospective only.


We see no need for such a drastic step. In the
minority of cases in which impact reports should
have been prepared, the appropriate statutes of
limitations will govern. As noted herein (p. 268,
ante), the Mono County Zoning Ordinance
declares a 30-day statute of limitations for seeking
judicial review of a decision of defendant Board.
If this provision is typical of such ordinances, very
few if any of the projects approved during the 22-
month period in question will still be subject to
attack. And if a substantially longer statute of
limitations is provided in any case, similar
protection may be afforded by invoking the
doctrine of laches.


We are also asked to stay the effective date of our
decision in order to allow additional time, inter
alia, for governmental agencies to draw up
guidelines and develop procedures for applying
the EQA to private projects as defined herein.
Again we perceive no real necessity for such a
departure from normal practice. In extraordinary
circumstances we have authorized a delay in the
effectiveness of a decision of this court when its
immediate implementation would have been
virtually impossible. (See, e.g., Young v. Gnoss
(1972) 7 Cal.3d 18, 28 [ 101 Cal.Rptr. 533, 496
P.2d 445]; Serrano v. Priest (1971) 5 Cal.3d 584,
618-619 [ 96 Cal.Rptr. 601, 487 P.2d 1241].) For
the reasons given above, however, we expect that
the majority of the private projects for which
governmental approval will be sought in the future
will present no risk of significant environmental
effect and therefore will not require impact reports
in any event. With respect to the remainder, we
point out that the EQA has been in effect since


November 23, 1970. and many of the questions
here raised as to the method of complying *273


with the act in the case of private projects could
also have arisen during the past 22 months in the
case of public projects. We must therefore
presume that governmental agencies charged with
responsibilities under the act have been
performing their duties (Civ. Code, § 3548) and
can now draw upon their planning and experience
in the public sector to aid in solving whatever
problems they may have in the private sector. To
the extent such planning and experience prove
inadequate to the task at hand, we do not doubt
that with the good will and cooperation of all
concerned appropriate new guidelines and
procedures can be promptly devised. And if some
delays nevertheless ensue in processing
applications for certain private projects which
threaten to have a significant effect on the
environment, it should be remembered that such
delays are implicit in the Legislature's primary
decision to require preparation of a written,
detailed environmental impact report in precisely
those cases.


273


The order appealed from is reversed, with
directions to grant a peremptory writ of mandate
ordering defendants to set aside the issuance of the
conditional use and building permits.


Wright, C.J., McComb, J., Peters, J., Tobriner, J.,
and Burke, J., concurred.


I dissent. The opinion of the majority, discarding
settled principles of statutory construction and
distorting the plain meaning of common English
words, adopts an interpretation of the pertinent
section of the Environmental Quality Act of 1970
(EQA) (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21000-21151)
which in my opinion is not legally supportable.
The desired end arrived at by the majority cannot
justify such a means. "This court has no power to
rewrite the statute so as to make it conform to a
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presumed intention which is not expressed." (
Seaboard Acceptance Corp. v. Shay (1931) 214
Cal. 361, 365 [ 5 P.2d 882]; italics added.)


1 Hereafter, unless otherwise indicated, all


section references are to the Public


Resources Code.


The crucial question before us is, of course,
whether Mono County must prepare an
environmental impact report, pursuant to section
21151, before it grants a conditional use or
building permit for International's proposed
development at Mammoth Lakes. The answer to
this question depends in turn on the resolution of a
problem of statutory construction — whether the
phrase "any project they intend to carry out" (§
21151) includes within its scope a private
development for which a governmental permit is
required. As will appear, I conclude that the
applicable rules of interpretation compel a
negative answer.


Section 21151 provides: "The legislative bodies of
all cities and counties which have an officially
adopted conservation element of a general plan
shall make a finding that any project they intend to
carry out, which may *274  have a significant effect
on the environment, is in accord with the
conservation element of the general plan. All other
local governmental agencies shall make an
environmental impact report on any project they
intend to carry out which may have a significant
effect on the environment and shall submit it to
the appropriate local planning agency as part of
the report required by Section 65402 of the
Government Code."


274


In order to construe the statutory phrase "any
project they intend to carry out," it is fundamental
that the court "should ascertain the intent of the
Legislature so as to effectuate the purpose of the
law." ( Select Base Materials v. Board of Equal.
(1959) 51 Cal.2d 640, 645 [ 335 P.2d 672] and
cases there cited.) Our endeavor must be to
produce a "reasonable result consistent with


legislative purpose. . . ." (E.g., Kusior v. Silver
(1960) 54 Cal.2d 603, 620 [ 7 Cal.Rptr. 129, 354
P.2d 657].)


We pointed out many years ago that in
ascertaining the will of the Legislature, "[t]he
court turns first to the words themselves for the
answer. It may also properly rely on extrinsic aids.
. . . Primarily, however, the words, in arrangement
that superimposes the purpose of the Legislature
upon their dictionary meaning, stand in
immobilized sentry, reminders that whether their
arrangement was wisdom or folly, it was wittingly
undertaken and not to be disregarded. [¶] . . . If the
words of the statute are clear, the court should not
add to or alter them to accomplish a purpose that
does not appear on the face of the statute or from
its legislative history. [Citations.] Certainly the
court is not at liberty to seek hidden meanings not
suggested by the statute or by the available
extrinsic aids. [Citation.]" ( People v. Knowles
(1950) 35 Cal.2d 175, 182-183 [ 217 P.2d 1]; see
also In re Miller (1947) 31 Cal.2d 191, 198-199 [
187 P.2d 722]; Code Civ. Proc., § 1858)


In giving effect to this canon of literal construction
we must interpret statutes "according to the usual,
ordinary import of the language employed in
framing them." ( In re Alpine (1928) 203 Cal. 731,
737 [ 265 P. 947, 58 A.L.R. 1500]; see also
Merrill v. Department of Motor Vehicles (1969) 71
Cal.2d 907, 918 [ 80 Cal.Rptr. 89, 458 P.2d 33];
Chavez v. Sargent (1959) 52 Cal.2d 162, 203 [ 339
P.2d 801].) The sweep of the statute should not be
enlarged by introduction of language which the
Legislature has overtly left out. (E.g., Keeler v.
Superior Court (1970) 2 Cal.3d 619, 632 [ 87
Cal.Rptr. 481, 470 P.2d 617, 40 A.L.R.3d 420].)


I recognize, of course, that an enactment must be
interpreted so as to harmonize its various parts, by
considering the particular clause or section in the
light of the statutory framework as a whole (
Select Base Materials *275  v. Board of Equal.,
supra, 51 Cal.2d 640, 645; Stafford v. L.A. etc.
Retirement Board (1954) 42 Cal.2d 795, 799 [ 270


275
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P.2d 12]); but a special or particular provision
qualifies the general, especially where the
provisions are inconsistent and cannot be
reconciled ( People v. Western Air Lines, Inc.
(1954) 42 Cal.2d 621, 637 [ 268 P.2d 723]; Rose v.
State of California (1942) 19 Cal.2d 713, 723-724
[ 123 P.2d 505]; In re Marquez (1935) 3 Cal.2d
625, 629 [ 45 P.2d 342]; Code Civ. Proc., § 1859)
and where the particular provision is later in point
of position ( Hartford Acc. etc. Co. v. City of
Tulare (1947) 30 Cal.2d 832, 835 [ 186 P.2d 121]).


Applying these general principles in construing
the phrase "any project they intend to carry out," I
begin with the words themselves. Since no
definitions are provided in the EQA, our first
guide is the dictionary. Webster's Third
International Dictionary, Unabridged (1963)
defines the noun "project" in pertinent part as "(1):
a specific plan or design . . . a scheme . . . (3): a
planned undertaking: [as] (a): a definitely
formulated piece of research . . . (b) (1): an
undertaking devised to effect the reclamation or
improvement of a particular area of land" (at p.
1813). The verb "intend" is defined in relevant
part thus: "(2) (a) (1): to have in mind as a design
or purpose: . . . (2) . . . as an object to be gained or
achieved" ( id. at p. 1175). The verb "carry out" is
defined thus: "(1): to put into execution (2): to
bring to a successful issue (3): to continue to an
end or stopping point." ( Id. at p. 344.)


Putting together these definitions, the statutory
phrasing at issue takes on meaning: any
undertaking, designed to be put into execution and
successfully completed. Moreover, the pronoun
"they" in the phrase "any project they intend to
carry out" sharpens the significance of the words
in the context of the case at bench. "They," of
course, refers back to "legislative bodies of all
cities and counties" in the first sentence of section
21151, and to "[a]ll other local governmental
agencies" in the second sentence.2


2 I recognize that Mono County did not have


a conservation element at the time of the


decisions of the planning commission and


the board of supervisors, and thus only the


second sentence of section 21151 is strictly


applicable herein. Nevertheless, it is


instructive to analyze both sentences to


discern legislative intent, since both


contain the crucial words "project they


intend to carry out."


In other words, under the first sentence of the
section, legislative bodies of cities and counties
which have an officially adopted conservation
element of a general plan must make a finding that
any undertaking they propose to put into execution
which may have a significant effect on the
environment "is in accord" with such conservation
element. Under the second *276  sentence, all other
local governmental agencies (i.e., cities and
counties which do not have an officially adopted
conservation element)  must make an
environmental impact report on any undertaking
they propose to put into execution which may
have a significant effect on the environment.


276


3


3 Clearly the phrase "[a]ll other local


governmental agencies" in this context


means cities and counties which have not


officially adopted a conservation element


in a general plan; it does not mean


governmental entities other than cities and


counties. (Compare section 50001 of the


Government Code, which defines "local


agencies" under the context of title 5


("Local agencies"), division 1 ("Cities and


Counties"), part 1 ("Powers and Duties


Common to Cities and Counties"), chapter


1 ("General") as follows: "`Local agency'


as used in this division means county, city,


or city and county, unless the context


otherwise requires.")


The meaning of this language is plain and clear.
Local agencies (i.e., cities and counties) must
make an environmental finding (to use a shorthand
expression) or an environmental impact report, as
the case may be, in connection with any proposed
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project which the local agency itself directly plans
to put into effect or execute. To put it another way,
such a finding or report is required only with
respect to public works projects of local agencies
(as described in Gov. Code, § 65401). Nowhere in
section 21151 do we find any language to the
effect that local agencies shall make such findings
or reports with respect to private projects for
which they may issue permits, licenses or other
regulations. Certainly, if this had been the
intention of the Legislature, it could have very
easily expressed such intention in a few simple
words, coordinated with the plain meaning of the
words it had already employed.


This conclusion is buttressed by additional
language in the second sentence of section 21151,
to the effect that an impact report on "any project .
. . which may have a significant effect on the
environment" shall be submitted "as part of the
report required by section 65402 of the
Government Code." Section 65402 is found in
chapter 3 ("Local Planning") of title 7
("Planning") of the Government Code. It provides
in brief that neither a county nor a city shall
acquire real property for public purposes nor
construct a public building or structure without
making a report to the local planning agency so
that the latter may ascertain whether the scheme
conforms to its general plan. Since section 21151
environmental impact reports are to be
incorporated in reports prepared pursuant to
Government Code section 65402, it would make
no sense for a section 21151 report to apply to a
"project" beyond the scope of the Government
Code section. Inasmuch as section 65402 applies
only to public acquisition, development, or
construction, so too must section 21151 apply only
to public works projects, and not as well to private
activity, carried out by a developer like
International. A contrary result would lead to the
administrative *277  illogic of a local planning
agency processing reports on activities beyond its
statutory purview.


277


In sum, I conclude that the environmental finding
or impact report requirement of section 21151 is
not applicable to private activity for which a
governmental permit is necessary, as opposed to
"projects" carried out by public entities. I reach
this result merely by analysis of the plain meaning
of the statutory words "any project they intend to
carry out" in the context of the section in which
they are found. (See People v. Knowles, supra, 35
Cal.2d 175, 182-183; In re Alpine, supra, 203 Cal.
731, 737.)


The above analysis of the plain meaning of the
words of section 21151 is supported by the
Legislature's placement of that section in the
statutory scheme of the EQA as a whole. Section
21151 is located in chapter 4 of the EQA, which
the Legislature has entitled "Local agencies."
Section 21151 is the only operative provision of
the chapter — and of the entire act — setting forth
the circumstances under which local agencies are
required to adopt environmental findings or
impact reports. Nowhere within chapter 4 is there
mention of private activity or intent to regulate it.
Similarly, chapter 3 of the act, labeled "State
Agencies, Boards and Commissions," sets forth
with almost identical wording requirements of
environmental impact reports for projects that
state agencies, boards, and commissions "propose
to carry out which could have a significant effect
on the environment of the state." (§ 21100)
Section 21100, the operative provision affecting
state agencies, again does not indicate any intent
to regulate private activity, nor can such indication
be found anywhere else within chapter 3. Chapter
2 merely states the short title of the act.


Only in chapter 1, which the Legislature has
merely labeled "Policy," is there any reference to
"private interests," "individuals," or "corporations"
(§ 21000, subds. (f) and (g)) or the general need to
"regulate" their activities (§ 21000, subd. (g)).
However, those lofty and imprecise references to
private activity in chapter 1 pale in importance
when compared with the fact of their omission in
chapters 3 and 4. Since the latter chapters contain


19


Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors     8 Cal.3d 247 (Cal. 1972)



https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-government-code/title-7-planning-and-land-use/division-1-planning-and-zoning/chapter-3-local-planning/article-7-administration-of-general-plan/section-65401-list-of-proposed-public-works

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-government-code/title-7-planning-and-land-use/division-1-planning-and-zoning/chapter-3-local-planning/article-7-administration-of-general-plan/section-65402-acquisition-or-disposition-of-real-property-street-vacation-or-abandonment-public-constructed-or-authorized

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-government-code/title-7-planning-and-land-use/division-1-planning-and-zoning/chapter-3-local-planning/article-7-administration-of-general-plan/section-65402-acquisition-or-disposition-of-real-property-street-vacation-or-abandonment-public-constructed-or-authorized

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-government-code/title-7-planning-and-land-use/division-1-planning-and-zoning/chapter-3-local-planning/article-7-administration-of-general-plan/section-65402-acquisition-or-disposition-of-real-property-street-vacation-or-abandonment-public-constructed-or-authorized

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-government-code/title-7-planning-and-land-use/division-1-planning-and-zoning/chapter-3-local-planning/article-7-administration-of-general-plan/section-65402-acquisition-or-disposition-of-real-property-street-vacation-or-abandonment-public-constructed-or-authorized

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/case/people-v-knowles-4#p182

https://casetext.com/case/in-re-alpine-7#p737

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-4-local-agencies/section-21151-duty-of-local-agencies-to-prepare-report

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-3-state-agencies-boards-and-commissions/section-21100-lead-agency-to-prepare-report-information-required

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-3-state-agencies-boards-and-commissions/section-21100-lead-agency-to-prepare-report-information-required

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-1-policy/section-21000-legislative-findings-and-declaration-as-to-quality-of-environment

https://casetext.com/statute/california-codes/california-public-resources-code/division-13-environmental-quality/chapter-1-policy/section-21000-legislative-findings-and-declaration-as-to-quality-of-environment

https://casetext.com/case/friends-of-mammoth-v-board-of-supervisors





the only operative provisions of the act, their
omission of any reference to private "projects"
(e.g., for which a governmental permit is
necessary) is significant.


Thus it is abundantly clear that the Legislature
simply did not intend either section 21100
(environmental impact report on projects to be
carried out by state agencies) or section 21151
(environmental impact report on projects to be
carried out by local agencies) to apply to projects
to be carried out by private persons or
corporations. That clarity is apparent in the
structure and framework of the EQA, the plain
meaning of its operative *278  language, and a
textual examination of the section at issue. The
majority make no attempt to interpret those words
by accepted rules of literal construction. Instead
they draw lavishly from general findings and
declarations of the Legislature (concerning
maintenance of environmental quality (§ 21000)
and the policy of the state in that respect (§
21001)), refer to similar language in federal law,
and trace the course of the EQA through the
Legislature. In short, the majority, unable to
discover in the words of section 21151 any intent
to cover private projects, attempt to persuade us
by the elaborate reasoning referred to above, that
in some way private projects must be deemed to
be included anyhow. I suggest that in this venture
they were completely unsuccessful. Plainly private
projects are not so included.


278


The majority initially stress other sections of the
EQA to support enlargement of the obviously
limited meaning of section 21151. Chief reliance
is placed on sections 21000 and 21001, which are
said to "expressly set forth" the intent of the
Legislature. In particular the opinion quotes
section 21000, subdivision (g).  This subdivision,
together with subdivisions (e) and (f) of section
21000 and subdivisions (d) and (f) of section
21001, is employed to support the broad
proposition that "the Legislature intended to
include the permit-issuing process [for private


projects] as a governmental activity for which an
environmental impact report is required." ( Ante,
at p. 257.)


4


4 "It is the intent of the Legislature that all


agencies of the state government which


regulate activities of private individuals,


corporations, and public agencies which


are found to affect the quality of the


environment, shall regulate such activities


so that major consideration is given to


preventing environmental damage." (Italics


added.)


Such an attempt to infuse these general
expressions into section 21151 does not withstand
scrutiny. Section 21151, setting forth requirements
for environmental findings or impact reports, is
the only section of the EQA with actual operative
impact insofar as local agencies are concerned, as
the parties herein recognize. It is found under a
separate chapter 4, which has special reference to
local agencies. It is the very last section of the act,
separated by various intervening sections from the
general "intent" provisions of sections 21000 and
21001. It constitutes a particular, special provision
within the more general cast of the act as a whole.


However commendable the general declarations of
state policy contained in sections 21000 and
21001, they exert no broadening influence on the
clearly limited language of section 21151. They
are impotent to make the clear words of that
section say more than they actually do. Indeed, the
broad declarations of sections 21000 and 21001
are properly harmonized with the particular
operative provisions of sections 21100 (state
projects) and 21151 (local governmental projects)
by treating those particular *279  provisions as
paramount to the general statements of the
preliminary sections. (Code Civ. Proc., § 1859)


279


My conclusion that section 21151 does not apply
to private projects is supported rather than refuted
by the legislative history of the act itself, as it
passed from initial introduction in the Assembly to
final enactment. While the "general intent"
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provisions of sections 21000 and 21001 were
retained virtually intact in the course of the
legislative process, the operative provision of
section 21151 was significantly amended.


When Assembly Bill 2045 was first introduced on
April 2, 1970, by members of the Assembly's
Select Committee on Environmental Quality, the
proposed section 21151 provided as follows: "All
local governmental agencies shall conduct needed
environmental impact studies and shall consider
alternative methods for any program carried out
by them which may have a significant effect on the
quality of the environment." (Italics added.)


By May 26, 1970, the proposed section 21151 had
been almost entirely rewritten, after referral to the
Assembly Committee on Natural Resources and
Conservation. The bill was reintroduced and
passed by the Assembly on July 17, 1970. At that
time proposed section 21151 read as follows: "The
legislative body of all cities and counties which
have an officially adopted conservation element of
a general plan shall make a finding that any
program they intend to carry out, which may have
a significant effect on the environment, is in
accord with the conservation element of the
general plan. Local governmental units without an
officially adopted conservation element shall
make environmental impact reports on any
program they intend to carry out, which may have
a significant effect on the quality of the
environment. All other local governmental
agencies shall make an environmental impact
report on any program they intend to carry out
which may have a significant effect on the
environment and shall submit it to the appropriate
local planning agency as a part of the report
required by Section 65402 of the Government
Code." (Italics added.)


The bill was then sent to the Senate, where the
Senate Committee on Government Organization
amended section 21151 again by striking the first
above reference to "program" and replacing it with


the words "project or change in zoning," and by
striking the second reference to "program" and
replacing it merely with the word "project."  *2805280


5 Thus the Senate's version of section 21151


on August 4, 1970, read as follows,


deletions being shown by strike-outs and


additions by italics: "The legislative body


of all cities and counties which have an


officially adopted conservation element of


a general plan shall make a finding that any


program project or change in zoning they


intend to carry out, which may have a


significant effect on the environment, is in


accord with the conservation element of


the general plan. Local governmental units


without an officially adopted conservation


element shall make environmental impact


reports on any program project they intend


to carry out which may have a significant


effect on the quality of the environment.


All other local governmental agencies shall


make an environmental impact report on


any program they intend to carry out which


may have a significant effect on the


environment and shall submit it to the


appropriate local planning agency as part


of the report required by Section 65402 of


the Government Code."


On August 14, 1970, section 21151 was amended
again.6


6 The legislative body bodies of all cities and


counties which have an officially adopted


conservation element of a general plan


shall make a finding that any project or


change in zoning they intend to carry out,


which may have a significant effect on the


environment, is in accord with the


conservation element of the general plan.


Local governmental units without an


officially adopted conservation element


shall make environmental impact reports


on any project they intend to carry out


which may have a significant effect on the


quality of the environment. The legislative


bodies of all counties which have an


officially adopted conservation element of
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a general plan shall make a finding that


any change in zoning they intend to carry


out, which may have a significant effect on


the environment, is in accord with the


conservation element of the general plan.


All other local governmental agencies shall


make an environmental impact report on


any program project they intend to carry


out which may have a significant effect on


the environment and shall submit it to the


appropriate local planning agency as part


of the report required by Section 65402 of


the Government Code."


Finally, and most significantly, section 21151 was
again amended, by deleting entirely the above
second sentence referring to the environmental
effect of any " change in zoning." Thus on August
20, 1971, the section read as it was finally adopted
and reads now: "The legislative bodies of all cities
and counties which have an officially adopted
conservation element of a general plan shall make
a finding that any project they intend to carry out,
which may have a significant effect on the
environment, is in accord with the conservation
element of the general plan. The legislative bodies
of all counties which have an officially adopted
conservation element of a general plan shall make
a finding that any change in zoning they intend to
carry out, which may have a significant effect on
the environment, is in accord with the
conservation element of the general plan. All other
local governmental agencies shall make an
environmental impact report on any project they
intend to carry out which may have a significant
effect on the environment and shall submit it to
the appropriate local planning agency as part of
the report required by Section 65402 of the
Government Code."


Contrary to the majority's claim, no special
significance may be attached to the intermediate
amendments which may indeed fairly be
summarized as a change from "program" to
"project." That change is not nearly as clear or as
broadening as the majority make it out to be, since
either *281  "program" or "project" may connote


"planning" or, on the other hand, actual physical
alterations in the environment. Nor is the analogy
to the federal guidelines under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) helpful in this
instance, since, as will be explained, the
differences between the federal and state
enactments are more significant than the
similarities in solving the present problem.


281


The truly important amendment, in my view, is the
last one, which deletes the requirement that any
legislative body of a city or county with a
conservation element in its general plan make a
finding of environmental accordance with that
element for any "change in zoning" which it
"intends to carry out." In other words, after the
amendment, and as enacted, section 21151
requires the local body to find accordance with the
conservation element of its general plan only for a
"project" which it intends to carry out. In a strict
sense it is arguable that the change is inapplicable
to Mono County, since it did not have such
conservation element at the pertinent time; but the
change is nevertheless meaningful to show the
narrowing process to which section 21151 was
subjected in the course of final enactment. The
Legislature's obvious decision to make the
requirements of section 21151 inapplicable to
local zoning changes is especially important in the
instant case, since zoning amendments and
changes are one of the classic means by which a
locality regulates private activity. The narrowing
of section 21151 in this manner strengthens the
conclusion that the Legislature did not intend the
operative provisions of that section to apply to
private activity for which a governmental permit
is necessary, but intended them to apply only to
public works projects.


I turn now to consider the majority's reliance upon
the federal act (NEPA) and the interim guidelines
of the Council on Environmental Quality ( ante,
pp. 260-262). Respondents concede in their brief
that the NEPA and the council's interim guidelines
are part of the legislative history of the state act,
by virtue of their adoption shortly prior to the
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passage of the state act and because of similarities
in provisions (see ante, p. 260). Yet, as
respondents point out, the very similarities
between the state act and the federal language
underscore the fact that the Legislature intended
the differences to be meaningful — a well-
established rule ( City of Port Hueneme v. City of
Oxnard (1959) 52 Cal.2d 385, 395-396 [ 341 P.2d
318]; Estate of Simpson (1954) 43 Cal.2d 594, 600
[ 275 P.2d 467]; People v. Kuhn (1963) 216
Cal.App.2d 695, 699 [ 31 Cal.Rptr. 253]) which
the majority ignore. Examination of these
differences results again in the conclusion that
section 21151 does not apply to a private project
for which a governmental permit is required.


First, the NEPA provides in section 102(2)(C) ( 42
U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C)) *282  that: "The Congress
authorizes and directs that, to the fullest extent
possible: . . . (2) all agencies of the Federal
Government shall. . . . [¶] (C) include in every
recommendation or report on proposals for
legislation and other major Federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment, a detailed [environmental impact]
statement by the responsible official. . . ." (Italics
added.)


282


Next, the interim guidelines of the Council on
Environmental Quality, promulgated on May 11,
1970 (before any significant amendments to the
EQA) stated:


"5. Actions included [under the NEPA]. . . .


"(a) `Actions' include but are not limited to:


"(i) Recommendations or reports relating to
legislation and appropriations;


"(ii) Projects and continuing activities;


" — Directly undertaken by Federal agencies;


" — Supported in whole or in part through Federal
contracts, grants, subsidies, loans or other forms
of funding assistance;


" — Involving a Federal lease, permit, license,
certificate or other entitlement for use;


"(iii) Policy — and procedure-making." (35
Fed.Reg. 7390, 7391; see also 36 Fed.Reg. 7724,
7724; italics added.)


In light of this tri-partite federal categorization of
"projects," which, as the majority remind us, the
Legislature had in mind when it enacted the EQA,
what are we to make of the now-familiar phrasing
of section 21151, "any project they intend to carry
out," i.e., any project which local agencies intend
to carry out?


To me two crucial points are clear. First, the very
use of the word "project" by the Legislature in the
first place shows that the Legislature intended
section 21151 to have narrower scope than the
federal provisions, since "project" is manifestly a
subcategory of "actions" according to the federal
guideline No. 5. This difference in wording
indicates that the Legislature desired to limit the
coverage of section 21151 to "projects" only
(subcategory (ii)) as opposed to "
[r]ecommendations or reports relating to
legislation and appropriations" or "[p]olicy — and
procedure-making."


Second, when we scrutinize the type of "project"
covered by section *283  21151 — any project local
bodies or agencies intend to carry out — the
analogy between the federal and state language is
evidently not the one urged by the majority.
Examination of the three federal types of "
[p]rojects and continuing activities,"  supra,
compels the conclusion that the Legislature was
analogizing to "[p]rojects and continuing
activities; [¶] [ d] irectly undertaken by federal
agencies" when it adopted section 21151. The
phrase "any project [local agencies] intend to carry
out" in the EQA is clearly similar to the phrase "
[d]irectly undertaken by federal agencies" in the
federal guidelines. These two types of "projects"
can be readily analogized and their similarity is
pronounced, when we consider the marked
difference between the phrasing of section 21151
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and the other two types of federal projects: those "
[s]upported in whole or in part through Federal
contracts, grants . . . or other forms of funding
assistance," or those "[i]nvolving a Federal lease,
permit, license, certificate or other entitlement for
use."


7 The EQA omits the federal reference to


"continuing activities" as well as


"projects." This is one difference which is


not significant in the instant context, since


the distinction between "projects" and


"continuing activities" would appear to be


one of time duration, having nothing to do


with the distinction between public and


private activity at issue herein. Of course,


the omission of "continuing activities" in


the EQA may indeed be important in other


cases.


In light of these differences, which we must deem
significant, the phrase "any project they intend to
carry out" again takes on the meaning of a project
actually executed or carried forward by local
agencies (a public works project) — just like
projects directly undertaken by Federal agencies.
Moreover, under the rule of "expressio unius est
exclusio alterius" the Legislature was evidently
not including within the coverage of section 21151
private projects for which a governmental permit
is required. If the Legislature had intended such a
result, it would indeed have included language
similar to that used in the description of the
counterpart type of Federal project: "[i]nvolving a
Federal lease, permit, license, certificate or other
entitlement for use." There is simply no basis for
the majority's facile conclusion to the contrary.


Nor is there any justification, let alone
constructional value, to the majority's
"parenthetical" use of the statement of
Assemblyman Knox in an attempt to shore up its
interpretation of the Legislature's intent. It is a
settled principle that such statements are
inadmissible to show the intent of the Legislature
as a whole in construction of statutes. ( In re
Lavine (1935) 2 Cal.2d 324, 327 [ 41 P.2d 161, 42


P.2d 311]; Rich v. State Board of Optometry
(1965) 235 Cal.App.2d 591, 603 [ 45 Cal.Rptr.
512].) I see no reason to depart from this rule of
law in the instant case, even *284


"parenthetically"; there has been no adequate
showing that the statement of Assemblyman Knox
(or, for that matter, the contrary declaration of
Assemblyman Porter) falls within the sole
exception to the rule, where the legislator's
testimony consists only of a reiteration of
legislative discussion leading to adoption of
proposed amendments, which "amounts to a report
of the [legislative] committee's activity . . . and is
certainly part of the legislative history. . . ." ( Rich
v. State Board of Optometry, supra, 235
Cal.App.2d 591, 603.)


284


The majority also ignore the fact that two new
bills were introduced in the Assembly in March
1972 precisely for the purpose of expanding the
scope of section 21151 from "any project they
intend to carry out" to "any major action," as that
term is almost identically explicated in the federal
guidelines referred to above. The introduction of
these new bills indicates that many legislators do
not believe that the present section 21151 carries
the broad impact assigned to it by the majority.


On March 2, 1972, 46 members of the Assembly,
together with 14 members of the Senate as co-
authors, introduced A.B. 681. This bill would,
inter alia, add a fifth chapter to the EQA
concerning environmental review of actions by
public agencies. The new chapter would institute a
Department of Environmental Impact Review as
an administrative subdivision of the State
Environmental Quality Board. Section 99 of the
bill would amend the present section 21151 to
read as follows (deletions shown by strike-outs,
additions by italics): "The legislative bodies of all
cities and counties which have an officially
adopted conservation element of a general plan
shall make a finding that any project they intend to
carry out, major action whichmay could have a
significant effect on the environment, is in accord
with the conservation element of the general plan.
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All other local governmental agencies including
districts shall make an environmental impact
report on any project they intend to carry out
major action which may could have a significant
effect on the environment and shall submit it to
the appropriate local planning agency as part of
the report required by Section 65402 of the
Government Code and to the State Environmental
Quality Board. . . ."


Section 98 of the bill would institute a new section
21102 which would define the term "action" as
follows:


"(a) Recommendation or reports relating to
legislation and appropriation.


"(b) Projects and continuing activities:


"(1) Directly undertaken by public agencies. [¶]
(2) Supported in whole *285  or in part through
public contracts, grants, subsidies, loans or other
forms of funding assistance. [¶] (3) Involving a
public lease, permit, license, certificate or other
entitlement for use.


285


"(c) Policy and procedure making." (Italics
added.)


This terminology is, of course, identical to the
federal guideline No. 5 quoted supra, except for
the immaterial substitution of the word "public"
for the word "federal" to render the language
relevant to the state setting. First, the proposed
amendment would plainly widen the scope of
section 21151 to cover not only "projects and
continuing activities" but other subcategories of
"actions" as well; second, the proposed
amendment would also broaden the meaning of
the word "project" itself, from the type now
covered (projects which public agencies "intend to
carry out," i.e., "[d]irectly undertaken by public
agencies") to include as well those projects "
[i]nvolving a public lease, permit . . . or other
entitlement for use." The proposed amendment, in
light of the directly analogous federal wording,
cannot be explained merely as an attempt to
clarify but not broaden the present meaning of


"project" as that word appears in section 21151.
The suggested change shows that 60 members of
the Legislature do not believe that the present
section 21151 covers purely private activity for
which a public permit is necessary. That so many
legislators co-authored the proposed amendment
contained in A.B. 681 is further evidence of the
inaccuracy of the majority's interpretation of the
present section 21151.


Moreover, on March 13, 1972, A.B. 889 was
introduced (by Assemblyman Knox himself). This
bill proposes many of the same amendments to the
EQA included in A.B. 681 (e.g., by adding a new
chapter 2.5 defining certain terms such as
"project" (substantially identical to the above
wording of A.B. 681) and "public agency" (any
"state agency, board, or commission, any county,
city and county, city, regional agency, public
district, or other political subdivision")). In
addition, A.B. 889 would amend section 21151 to
read as follows (deletions shown by strike-outs,
additions by italics): "The legislative bodies of all
cities and counties which have an officially
adopted conservation element of a general plan
shall make a finding that any project they intend to
carry out, which may have a significant effect on
the environment, is in accord with the
conservation element of the general plan. All other
localgovernmental agencies shall make an
environmental impact report on any project they
intend to carry out which may have a significant
effect on the environment and shall submit it to
the appropriate local planning agency as part of
the report required by Section 65402 of the
Government Code. When a report is required by
Section 65402 of the Government Code, the
environmental impact report may be submitted as
a part of that report." *286286


Once again, the thrust of these proposed changes
is evident: Section 21151 would expressly cover
the type of "project" which plaintiffs herein wish
were covered now. Environmental impact reports
would be submitted for projects other than the
public works type of projects for which a report is
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required under Government Code section 65402.
A.B. 889 and A.B. 681 together constitute
additional support for respondents' basic
contention: that the present section 21151 does not
apply to private activity involving a use permit,
such as International's proposed development at
Mammoth Lakes.


To recapitulate, the majority opinion in my view
ignores the plain meaning and usual import of the
particular words of section 21151 which are
applicable to Mono County's decision to grant the
conditional use permit to International. The
opinion cites legislative history and analogous
federal language which in fact negate rather than
support an expansive interpretation of section
21151. The opinion relies on general declarations
of legislative policy at the beginning of the EQA
which simply are not effectuated in section 21151
in the manner urged. I, as well as the majority, am
conscious of the profound need to improve and
maintain the quality of California's environment
(see, e.g., People ex rel. Younger v. County of El
Dorado (1971) 5 Cal.3d 480, 485-488, 491-494 [


96 Cal.Rptr. 553, 487 P.2d 1193]), but settled
principles of statutory construction cannot be set
aside by the judiciary in order to achieve that high
purpose.


I conclude that the action taken by the Mono
County Planning Commission and the Mono
County Board of Supervisors was in all respects
regular and lawful. The pertinent ordinance did
not require said bodies to make specific findings
of fact in respect to the issuance of the use permit.
(Cf. Schumm v. Board of Supervisors (1956) 140
Cal.App.2d 874, 878, 880-881 [ 295 P.2d 934].)
The record discloses that the issuance of the
permit was supported by substantial evidence and
did not constitute an abuse of discretion.


I would affirm the order.


The petition of the defendants and respondents for
a rehearing was denied November 6, 1972.
Sullivan, J., was of the opinion that the petition
should be granted.


*287287
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2015 J Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95811 
Ph. 916.447.8779  Fx. 916.588.9566 


MEMORANDUM 
To: Dan Tibbitts, PE 


From: David Ford, PhD, PE; Donna Lee, CFM; Joanna Leu, PE; Roxana Hernandez 


Date: July 25, 2019  


Subject: Lower American River erosion conditional risk assessment: Subreach 1, 3, and 4 


Situation 
Levees along the Lower American River (LAR) are part of a larger system that 
reduces flood risk to the Sacramento region. The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) in its 2015 American River Watershed, Common Features, 
General Reevaluation Report (ARCF GRR), recommended extensive erosion 
control measures to improve these levees. Congress subsequently authorized 
the recommended plan from the ARCF GRR for implementation through the 
Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act of 2016 (SAFCA 
2017a). 


Anticipating authorization of the ARCF GRR, the Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency (SAFCA) reconvened the Bank Protection Working Group 
(BPWG) of the LAR Task Force in 2015. The objective of the BPWG is to help 
advise, plan, design, and implement erosion control along the lower American 
River (SAFCA 2017a). 


As part of the BPWG, a Technical and Resource Advisory Committee (TRAC) 
has been formed to provide an independent multidisciplinary review of the 
BPWG’s efforts. The initial objective of the TRAC is to provide an expert 
opinion and guidance for an erosion risk characterization of the LAR, thus 
enabling SAFCA, and its state and federal partners, to make informed 
decisions on prioritizing erosion mitigation. Four subreaches have been 
identified and divided into segments for prioritization. The segments were 
delineated based on relatively homogeneous existing bank and levee 
conditions. 


Task 
To inform prioritization, HDR computed a conditional “risk” index for the 
segments of Subreach 1 (downstream of Paradise Beach), Subreach 3 (Howe 
Ave. to Watt Ave.), and Subreach 4 (upstream of Watt Ave.). Subreach 2 
(Paradise Beach to Howe Ave.) was evaluated in 2018 (Ford Engineers 2018). 


A typical risk assessment considers economic consequences, loss of life, or 
other consequences. However, here, we focus solely on conditional annual 
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exceedence probability (C-AEP) as the measure of risk. C-AEP for this 
assessment is the annual probability that flooding will occur to any depth due 
to levee failure caused by erosion for Lower American River flows in the range 
of 40K to 160K cfs. (Other consequences of erosion, such as habitat 
degradation, may be considered in separate assessments.) 


Maps of the subreaches with segment delineations are shown in Figure 1, 
Figure 2, and Figure 3. 


Actions 
Segment ranking 


We did the following to rank the segments: 


1. Held an expert opinion elicitation (EOE) with 8 experts to estimate 
probability of levee failure due to erosion for a range of flows at each 
segment (40K, 80K, 115K, and 160K cfs). The experts provided opinions 
based on the existing condition of banks and levees. 


2. For each segment, developed a levee performance curve for each expert 
based on the elicited values (8 curves per segment). Here, the levee 
performance curves indicate the relationship between LAR flow and 
probability of levee failure due to erosion, with failure defined as the 
occurrence of any interior-area flooding. 


3. Obtained the hydrologic input for the risk assessment: a regulated flow-
frequency curve from the USACE Sacramento District (SPK) (received on 
July 1, 2019). This curve represents outflow from Folsom Dam (with the 
Joint Federal Project and J602F3, forecast-based operation). 


4. For each segment, used the flow-frequency curve and levee performance 
curve to compute a C-AEP value for each expert using analysis methods 
consistent with those used by USACE. 


5. For each segment, found the median C-AEP value among the experts. 
Reported this value as a “conditional risk index.” The conditional risk index 
is the median C-AEP value among the experts multiplied by 10,000 for 
ease of comparison. 


The following attachments provide additional detail: 


• Attachment A describes the EOE method. 


• Attachment B describes the levee performance curve development 
method. 


• Attachment C describes the risk assessment method. 


• Attachment D is a sample EOE form. 


• Attachment E lists adverse and favorable conditions that influenced 
experts’ opinions at the EOE. 


• Attachment F includes a set of tables showing the elicited probability 
values, computed conditional probability of failure values, and computed 
C-AEP.  
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Figure 1. Lower American River Subreach 1 segments (Source: SAFCA/NHC) 
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Figure 2. Lower American River Subreach 3 segments (Source: SAFCA/NHC) 
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Figure 3. Lower American River Subreach 4 segments (Source: SAFCA/NHC) 
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Results 
Table 1, Table 2, and Table 3 show the conditional risk index values for 
Subreach 1, 3, and 4, respectively. The conditional risk index is the median C-
AEP value among the experts multiplied by 10,000 for ease of comparison. 
For example, a segment with a conditional risk index of 1 corresponds with a 
median C-AEP value of 0.0001. 


Table 1. Subreach 1 – Conditional risk index for each segment 
NHC appendix 


segment # EOE segment # Bank/RM 
Conditional 
risk indexa 


1 26 L 0.0-0.4 0.2 


2 27 L 0.4-1.0 0.2 


3 28 L 1.0-1.7 0.2 


4 29 L 1.7-2.0 < 0.1 


5 30 L 2.0-2.3 < 0.1 


6 31 L 2.3-2.6 0.2 


7 32 L 2.6-2.7 < 0.1 


8 33 L 2.7-3.0 < 0.1 


9 34 L 3.0-3.7 < 0.1 


10 35 L 3.7-3.8 < 0.1 


11 36 L 3.8-3.9 3.0 


12 37 L 3.9-4.2 5.4 


13 38 L 4.2-4.8 < 0.1 


14 39 L 4.8-5.1 < 0.1 


15 40 R 0.0-1.3 < 0.1 


16 41 R 1.3-1.6 < 0.1 


17 42 R 1.6-2.4 0.1 


18 43 R 2.4-3.4 < 0.1 


19 44 R 3.4-4.2 < 0.1 


20 45 R 4.2-5.1 < 0.1 


a. The conditional risk index is the median C-AEP value among the experts multiplied by 10,000 
for ease of comparison. C-AEP is computed based on conditional probability of levee failure due to 
erosion at flows in the range of 40,000 to 160,000 cfs. 
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Table 2. Subreach 3 – Conditional risk index for each segment 
NHC appendix 


segment # EOE segment # Bank/RM 
Conditional 
risk indexa 


1 1 L 7.8-8.1 < 0.1 


2 2 L 8.1-8.5 < 0.1 


3 3 L 8.5-8.8 < 0.1 


4 4 L 8.8-9.1 < 0.1 


5 5 L 9.1-9.5 3.0 


6 6 L 9.5-9.7 0.9 


7 7 L 9.7-9.8 < 0.1 


8 8 L 9.8-10.0 0.9 


9 9 R 7.8-8.1 1.3 


10 10 R 8.1-8.5 < 0.1 


11 11 R 8.5-8.8 5.7 


12 12 R 8.8-9.1 < 0.1 


13 13 R 9.1-9.5 0.3 


14 14 R 9.5-10.0 0.1 


a. The conditional risk index is the median C-AEP value among the experts multiplied by 10,000 
for ease of comparison. C-AEP is computed based on conditional probability of levee failure due to 
erosion at flows in the range of 40,000 to 160,000 cfs. 
 
Table 3. Subreach 4 – Conditional risk index for each segment 


NHC appendix 
segment # EOE segment # Bank/RM 


Conditional 
risk indexa 


1 21 L 10.0-10.3 0.6 


2 22 L 10.3-10.4 < 0.1 


3 23 L 10.4-10.5 0.4 


4 24 L 10.5-11.3 < 0.1 


5 25 L 11.3-11.5  < 0.1 


6 15 R 10.0-10.2 < 0.1 


7 16 R 10.2-11.1 < 0.1 


8 17 R 11.1-11.7 < 0.1 


9 18 R 11.7-12.6 < 0.1 


10 19 R 12.6-13.3 < 0.1 


a. The conditional risk index is the median C-AEP value among the experts multiplied by 10,000 
for ease of comparison. C-AEP is computed based on conditional probability of levee failure due to 
erosion at flows in the range of 40,000 to 160,000 cfs. 
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Attachment A. EOE method 
Expert opinion elicitation is a formal, heuristic process that uses a synthesis of 
expert opinions to gain information when historical performance data are 
unavailable or analytical methods are not practical or would give little insight 
into the issue being addressed (USACE 2009). EOE is a method to deal with 
uncertainty in a system when the issues are vague or unknown. 


We held an EOE to estimate conditional probabilities for the LAR levees over a 
range of flow rates with focus on erosion. We used these values to develop 
levee performance curves, as described in Attachment B. The EOE was held 
on April 23-25 and April 30 to May 2, 2019 at the ICF office in Sacramento. 


We planned and implemented the EOE generally following these 3 USACE 
guidance documents:  


• Technical Guide for Use of Expert Opinion Elicitation for U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers Risk Assessments, USACE Dam Safety Risk Management 
Center (2009).  


• A Practical Guide on Conducting Expert-opinion Elicitation of Probabilities 
and Consequences for Corps Facilities, IWR Report 01-R-01 (2001). 


• Methods for Expert-opinion Elicitation of Probabilities and Consequences 
for Corps Facilities, IWR Report 00-R-10 (2000). 


EOE roles and responsibilities 


The project sponsor was SAFCA, represented by Dan Tibbitts. The following 
are roles and responsibilities of EOE participants: 


• Experts on the EOE panel consider the questions, collaborate and discuss 
the issues with other members of the panel, seek technical input (but not 
opinions) from observers, and offer their opinions on the questions raised. 


The expert panel members for the EOE were: 


• Steve Chainey, GEI Consultants - resource ecology. 


• Ray Costa, PE, GE, Kleinfelder, Inc. – geotechnical engineering. 


• Moosub Eom, PhD, PE, USACE – water resources engineering. 


• Andy Gaines, PhD, PE, USACE – water resources engineering. 


• Michael Kynett, PE, MBK Engineers – geotechnical engineering. 


• Michael Ramsbotham, PE, GE, USACE – geotechnical engineering. 


• Tom Smith, PE, GE, RiverSmith Engineering - water resources and 
geotechnical engineering. 


• Chuck Watson, WRC-Environmental – geomorphology. 


• Observers provide to the expert panel technical and levee performance 
data or information relevant to the topic upon request. Their input is 
limited to responding to the panel questions. Observers do not provide 
opinions on the questions asked of the expert panel. 


• A technical integrator/facilitator (TIF) leads the expert panel but does not 
vote or offer opinions on the questions. For this EOE, the TIF was David 
Ford, PhD, PE of HDR. The TIF also offers technical data to the panel when 
requested. Other members of the facilitation team were: 
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• Brian Wardman, NHC. 


• Donna Lee, HDR. 


• Roxana Hernandez, HDR. 


• Gregg Ellis, ICF. 


EOE activities 


SAFCA started by summarizing the motivation and objectives of the EOE and 
how the information developed as part of the EOE would be used. After the 
presentation by SAFCA, David Ford described the EOE process and reviewed 
the goals to be accomplished. Ford also described the risk assessment that 
would follow based on the results from the EOE.  


The elicitation of opinions began. For each segment, the following process 
was followed: 


1. Brian Wardman provided technical information and data about each 
segment. Experts discussed this information and asked questions. 


2. The experts filled out an initial form provided by David Ford (a sample 
form is shown in Attachment D). On the form, for the existing condition of 
the levees and flows of 40K, 80K, 115K, and 160K cfs, the experts gave 
opinions for the following questions: 


1. Given the flow rate (and the associated velocity and shear loading), 
along with your knowledge of the current geotechnical and geomorphic 
conditions, existing mitigating features (revetment, vegetation, etc.), 
what is the probability erosion is initiated? 


2. Given erosion is initiated, what is the probability erosion progresses 
(mass wasting) to such a magnitude that it extends into the levee 
template? 


3. Given erosion progresses, what is the probability intervention is 
successful? 


4. Given lack of success of intervention, what is the probability erosion 
into the levee template is sufficient to cause freeboard loss, slope 
instability, and/or seepage piping that results in levee breach? 


3. Ford’s designee processed the initial results, reporting the maximum, 
minimum, and median values at each flow rate. 


4. Ford called upon the experts with the maximum and minimum values to 
explain their reasoning. The experts discussed. 


5. The experts filled out final forms. 


This process was repeated for each segment. The results from the EOE and 
their application are described in Attachment B and F. Experts were also 
asked to document adverse and favorable conditions that influenced their 
opinions. These are shown in Attachment E. 
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Attachment B. Levee performance curve development 
method 
After the EOE, we recorded the final round of forms and gave the experts an 
opportunity to review their values and make corrections, if needed. The final 
elicited values by question are shown in Attachment F. 


We used the values on each expert’s form to calculate conditional probability 
of levee failure due to erosion at each flow rate by mathematically combining 
the values given for the 4 questions, using the equation: 


Pf = Pi Pp (1-Ps) Pb 


in which: 


Pf = Probability of failure due to erosion, given a selected flow rate 


Pi = Probability of erosion initiation, given the flow rate 


Pp = Probability of progression, given erosion initiation 


Ps = Probability of successful detection and intervention, given initiation and 
progression 


Pb = Probability of breach, given initiation, progression, and lack of successful 
detection and intervention 


The computed conditional probability of levee failure values for each expert 
are shown in Attachment F. For each segment, we fit levee performance 
curves through the conditional probability of failure values from each expert. 
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Attachment C. Risk assessment method 
For each segment, we computed C-AEP using the Folsom outflow-frequency 
curve from USACE and the levee performance curve from each expert. 


As shown conceptually in Figure 4, following USACE procedure, we combined 
the likelihood of a given flow in the channel and the likelihood of levee failure 
due to erosion given that flow to compute C-AEP. In other words, we 
combined the flow-frequency curve (shown in Table 4) and levee performance 
curve to produce a probability of failure-probability of flow curve. To find C-
AEP of flooding, we integrated the curve. 


For this assessment, the computed C-AEP is the probability any interior-area 
flooding will occur due to levee failure caused by erosion. The C-AEP is 
computed based on flows in the range of 40K to 160K cfs (the range of 
loading conditions examined at the EOE). 


For each segment, we found the median C-AEP value among the experts. The 
median value is used because it is insensitive to extreme values (Ayyub 2001, 
USACE 2009). 


 
Figure 4. Illustration of assessment concept 
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Table 4. Folsom outflow frequency-curve: standard quantile flows (with the 
Joint Federal Project and J602F3 operation, curve received from USACE on 
July 1, 2019) 


AEP 
(1) 


1/AEP 
(2) 


Regulated flow 
(3) 


0.1 10 77,871 


0.04 25  88,912  


0.02 50  110,874  


0.01 100  115,660  


0.005 200  117,086  


0.002 500  344,838  


 


A complete comprehensive risk assessment for the LAR would consider the 
complete range of hydrologic loading conditions in combination with all 
potential levee failure modes, along with uncertainty about each, and 
consequences. Such an assessment was not required or completed for 
comparing segments. Accordingly, the resulting C-AEP values should not be 
considered indices of level of protection of areas behind the LAR levees. 
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Attachment D. Sample EOE form 
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INITIAL FORM FINAL FORM


40K 80K 115K 160K 40K 80K 115K 160K


Probability: Probability:
H M L: H M L:
Probability: Probability:
H M L: H M L:
Probability: Probability:
H M L: H M L:
Probability: Probability:
H M L: H M L:


Enter an "n" for not applicable 


Notes:


Questions  


In each cell of the form below, answer the questions that follow by entering your opinion of the probability, given the flow rate shown in 
the heading for each column. If your probability estimate is 0.000 for a question, enter “n” for “not applicable” for subsequent estimates. 
Indicate also your confidence in your estimate by entering H (high confidence, unlikely additional information would change,); L (low 
confidence; additional information likely to change this); M (moderately confident, additional information might change the estimate).


Description DescriptionQuestion¹²³


4. GIVEN lack of success of intervention, WHAT IS THE PROBABILITY erosion into the levee template is sufficient to cause freeboard loss, 
slope instability, and/or seepage piping that results in levee breach?


2. GIVEN erosion is initiated, WHAT IS THE PROBABILITY erosion progresses (mass wasting) to such magnitude that it extends into the 
levee template?
3. GIVEN erosion progresses, WHAT IS THE PROBABILITY intervention is successful?


LAR Flow Rate                                  
(cfs)


LAR Flow Rate                                  
(cfs)


1. GIVEN the flow rate (and the associated velocity and shear loading), along with your knowledge of the current geotechnical and 
geomorphic conditions, existing mitigating features (revetment, vegetation, etc.), WHAT IS THE PROBABILITY erosion is initiated?


2 - Progression


3 - Successful Intervention


1 - Initiation


Question¹²³


4 - Breach


3 - Successful Intervention


2 - Progression


1 - Initiation


1. Probability values are between 0.000 to 1.000.


4 - Breach


3. Probability estimates are for a single occurrence; cumulative impacts are not considered at present.
2. Consider only the current condition of the site, without any additional mitigation, etc.
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Attachment E. Adverse and favorable conditions that 
influenced experts’ opinions at the EOE 
The following tables list segment-specific conditions that influenced experts’ 
opinions at the EOE. The tables are a compilation of the experts’ 
documentation of these conditions. In this attachment, segment numbering is 
according to the NHC report appendices. 


An adverse condition is a condition that an expert considered for a given 
segment that led him to assign probability of failure nearer 1.00. For 
example, a specific soil condition that led an expert to conclude that 
probability of failure was highly likely. 


A favorable condition is a condition that led an expert to assign probability of 
failure nearer 0.00. For example, that the levee remained intact during past 
flood events of similar magnitude, which led the expert to conclude failure 
was highly unlikely.  
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Subreach 1 


Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 0.0-0.4 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• no modern revet. in place; deepest 
channel against left bank; bridge 
pier hydraulics; three bridge 
abutments; sandy banks; 4-5 fps 
against lower bank; up to 10 ft head 
on levee at 160k at RM 0.4; wind 
waves runup to levee crest at 160k 


• 160k below or low to landside elev. 
at some sections; boat wakes only 
on stable beach slope; levee XS 
encroachment not expected by 
models 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• at equalized stage, 160k cfs wse 
about 10 ft above l/s levee toe 
elevation; sandy levee embankment; 
some wave action due to wind 


• inside bend in the channel (point bar 
deposition); channel bank excavated 
in 1900; no past historic distress 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• I see the upstream end of this 
segment to be similar to the 
downstream end of the next 
segment that needed to be rocked. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• ERODIBLE BANK SOILS • NO PAST HISTORY OF SERIOUS 
EROSION 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• High stage scenario has levee wave 
cut potential at 115-160K; high 
probability for technical intervention 
success but low likelihood that 
intervention may actually be 
attempted. 


• Sandy material will erode 40-160K, 
but redeposits during recession; 
unlikely to have any long-term scour 
or bank recession; 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Two bridge crossings; calculated 
erosion potential is high on a per 
event basis; part of reach 
immediately upstream has been 
protected with toe armor; wave 
runup could be to top of levee for 
160k and high tailwater; final risk 
ratings adjusted to reflect increased 
risk due to wave action including 
possibility of waves overtopping 
levee which could induce accelerated 
erosion of the levee face. 


• inside of a bend; persistent presence 
of inner sand bar (stated it come 
and go, but lower flows tend to build 
it back over time); relatively low 
velocity. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Narrow bench width 


• Sand channel bed material 


• Excavated channel (resistant bank 
material) 


• Located along inner bend 


 


Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 0.4-1.0 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• high stage on levee face at all flows; 
wave runup to TOL at 160k (but 
short duration wind events); channel 
deep at bank toe with high vel.; very 
sandy XS and historic channel fill ; 
on u/s portion of segment, older 
1988 rock volume susceptible to 
scour erosion; wind wave runup risk 
at 160k 


• ON D/S portion of segment, 
adequate revet. to resist flow 
velocities of bank and scour depth at 
bank toe; VELOCITY LOWER AT 
HIGHEST STAGE 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• old man-filled channel of original 
LAR alignment; earlier Spink 
revetment design likely does not 
have adequate scour toe protection; 
sandy foundation and levee 


• existing modern revetment 
adequately designed along d/s 
portion of segment; inside of bend in 
river 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• high velocities along the channel 
bank with a history of erosion and 
repairs. Split design between a 
robust section and less robust 
section. potential for some erosion of 
the levee at high flow and failure of 
the less robust repair. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Very sandy foundation conditions.  
Considerable sand in the levee.  
Essentially no bench; high velocity 
flow very near the levee. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• SANDY BANKS AND LEVEE • SOME EXISTING ARMOR BUT OLDER 
ARMOR MAY BE SCOUR 
SUCCEPTABLE 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Under the high-stage scenario 
concerned about wave cut erosion at 
115-160K; technical fix probability is 
high but uncertain about 
mobilization. Under the high-velocity 
scenario there may some erosional 
issues with the older Spink bank 
protection design 160K; for this 
issue expect no success for 
intervention. 


• Under the high-velocity scenario 
confident in existing modern bank 
protection work; low velocities on 
levee face 80-160K; the older Spink 
bank protection survived 40-115K 
flows w/o damage 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Presence of historical channel paths 
through LDB [refer to 
geomorphology maps provided by 
Ray Costa] present path for erosion 
along weaker deposits (from erosion 
perspective); very close proximity to 
levee tow and crown; wave runup 
potentially close to top of levee; past 
evidence of 1988 riprap layer 
(minimal protection by modern 
standards)--refer to 500' section of 


• inside of a bend; persistent presence 
of inner sand bar (stated it come 
and go, but lower flows tend to build 
it back over time); relatively low 
velocity; presence of modern toe 
protection at lower end of reach; 
older thin veneer of rock over 
remainder of reach (does not 
provide adequate toe protection nor 
rock thickness based on current 
standards). 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


new and modern design riprap toe 
protection; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Narrow bench width 


• Old rock revetment does not provide 
launchable stone toe 


• Riprap revetment along the lower 
bank; modern riprap revetment 
(downstream ~600 ft) + old rock 
protection without launchable stone 
toe (~30 years old) 


• Located along inner bend 


 


Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 1.0-1.7 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• visible past bank retreat; narrowest 
bench/berm at u/s and d/s ends of 
segment; high vel. at low stage 
160k; no revet on banks; sandy 
foundation; wind wave runup to TOL 
at high 160k stage; patchy veg. and 
human trampling 


• wide bench/berm on most of 
segment; low vel. at levee toe; 
oversized levee XS; 
encroachment into levee XS not 
projected in model; wave erosion 
intervention more feasible for 
115-160k stages 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• no existing revetment; some 
evidence of previous bank retreat; 
higher velocities at lower stages 


• outside bend of river; wider berm 
width; satisfactory past performance 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• High channel velocities with visible 
signs of slowly progressing bank 
erosion. 


• Wide bench width limits the toe trifor 
progressing and breach. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Upstream end of this segment is the 
most critical cross section. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • WIDE BERM 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• High-stage scenario concerns are for 
wave erosion 115-160K; high 
probability of successful intervention 
actions, but uncertain about 
intervention mobilization; lower bank 
area narrows at upstream end. 


• High-velocity scenario velocities are 
low on levee face at 40-160K; 
extensive lower bank width area. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• upper 0.1 mile does not have berm 
and slope is close to riverbank toe--
more similar to the next upstream 
reach that already has riprap 
protection; sandy toe, evidence of 
bank retreat near toe (exposed roots 
suggest 8-15ft of retreat in past 40-
80 years); wave runup up to 2 ft 


• inside of a bend 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Steep bank slope 


• Limited bank retreat observed 


• Located along inner bend 


• Wider bench width than Segments 1 
& 2 


 


Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 1.7-2.0 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• no remaining berm width; high vel. 
on bank and toe; at 160k levee 
overtops from wind waves at highest 
stage on d/s end of segment (only if 
tree/shrub hedgerow is not factored 
in 


• entire segment has modern revet.; 
giant rock toe on bed/bank; dense 
veg. regrowth over revet and 
fronting levee reduces near slope 
vel. and effectively attenuates wind 
waves; TOL is well paved bike path 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• past poor erosion performance • segment is combination of SAFCA 
repair after cutoff wall hydraulic 
fracture reconstruction and 
downstream portion of Site 1 bank 
repair site 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Modern and robust rock sites 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• VELOCITIES ABOVE 2 FPS ON LEVEE 
PROPER FOR 160k.  WINDWAVE MAY 
SPLASH OVER... 


• TOE ROCK ON LOWER BANK VERY 
SOLID MODERN DESIGN 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Under high-stage scenario there is a 
possibility for wave erosion 160K; 
highly likely for intervention success, 
but uncertain on intervention 
mobilization; 


• Under high-velocity scenario water 
velocities are getting highish at 160K 
but seems OK 40-160K; relying on 
the existing rock to resist bank 
erosion initiation and erosion 
progression; so risks are limited to 
wave cut erosion on levee at 160K 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Slight outer bend; bridge crossing 
upstream directs higher velocities 
toward left descending bank side of 
channel mainly due to road 
embankment constriction in right 
overbank. 


• Presence of existing modern and 
robust riprap along entire reach 
provides significant resistance to 
erosion failure modes; risk 
probabilities used reflect presence of 
riprap up to 1/3 bank height.  
Changed final ratings for 
intervention because erosion would 
likely be due to waves or on levee 
surface which could be detected and 
responded to much easier than 
erosion near/at the toe and lower 
bank. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Narrow bench width 


• Wind wave may overtop the levee 
during upper 90% WSE at the 
confluence for 160k cfs (~1.5 ft) 


• Modern large rock revetment along 
the lower bank - consisting of 2 
segments (rock toe & scallop 
embankment) 


• Well vegetated bank 


 


Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 2.0-2.3 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• narrow berm width (varies); high 
vel. on bank and toe; flanked by two 
bridges and mid-channel bridge piers 


• segment 5 nearly identical to 
segment 4; entire segment has 
modern revet.; giant rock toe on 
bed/bank; dense veg. regrowth over 
revet (in constructed soil trench) and 
fronting levee reduces near slope 
vel., and effectively attenuates wind 
waves; TOL is well paved gravel 
road bed; at 160k levee does not 
overtop from wind waves at highest 
stage; very low vel. on upper levee 
slope which is not rocked 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• previous erosion site; d/s of bridge 
piers; outside portion of bend in 
channel; high velocities 


• upstream portion of modern Site 1 
bank protection site 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• potential for erosion of levee slope • Modern rock slope protection site 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Looking at RM 2.1 cross section 
elevation upper as the critical 
loading condition. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • High-velocity scenario with the 
existing bank protection do not 
expect the initiation of bank erosion 
or progression into to the levee 40-
160K; could be surficial erosion on 
bench 115-160K which should not 
progress into the levee. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• bridges and associated 
pier/embankment effects on 
hydraulics 


• Similar to Segment 29, but with 
limited possibility of wave induced 
erosion 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Modern large rock revetment along 
the lower bank 


• Levee is higher than Segment 29 - 
no overtopping by wind wave 


• Well vegetated bank 


 


Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 2.3-2.6 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• older cobble revet. on bank slope 
may not extend to channel invert 
near left bank (unknown); unstable 
1850s alluvium underlies bank and 
levee; failure of cobble mantle would 
likely erode into lower, silty-sandy 
bank slope of 3:1 levee projection; 
steep bank and high near bank vel. 


• high landside elev. on half site, but 
lower closed basin/pit on other half 
(may be no overflow flood beyond 
filling basin and up to RxR 
causeway); cobble revet. on bank 
and levee slope not mobilized by 
near bank shear stress; low vel. on 
levee toe and slope, and levee has 
good grass cover; stable woody veg 
on lower bank slope; levee slope 
was faced with...(unknown material) 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• outside of bend; higher velocities • high landside levee toe elevation; 
some cobble revetment (old) present 
on levee face 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• History of erosion with a steep bank 
and no bench.  Channel velocity may 
not be sufficient to mobilize cobbles 
but progression would be rapid if the 
were. 


• Old cobble site with some rock 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • HIGH GROUND ON THE LAND SIDE 
OF THE LEVEE 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Landside ground too high to flood 
w/levee erosion (by definition, no 
"breach"); erosion potential at all 
Qs; probability of levee 
encroachment increases 
progressively with Qs 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• existing cobble revetment 
insufficient to resist velocities; lower 
bank is already at the levee prism; 
very steep bank; very small distance 
between levee prism and river bank; 
outside bend with deepest part of 
cross-section against LDB. 


• Existing cobble protection in varying 
state of integrity with active 
movement of material. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Steep bank slope • Old cobble bank toe protection (poor 
condition) 


• Well vegetated bank 
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Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 2.6-2.7 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• uncertain stability of private flood 
wall (actually an industrial 
structure); silty-sandy foundation 
and bank; steep waterside slope 


• newer riprap revet. adequate to 
protect bank and bed/toe from 
scour; very high ground above 160k 
wsel; flood wall structure old but in 
generally good condition (10 ft high) 
and stable; flooding does not risk old 
concrete structure or recycled 
concrete debris; low vel. at levee 
slope which has good grass cover 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• outside bend in river • high ground area d/s of City landfill; 
modern COE revetment 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • HIGH GROUND ON THE LAND SIDE 
OF THE LEVEE 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • High-velocity scenario, velocities too 
low to initiation cobble rolling 40-
160K; some possibility of erosion 
progression at 160K if initiation 
occurs; landside too high to flood at 
other x-sections at 160K (can't 
"breach" by definition) 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• very steep bank; small distance 
between levee prism and river bank; 
outside bend with deepest part of 
cross-section against LDB; flow 
alignment is on outer left descending 
bank 


• Presence of modern riprap protection 
over entire length of Segment.  Ray 
Costa introduced additional 
information that the levee face had 
been surfaced with a clay layer to 
resist erosion in order to meet FEMA 
certification requirements. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Steep bank slope • Modern riprap revetment along the 
bank 


 


Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 2.7-3.0 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• high channel vel.; silty-sand bank 
and levee foundation; evidence of 
lower bank erosion; outside bend w/ 
flow directed at bank; uncertain old 
flood wall/bldg; 2.5 to 4 ft wave 
runup 


• NOTE: I did not focus my scoring on 
the very short and uncertain 
(unknown except for Ray) condition 
of the pvt. flood wall 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• no existing revetment; outside of 
bend in river; failure of the 
levee/bank could cause a release of 
landfill material into the river 


• high ground landside of the levee; 
good past performance; wide 
waterside berm 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Downstream end where retaining 
wall is located is the critical cross 
section. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• THE RECYCLE YARD PROVIDES AN 
INTERESTING CONDITION WITH 
ONLY A FLOOD WALL AND NO LEVEE 
THROUGH OUT.  WOULD LIKE TO 
SEE WHAT IS ACTUALLY OUT HERE 
AND IF IT IS CERTIFIABLE. 


• THERE IS HIGH GROUND 
THROUGHOUT MOST OF THE 
SEGMENT AS THE LEVEE IS 
BORDERED BY THE ABANDONED 
LANDFILL. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• I did not address the risks at the 
private floodwall (RM 2.7) but looked 
only at the wider bench portions. 
     


• Wide bench; landside elevation too 
high to flood with levee erosion. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• In critical portion of Segment (near 
downstream most end): very steep 
bank; small distance between levee 
prism and river bank; outside bend 
with deepest part of cross-section 
against LDB; flow alignment is on 
outer left descending bank; this 
segment is immediately downstream 
of and across from the apex of the 
right side bar for this bend.  There is 
concern that failure in this region will 
produce a flanking like failure of the 
levee where the private floodwall 
ties in.  There is possible 
consequence of exposing landfill 
material should bank erosion flank 
the levee and/or private floodwall.  
Ratings assigned showed risk for 
erosion driven breach, but due to 
presence of high ground (above 
even the 160kcfs WSP) the 
intervention factor would be virtually 
assured (thus the 1.00 rating given 
for all discharges being considered). 


• Ray Costa introduced additional 
information that the levee face had 
been surfaced with a clay layer to 
resist erosion in order to meet FEMA 
certification requirements.  There is 
a question whether landside 
elevations away from the channel 
would be sufficiently high to prevent 
any damages.  Elevation profiles 
taken from Google Earth suggest 
that to be the case.  The entire 
region behind this levee Segment 
appears to be contained within 
roadways and fill (concrete 
recycling) so that no interior flooding 
would occur should the levee breach.   
This does not consider any 
geotechnical impacts like under 
seepage through the old landfill 
might lead to interior flooding.  
Middle to upper part of this segment 
has a lower overbank that separates 
the river from the levee by up to 166 
ft. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• No levee along downstream end 
portion of the segment 


• Located along outter bend 


• Vertical cutbank observed 


• Floodwall in front of recycling facility 


• Wide bench width 


 


Segment 9 - Left bank - RM 3.0-3.7 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• no revet; silty-sand levee fill; high 
vel. in main channel on sandbed 
reach 


• Very low vel. at levee toe; dense 
grass cover on levee and riparian 
veg on low bank; no erosion history; 
stable beach slope; Landfill much 
higher than TOL. NOTE: I assume 
breach and flood outflow is 
impossible, therefore intervention to 
prevent breach is absolute, but there 
may still be an effort to prevent loss 
of bank to protect landfill and WQ. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• sandy bank conditions • inside bend of river; high ground 
landside (City landfill); no past 
erosion distress. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• OLD LANDFILL ON BACKSIDE OF 
THE LEVEE 


• NO FLOOD HAZARD EVEN IF LEVEE 
FAILS 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • No apparent erosional stress 
observed at 40-115K; low velocities 
of levee face at 160K; landside land 
surface is too high to flood; low 
velocities on levee face 115-160K; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Retired (circa 1990s) landfill on 
landside of levee has potential for 
adverse impact in event of levee 
failure; wave runup of 2-3 ft at 
160kcfs but no overtopping; 
generally sandy soils 


• Slight bend to left (Segment is on 
inside of bend; no dramatic erosion 
has been noted or observed after 
past events.  Successful intervention 
rated with certain probability 
because landside ground elevations 
are not below any WSP loadings 
evaluated.  As suggested by David 
Ford, this implies "self intervention" 
in the event of erosion impacting the 
levee prism.  There is still potential 
for breach of the levee proper due to 
erosion. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Located along inner bend 


• Next to Sutter's Landing Regional 
Park (land-fill area) 
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Segment 10 - Left bank - RM 3.7-3.8 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• low grade on landside but may be 
contained by I-80 causeway; ; silty-
sand; complex flow due to in-
channel obstructions and RxR bridge 
piers; ripap fill may not have enough 
volume to overcome deep scour; 
existing very deep scour holes; mid-
channel island deposit of gravel and 
sand; high near-bank vel. 4 fps at 
some XSs; high wave runup could 
erode weak levee material; old 
sewer pipe encroaches thru levee at 
u/s end 


• new revet on bank and bed; good 
freeboard and 115k barely reaches 
levee toe; encroachment of bank not 
predicted at any flow; dense riparian 
veg on planting bench; moderate 
wide berm 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• previous erosion distress; outside 
portion of bend in river; gravel 
island directing flow toward levee 


• modern revetment (COE Site 2) 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • modern rock site 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Confident in the existing bank 
protection; no history of levee 
erosion issues 40-115K; some 
possibility of water velocity and 
wave erosion issues on the levee 
face under the "High Stage" scenario 
at 160K. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• WSP for 115k and 160k above 
landside ground elevations; some 
past erosion at toe that required 
riprap repair; lower bank is indicated 
as 8 ft from levee prism toe. 


• Modern revetment site for entire 
length of segment. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Lower ground behind the levee than 
Segment 34 


• Gravel bar in the middle of the 
channel - flow contraction 


• Modern riprap revetment with 
vegetation cover 


• Wider bench width 


 


Segment 11 - Left bank - RM 3.8-3.9 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Significant history of bank retreat 
u/s and d/s of this segment, and 
bank material here similar to u/s 
bank failure site; weak silty sand in 
bank and levee foundation; high 
near-bank vel. and deep scour 
potential 80k to 160k on levee face 
(6'+ higher than landside at 160k); 
bank veg is patchy w/ many exposed 
roots in bank, and no veg at all on 
lower bank above summer ws; bank 
template encroachment predicted at 
all flows above 80k, and in levee 
face at 160k; grass cover on levee 
slope appears stunted and less 
robust than most d/s segments 


• not much to brag about here; 
adequate freeboard for wave runup; 
dense vine cover on lower bank in 
some areas; berm wide OK at some 
XSs, but narrow elsewhere 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• no revetment; downstream from 
1986 bank failure; similar bank 
conditions as in upstream failure 
location steep bank; past surface 
water runoff distress 


• no previous distress; downstream of 
bridge abutment; Tier 1 candidate 
(connect u/s and d/s bank protection 
mitigations 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Poor performance upstream and 
downstream necessitating rock 
repairs 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• BANK BELOW BRIDGE ABUTMENT 
NOT ARMORED 


• IN THE SHADOW OF THE BRIDGE 
ABUTMENT 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Concerned about 160K levee erosion 
based on 130K erosion just 
upstream; in conjunction with the 
narrowed high flow width through 
the I-80 bridge section. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• WSP for 115k and 160k above 
landside ground elevations; 
upstream reach had major erosion 
during 1986 event with 130k peak 
flow; levee embankment and 
underlying soils similar to next 
upstream reach where significant 
erosion occurred during 1986 event; 
erosion during 1986 event went 
undetected during event (only 
became apparent as water receded); 
immediately downstream of bridge 
where piers heavily influence current 
velocities and patterns; slight 
possibility for debris accumulation 
which would compound velocity/flow 
pattern concerns. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• No revetment 


• Steep bank slope 


• Well vegetated upper bank 


 


Segment 12 - Left bank - RM 3.9-4.2 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• sparse veg on bank- little wind wave 
attenuation; rebuilt levee slope 
2.5:1 for levee XS less than min. 3:1 
waterside; high 6-7 fps vel. against 
bank; no gravel filter layer under 
rock mantle on bank, and rock layer 
only 1ft thick over unconsolidated 
deep fill of failed bank/levee; rock 
volume may not be adequate at toe, 
but rock depth is below scour depth; 
no remaining berm; if rock fails, 
erosion predicted to encroach in 
levee slope at all flows above 40k; 
1986 bank and levee retreat; 


• repair site has revet below scour 
depth and up well above toe of levee 
slope; 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• site of 1986 bank failure; sandy 
levee embankment; questionable 
toe/scour protection; slight outside 
bend; high velocities along bank 


• PL 84-99 design/repair is 
appropriate for velocities; similar to 
Subreach 2 left bank "partial" 
revetment repairs; matrix filled out 
identical to downstream unrevetted 
portion; limited faith in rock repair. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Minimal design at a critical location. • 1986 emergency repair site.   


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Relevant erosion is when water 
surfaces exceed the rocked surface 
(80-160K); if erosion penetrates the 
existing rocked surface, progressive 
erosion may lead to considerable 
levee breaching potential 115-160K 


• Confident in the rocked bank 
treatment at 40-115K, but not at 
160K. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• WSP for 80, 115k and 160k above 
landside ground elevations; segment 
had major erosion during 1986 event 
with 130k peak flow; levee 
embankment and underlying soils 
are sandy where significant erosion 
occurred during 1986 event; erosion 
during 1986 event went undetected 
during event (only became apparent 
as water receded); sandy 
embankment limits quality of 
grass/vegetation on levee surface; 
post-1986 riprap only up to 
~115kcfs level; erosion protection 
installed is only 12" thick, and on 
steeper slope than theoretical levee 
slope of 1H:3V; lack of appropriate 
transition between upstream riprap 
(that survived 1986 event) and the 
emergency repair in this reach. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Bank failure in 1986 


• Narrow bench width 


• Emergency repair with rock 
revetment 


 


Segment 13 - Left bank - RM 4.2-4.8 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• high near bank velocity and silty 
sand original bank material; 80k and 
greater flow wsel above top of rock 


• substantial rock fill on bed, bank and 
back slope, both rock size and 
thickness; very dense, wide and tall 
riparian growth fronting bank and 
levee slopes, reducing vel. and wind 
waves on levee slope; TOL 6-7 ft 
above 160k wsel 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• past erosion distress; outside of 
bend 


• modern Site 3 bank repair project; 
satisfactory performance since 
constructed (including 1997); low 
velocities along face of levee 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Confident in bank treatment 40-
160K; low water velocities on levee 
face 80-160K cfs 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• WSP for 80, 115k and 160k above 
landside ground elevations; some 
past erosion; riprap only up to just 
above 40kcfs; model velocities high 
toward left bank and along outside 
of slight bend to right. 


• Existing modern revetment along toe 
and lower portion of bank; sufficient 
quantity of launchable rock to 
accommodate bed scour; wind runup 
not expected to overtop levee (1.5 ft 
wave height with runup of 3.1 ft 
expected). 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Modern rock revetment with soil 
trench 


• Well vegetated bank 
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Segment 14 - Left bank - RM 4.8-5.1 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• wsel above 80k is higher than 
landside elev.; banks and berm all 
silty sand with patchy veg cover; at 
160k, vel. 4-5 fps in overflow cutoff 
channel, but scour is localized in 
response to veg pattern and not 
continuous; heavy recreational use 
causes loss of some grass and shrub 
cover; small section of higher vel. at 
levee toe in middle of segment could 
erode exposed sand 


• 6-7 ft freeboard above TOL; main 
flood flow directed into right bank; 
very wide berm and high near levee 
toe; ERM exposed at bank toe and 
bed; segment influenced by 
backwater from stage in Sac R.; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• sandy waterside berm; review 
localized higher velocity area (160k 
cfs) against the levee 


• outside of bend; past satisfactory 
performance; low near bank 
velocities; similar to Segment 8 in 
Subreach 4 (Tier 3); low velocities 
along face of levee 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Relatively high channel velocity and 
potentially erodible materials. 


• Relatively wide bench. Inside of a 
bend but where the channel cuts 
through at high water. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Some minor velocity issues along 
the levee toe @160K @ RM 5.1. 


• Wide bench; general low velocities 
on levee face 80-160K; some minor 
velocity issues along levee toe @160 
@ RM 5.1. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• WSP for 80, 115k and 160k above 
landside ground elevations; 
SubSegment near upper most end 
(where high velocities are indicated 
against levee toe) has elevated risk 
for erosion at the levee toe/face with 
velocities of 3-4 ft/sec; separate 
rating made that would suggest this 
small section of approx 1000 ft 
length along the levee should be a 
Tier 2 site. Remainder of Segment 
expected to have minimal/no risk of 
levee breach due to erosion. 


• Most of reach has relatively large 
overbank width between river 
channel and levee toe (100-300 ft). 
Calculations presented suggest 
limited risk for bank migration due 
to erosion. 


 


Segment 15 - Right bank - RM 0.0-1.3 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• some small eroded slopes evident on 
right bank of NEMDC; very dense 
veg on bank and levee slope reduces 
visibility; NOTE: Risk uncertainty 
about homeless campers burrowing 
into levee XS soil widespread enough 
to call for more information, 
enforcement and remediation. 


• oversized levee paved full top width; 
very low vel. on banks and levee 
slope; backwater from Sac. River 
throughout; scour modeling 
overestimates actual likely scour; 
Modesto ERM exposed in NEMDC 
channel; clayey banks d/s; seepage 
cutoff wall; very wide and high 
floodplain greatly reduces flow vel. 
near RB levee 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• steep waterside bank at levee toe; 
minimum required freeboard 


• wide (oversized) Garden Hwy levee; 
CB cutoff wall through embankment; 
low velocities along Steelhead 
Creek; pavement on levee top; 
heavily vegetated along waterside 
toe and levee face; no past distress 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Generally low velocities. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Main concern is drain along 
immediate toe of levee. Model 
indicates velocities in slight erosion 
range which could lead to 
undercutting or surface erosion of 
the levee. 


• Vegetation along ditch bank and on 
riverside levee face provide some 
resistance to erosion. As long as the 
bed profile and section of the drain 
do not begin to capture additional 
flow, there should be little concern 
with bed lowering. Main river 
channel is more than 1000 ft 
landward of the river's bank. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• NEMDC canal located along the levee 
toe, which may cause additional 
levee toe scour 


• Very wide bench 


• Well vegetated bank 


 


Segment 16 - Right bank - RM 1.3-1.6 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• This segment very similar conditions 
at RB RM 0.0-1.3.  Very dense veg 
on bank and levee slope reduces 
visibility; NOTE: Risk uncertainty 
about homeless campers burrowing 
into levee XS soil widespread enough 
to call for more information, 
enforcement and remediation. 


• oversized levee paved full top width; 
very low vel. on banks and levee 
slope; backwater from Sac. River 
throughout; scour modeling 
overestimates actual likely scour; 
Modesto ERM exposed in NEMDC 
channel; seepage cutoff wall; very 
wide and high floodplain greatly 
reduces flow vel. near RB levee 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • essentially same conditions as 
downstream Segment (lower 
velocities at this segment) 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Under high-stage scenario there is 
some possibility of levee 
overtopping, but with high 
intervention success probability and 
high probability of intervention 
actions. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Main concern is drain along 
immediate toe of levee. Model 
indicates velocities in slight erosion 
range which could lead to 
undercutting or surface erosion of 
the levee. 


• Vegetation along ditch bank and on 
riverside levee face provide some 
resistance to erosion. As long as the 
bed profile and section of the drain 
do not begin to capture additional 
flow, there should be little concern 
with bed lowering. Main river 
channel is more than 1000 ft 
landward of the river's bank. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• NEMDC canal located along the levee 
toe, which may cause additional 
levee toe scour 


• Very wide bench 


• Well vegetated bank 


• Rock revetment along the bank toe 


 


Segment 17 - Right bank - RM 1.6-2.4 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Two bridges and earth fill causeways 
reduces flood flow XS by half, and 
they cause appx 3 ft of water 
surface rise u/s at 160k;  under 
Hwy. 160 Bridge there's flow 
acceleration up to 3-5 fps due to 
head loss and constriction under 
115k and 160k. NOTE: Risk 
uncertainty about homeless campers 
burrowing into levee XS soil 
widespread enough to call for more 
information, enforcement and 
remediation. Potential for 
encroachment if veg cover is not 
present 


• ERM exposed in borrow site suggests 
ERM throughout levee foundation; 
clay soil at surface; 4 ft freeboard 
above 160k wsel and low risk of 
wave overtopping; levee paved with 
asphalt or gravel road; very low vel. 
on banks and levee slope except for 
under Hwy. 160 Bridge; backwater 
from Sac. River throughout; 
bank/bed scour modeling 
overestimates actual likely scour; 
very wide and high floodplain greatly 
reduces flow vel. near RB levee 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• some higher degree of risk due to 
bridge abutments causing higher 
velocities near levee face; may need 
to be evaluated separately 


• same as downstream segments 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• THERE IS SIGNIFICANT 
ENCROACHMENT INTO TO THE 
FLOW PATH WITH THE 
EMBANKMENT PROTION OF THE 
HIGHWAY 160 BRIDGE.  THIS THEN 
MAKES THE RIGHT OVERBANK AREA 
A HIGHER VELOCITY AREA.  NO 
REAL BANK PROTECTION ON THE 
LEVEE UNDER THE BRIDGE.  MAY 
WANT TO CONSIDER THE AREA AT 
THE BRIDGE AS A SEPARATE 
PROJECT. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• High-stage scenario has high water 
velocities along levee @RM2.0; with 
likely levee erosion and lower 
landside elevations could lead to 
levee breach. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• all four hydraulic loading conditions 
are on the levee and would spill to 
the landside area in the event of a 
breach. Main concerns are areas 
with elevated velocities adjacent to 
the levee. Model indicates velocities 
in slight erosion range which could 
lead to undercutting or surface 
erosion of the levee. Large 
constriction due to multiple roads 
and the railroad contribute to 
adverse velocities and current 
patterns with respect to erosion. 
Area beneath roadways should be 
evaluated for levee surface 
protection separate from this EOE--
mainly because lack of vegetation 
and erosive velocities under the 
bridges. 


• Vegetation along riverside levee 
levee face provides some resistance 
to erosion. Areas with highest 
potential for erosion subject to 
increased visibility to monitor and 
detect potential erosion in the areas 
having elevated velocities--mainly 
due to ease of access and number of 
people interacting with the area. 
Main channel is located 1000 ft or 
more from the levee. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Bridge abutments over the bench 
increases the flow velocity against 
the levee for 115k and 160 k cfs 


• Very wide bench 


• Well vegetated bank 
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Segment 18 - Right bank - RM 2.4-3.4 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• steep banks in toe ditch; some 
exposed soil and patchy veg fronting 
levee; vel. 3.5 fps at bank toe at 
160k; high head against levee at all 
flow 80k and above, and 10 ft above 
landside at 160k 


• levee material more modern and fine 
textured, not sandy; very wide berm 
floodplain with low vel. except at 
160k at 3.5 fps; adequate freeboard 
including for wave runup at high 
stage; inside bend with average veg. 
cover, though openings in canopy; 
good performance history 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• previous borrow area adjacent to 
waterside toe; moderate velocities at 
higher stage events 


• wide overbank area; fine grain soils 
in embankment; outside of bend; 
good past performance; considered 
same as downstream Segment 16 
(narrower levee cross section) 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• THE LEVEE SECTION APPEARS TO BE 
THE MINIMUM TEMPLATE.  ANY 
EROSION IS THEN IN TO THE LEVEE 
TEMPLATE. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• High-stage scenario has higher 
water velocities on levee face @ 
160K @ RM 3.0, which could lead to 
levee erosion and some possibility 
for breaching. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• all four hydraulic loading conditions 
are on the levee and would spill to 
the landside area in the event of a 
breach (depending on which 
tailwater level assumed). Main 
concerns are areas with elevated 
velocities adjacent to the levee. for 
160kcfs and to a lesser degree for 
115kcfs loadings, model indicates 
velocities in slight erosion range 
which could lead to undercutting or 
surface erosion of the levee near RM 
4.0 where the levee alignment turns 
upstream of Business 80 crossing. 
Large constriction due to multiple 
bridges which contribute to adverse 
velocities and current patterns with 
respect to erosion. Railroad 
embankment appears to have 
sufficiently large (size and quantity) 
riprap protection against erosion. 
Actual levee section is less than 
theoretical prism, esp riverside slope 
is steeper than theoretical. 


• Business 80 embankment shields 
levee from erosive velocities; levee 
embankment is more silty material; 
floodplain width is 1600 ft between 
river and levee toe. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Very wide bench 


• Well vegetated bank 


• Located along inner bend  


 


Segment 19 - Right bank - RM 3.4-4.2 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• steep banks in toe ditch; some 
exposed soil and patchy veg fronting 
levee; vel. 3.5 fps at bank toe at 
160k; high head against levee at all 
flow 80k and above, and up to 10 ft 
above landside at 160k 


• levee material more modern and fine 
textured, not sandy; very wide berm 
floodplain with low vel. except bend 
apex at XS 3.1 at 160k is 3 fps at 
bank toe; adequate freeboard 
including for wave runup at high 
stage; straight alignment and d/s 
inside bend with variable veg. cover; 
good performance history 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• waterside borrow ditch • pretty much "dead flow" area 
between 2 bridges; downstream 
railroad embankment well revetted; 
about the same as downstream 
segment despite incrementally lower 
overbank velocities 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• BOTH THE BUS 80 AND R/R BRIDGE 
APPROACHES ENCROACH INTO THE 
OVERBANK FLOOD WAY 
RESTRICTING FLOW. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• all four hydraulic loading conditions 
are on the levee and would spill to 
the landside area in the event of a 
breach (depending on which 
tailwater level assumed). Main 
concerns are areas with elevated 
velocities adjacent to the levee. for 
160kcfs and to a lesser degree for 
115kcfs loadings, model indicates 
velocities in slight erosion range 
which could lead to undercutting or 
surface erosion of the levee near RM 
4.0 where the levee alignment turns 
upstream of Business 80 crossing. 
Large constriction due to multiple 
bridges which contribute to adverse 
velocities and current patterns with 
respect to erosion. Railroad 
embankment appears to have 
sufficiently large (size and quantity) 
riprap protection against erosion. 
Actual levee section is less than 
theoretical prism, esp riverside slope 
is steeper than theoretical. 


• Business 80 embankment shields 
levee from erosive velocities; levee 
embankment is more silty material; 
floodplain width is 1600 ft between 
river and levee toe. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Two bridge crossings over the bend 
may increase the flow velocity near 
the levee 


• Very wide bench 


• Well vegetated bank 
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Segment 20 - Right bank - RM 4.2-5.1 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• silty sand natural bank and levee 
foundation; veg loss due to repeat 
fires; similar to d/s segments but 
less cohesive bank and foundation 
material; wave runup is 5 ft and 
may overtop slightly at highest 160k 
stage; high head against levee at all 
flow 80k and above, and up to 10 ft 
above landside at 160k 


• no bridges and no toe drain at base 
of levee; good cohesive levee 
material; very low vel. near levee 
and on wide floodplain (max. 2 fps 
at); TOL is compacted gravel road; 
good grass cover on levee slope; 
levee slightly wider than min. XS; no 
erosion encroachment expected; no 
levee distress history 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• wide overbank flow; Bushy Lake 
area; good vegetative cover on levee 
face; low velocities at levee; 
considered same as downstream 
segment 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• High-stage scenario leads to possible 
overtopping with wave run-up 
@160K, but should be fixable.  
Graded green/tee on RM 5.2 x-
section causes increased water 
velocities against the RR levee at 
160K which could be graded-out to 
reduce levee face velocities. 


• Low water velocities on levee face. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• all four hydraulic loading conditions 
are on the levee and would spill to 
the landside area in the event of a 
breach (depending on which 
tailwater level assumed). Main 
concerns are areas with elevated 
velocities adjacent to the levee. for 
160kcfs. Wave height of 2.5ft and 
runup of 5ft could produce 
overtopping. 


• Actual levee section is larger than 
theoretical prism and riverside slope 
is flatter than theoretical; levee 
embankment is more silty material; 
floodplain width is 2000 ft between 
river and levee toe. No documented 
distress from past events. 


 


  







 
 


E29 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Wide bench 


• Located along inner bend 


 
Subreach 3 


Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 7.8-8.1 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Low erosion resistance, and 
uncertainty, of underlying deposits. 


• Conservative, computed scour 
depths likely overestimated and not 
indicated by effects of recent flood 
events.  Overbank velocities are 
relatively low, and existing veg cover 
on overbank likely effective to 
further reduce velocity and wave 
energy on overbank. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erodible mining debris present along 
bank 


• Mining debris does not extend below 
levee; SCB seepage cutoff wall 
present; velocities along near bank 
and levee face are low; good 
vegetation cover; good past 
performance 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Presence of erodible (post 1850s) 
material combined with applied 
velocity. 


• Main channel flow is to river right 
although the channel appears to be 
depending to the left mining cut. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Levee and foundation materials are 
erodible. 


• Flow up to the 80 k cfs do not 
directly impact the levee. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Low water velocities on banks at low 
Qs and on levees at high Qs 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• PROXIMITY OF LEVEE TO BANK 
INCREASES POTENTIAL FOR ATTACK 
AT HIGHER DISCHARGES.   


• ONCE EROSION BEGINS RATE OF 
PROGRESSION EXPECTED TO 
ACCELERATE FOR HIGHER 
DISCHARGES.   


• INTERVENTION RESPONSE 
CAPABILITY DECREASES WITH 
HIGHER DISCHARGES.    


• BREACH LIKLIHOOD INCREASES 
WITH GREATER DISCHARGE DUE TO 
HIGHER RATE OF POTENTIAL 
PROGRESSION AND INCREASED 
POTENTIAL FOR INITIATION.   


• VEGETATION NOT CONSIDERED A 
GREAT FACTOR DUE TO 
UNPREDICTABLE LIFE SPAN OF VEG, 
CA FIRE POTENTIAL, AND POSSIBLE 
NEGATIVE IMPACTS IF TREES 
BECOME DISLODGED WHICH COULD 
CREATE LOCALIZED SCOUR. 


• HIGHER VELOCITIES AND 
ASSOCIATED SHEAR STRESSES ARE 
LOCATED SLIGHTLY AWAY FROM 
LEFT BANK. 


• HISTORICAL RESPONSE DOES NOT 
SHOW SIGNIFICANT CHANGE IN 
BANK POSITION THROUGH THIS 
IMMEDIATE REACH. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Located along outer bend 


• Erodible silty sand/sand layer near 
bank toe 


• Widened channel 


• Major flow concentrated along right 
bank 


• Bench located at bank toe 


• Well vegetated 


 


Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 8.1-8.5 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• ER layer is lower below bed than 
Segments 1 or 3. Similar erodible 
layers and deposits, split channel 
and topography to Segment 1 


• Although characteristics are similar 
to segment 1, most features suggest 
even less risk due to: Very wide, 
forested overbank (high roughness); 
presence of erosion resistant cobble 
layer near toe; lower velocities and 
scour. Even 115k is below landside 
floodplain elevation. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Some mining debris present; shorter 
distance to levee 


• Mining debris does not extend below 
levee; SCB seepage cutoff wall 
present; velocities along near bank 
and levee face are low; good 
vegetation cover; good past 
performance 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erodible materials in the bank and 
levee foundation. 


• Less erodible gravels in the lower 
bank/bed. Main channel is on the 
opposite bank and the corresponding 
velocity on the left bank is very low. 
No past performance issues. There is 
a wide bench with a history of 
aggregate mining and subsequent 
deposition and vegetative growth. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Low velocities on near-levee banks 
and on levees at high Qs.  I’ve 
entered an NA in intervention to 
express my lack of knowledge on the 
subject: It is a "non-vote." 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• very low potential for channel to 
shift to borrow pits closer to 
levee.  Low availability of sediment 
supply makes this an unlikely 
occurrence because there is 
insufficient sediment to occlude the 
existing channel. 


• Levee separated from main river by 
moderate distance (>500ft) 


• velocities near levee relatively low 


• Main thread of flow along main 
channel and away from levee 


• no apparent impingement of flow 
against levee 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erodible silty sand bank material • Major flow concentrated along right 
bank 


• Bench located at bank toe 


• Well vegetated 


 


Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 8.5-8.8 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Similar erodible layers and deposits, 
split channel and topography to 
Segment 2. Veg cleared or disturbed 
under power lines, exposing bare soil 
in areas.  160k may cause levee 
scour/erosion and 160k WSEL is well 
above levee toe and landside 
floodplain. 


• Low velocities, good veg cover 
except under power lines. 40k to 
115k WSEL below toe of levee fill. 
Even 115k does not show levee 
scour/erosion. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• some mining debris present in 
waterside berm 


• low velocities near levee; good past 
performance; wide waterside berm 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• variable soil conditions, showing 
either naturally deposited silty sands 
and gravels or mining debris 
combined with velocity between 3-5 
fps leads to potential for erosion.   


• Wide bench but with an overall lower 
elevation. Gravel bed in some 
locations. Less erodible gravels in 
the lower bank/bed. Main channel is 
on the opposite bank and the 
corresponding velocity on the left 
bank is very low. No past 
performance issues. There is a wide 
bench with a history of aggregate 
mining and subsequent deposition 
and vegetative growth. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Low water velocities on near-levee 
banks and on levees. I've entered a 
"non-vote" by the 'n' intervention. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Proximity of levee to main channel > 
500 ft therefore lower potential for 
attack. 


• Primary thread of flow is along right 
descending bank. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erodible silty sand/sand bank 
material 


• Major flow concentrated along right 
bank 


• Bench located at bank toe 


• Flatter bank slope 


 


Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 8.8-9.1 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• PORTIONS OF ERODIBLE SAND 
LAYERS 


• Generally low velocity and shear 
throughout. High roughness on 
overbank and terraces. Computed 
scour depths likely overestimated. 
Segment shows field evidence of 
deposition in past years. Less 
erodible, thick cobble-gravel layer, 
unlike sandy layers in segments 1-3. 
Mostly wide overbank area. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• narrow waterside berm; higher 
upstream velocities; complicated 
bridge hydraulics 


• Mining debris does not extend below 
levee; SCB seepage cutoff wall 
present; low velocities along near 
bank and levee face; good 
vegetation cover; good past 
performance 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • low velocity, depositional area. 
Gravel channel bottom with a mid 
channel recently forming island. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Uncertain bridge hydraulics at 160K 
cfs and possible levee erosion. 


• Low velocities on near-levee banks 
and levees at higher Qs.  "n" 
indicates a non-vote on 
"intervention." 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Bridge hydraulics are highly 
complex.  Google Earth time display 
of imagery show considerable 
variability in the bid-bar depositional 
area.  Since 2000, where peak flows 
have not been consistently high, the 
bid-bar has continued to develop 
vegetation.  Prior to that vegetation 
was limited or non-existent due to 
reshaping by higher flows.  The 
presence of down trees along the 
right descending bank just below the 
bridge also indicate sufficient 
velocity to induce some bank 
instability.  The 2D RAS model 
shows this area to have velocity of 
2ft/s or lower which appears 
inconsistent with observed bank 
instabilities. 


• Cross section indicates that flows for 
115,000 and lower would not exceed 
landside ground elevations. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erodible silty sand bank material • Lower flow velocity due to milder 
river bed slope and widening 


• Well vegetated 
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Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 9.1-9.5 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Much higher velocities and shear in 
channel and on banks and levee. 
Recent bank erosion and veg 
removal at 80K. Width between 
levees narrows in approach to Watt 
Av bridge. 


• Right bank is more vulnerable and 
comprised of 1850's recent deposits. 
Hardened Fair Oaks formation on 
most of bed surface resists deeper 
scour. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• very high in channel velocities; 
med/high velocities adjacent to 
bank/levee; limited vegetation 


• erosion resistant materials in 
channel bottom; flow direction 
seems to be away from bank/levee; 
some vegetation present; 
good/moderate past performance 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Short bench width. High velocity 
river trending river left. History of 
minor erosion. If eru erodes or 
scours progression may be rapid, 
undetectable, and difficult to arrest. 


• Eru is exposed in the channel bed. 
Otherwise gravel bed. Some highly 
erodible silty sands in the bank but 
no mining debris. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Possible high water velocities and 
high water surface at 160K cfs 


• water surface elevations 40-115K cfs 
are lower than land side elevations.  
"n" for 'intervention' indicates a non-
vote due to lack of knowledge. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Relatively higher flow velocity 


• Bank erosion/failure observed for 
80k cfs 


• Gravel/cobble layer for lower half of 
the bank 


• Well vegetated 


 


Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 9.5-9.7 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• No bank armor and veg cover 
discontinuous on banks. High near 
bank velocity and scour potential. 
Very little remaining berm fronting 


• ERM layer under bed. Dense veg on 
banks in places. Cobble-gravel layer 
on lower bank face. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


levee waterside. Steep banks. 
Recent events have had erosion of 
bank material and veg lay-down, 
and also on upper bench. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• narrow waterside berm; sands and 
gravels present in foundation; past 
performance issues upstream; high 
velocities 


• some vegetation present; 
satisfactory performance at this 
segment 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Very close proximity of levee toe to 
top bank with oversteepened slope--
including vertical slope on lower 
bank.  Presence of outfall structure 
creates additional turbulence and 
there was observed scour at 
structure from field visit on 
4/22/2019.  located downstream of 
existing riprap toe protection which 
creates additional turbulence.   


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Relatively higher flow velocity 


• Steeper bank slope 


• Narrower bench width 


• Gravel/cobble layer for lower half of 
the bank 


• Well vegetated 


 


  







 
 


E37 


Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 9.7-9.8 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Annual grass cover on levee face 
may be inadequate to prevent 
surface erosion or levee toe scour at 
160k with deeper flow on berm. 


• Adequate modern riprap, good 
volume, to top of bank at berm 
crest. Gravel paved surface of berm. 
Good access and visibility for flood 
fighting. Only levee face would need 
to be rocked in flood fight, not river 
bank and bed. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • existing modern revetment on bank 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• history of minor erosion and repairs 
on the upper bench. 


• modern rock has been placed on the 
lower bench by the usace. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Expect ERM to retard deep bank 
erosion at all Qs; expect existing 
bank protection to be effective at all 
Qs; water velocities too low and 
water surfaces too low to cause 
levee failure 40-115K cfs; "n" is a 
non-vote for intervention; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Very close proximity of levee toe to 
top bank with oversteepened slope. 


• presence of riprap toe protection to 
modern standard provides resistance 
to attack. Sufficient stone quantity 
reported to allow for expected bed 
scour/degradation. 115,000 flow 
does not exceed landside ground 
elevations. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Narrower bench width • Modern riprap bank protection 


• Boulder/cobble/gravel layer for lower 
half of the bank 


• Flatter bank slope 


 


Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 9.8-10.0 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Yikes! Same conditions as Segment 
7 before rock was placed on bank. 
Split flow from upstream (Subreach 
4) converges as width betw levees 
narrows. High velocities near bank at 
all flows. Steep, eroding bank w/ 
sparse veg. Increased roughness on 
right overbank shifting flow to left 
bank. 


• 115k stage still below berm and 
levee toe. BCG layer in lower bank. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• narrow berm; steep bank slope; past 
distress in area; downstream 
revetment; some flow impingement 
on slight right bend in thalweg 


• some vegetation present 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Channel flow with high veLOWCU the 
bank. 


• Only the 160k cfs is above the 
landside levee toe, 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Expect ERM to retard deep bank 
retreat; water elevations and 
velocities too low to cause levee 
failure 40-115K cfs; 'n' entrys 
indicate a non-vote on 
"intervention"; water velocities too 
low on levee at 160K cfs to cause 
serious damage 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Very close proximity of levee toe to 
top bank with oversteepened slope.  
No toe or bank protection with 
vertical face near bottom of slope.  
Calculations indicate high potential 
for lateral migration which could 
extend into theoretical levee prism.  
3D flow characteristics induced by 
slight bend to right suggest greater 
velocity effects along bank than 
indicated by 2D model result. 


• Presence of ERM at bank toe could 
limit additional toe scour depth, but 
block failure of this material creates 
additional roughness and turbulence 
adjacent to bank toe.  115,000 flow 
does not exceed landside ground 
elevations. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Bank erosion (vertical cut) observed 


• Narrower bench width 


• Steeper bank slope 


• Boulder/cobble/gravel layer for lower 
half of the bank 


 


Segment 9 - Right bank - RM 7.8-8.1 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Steep bank. Erodible material. 
Upstream site (1999 Site 5) required 
bank repair. Split flow and island 
creates more uncertainty for future 
effects. 


• Coarse material in lower bank 
surface (cobble). Low velocities at 
levee toe and face. Lots of veg 
density on bank. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• mining debris present; high 
velocities in channel; up to 4 fps 
along levee face; marginal past 
performance; just downstream from 
Site 5 bank repair site; deeper water 
on levee than left bank 


• bank vegetation; wide berm; lower 
velocities along levee face 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Thin section of mining debris 
deposits blanketing natural bank 
deposits may lead to initiation but 
limit progression. High velocity at 
the bank that dissipate quickly. 


• wide bank 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Wind-wave cut erosion at 160K cfs 
could be a possible failure 
mechanism but coincident 
probabilities are very low. 


• Water surface elevations are too low 
for levee failure at 40-80K cfs; water 
velocities are too low for significant 
levee erosion at 115-160K cfs. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Very close proximity of levee toe to 
top bank with oversteepened slope.  
No toe or bank protection with 
erodible material making up 
overbank.  Calculations indicate 
moderate potential for lateral 
migration which could extend into 
theoretical levee prism.  high 
velocities through this reach with 
split flow at mid-bar.  evidence of 
some down trees in areas from 
imagery.  presence of outfall 
structure creates critical point of 
attack if lateral movement does 
occur.  flows of 115000 and 160000 
are on levee section and would 
result in landward consequences in 
event of breach.  Consequences not 
considered in ratings. 


• 80000 and 40000 flows are below 
landside ground elevation. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Steeper bank slope 


• Alluvial deposit along the bank 


• Bank erosion observed 


• Higher flow velocity than Segment 1 


• Boulder/cobble/gravel layer along 
the bank toe 


• Well vegetated 


 


Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 8.1-8.5 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Sandy/silty levee material w/ grass 
cover- at 160k and 10' deep flow on 
berm could cause surface erosion of 
levee toe slope. Sandy upper bank. 


• Excellent existing bank and toe 
protection and low velocities. LOW 
VELOCITY AT LEVEE TOE. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• past distress that has been repaired; 
bank protection does not extend 
entire height of bank 


• modern Site 5 revetment; not high 
velocities along levee face; mature 
vegetation to dampen wind/wave 
action 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Reliable bank-toe protection; 
somewhat resistant bench soils; low 
velocities on levee 115-160; not 
levee issues at 1986/130K cfs; as 
much possibility for net erosion as 
deposition at 80-115k cfs 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Very close proximity of levee toe to 
top bank with oversteepened slope.  
No toe or bank protection with 
erodible material making up 
overbank.  Calculations indicate 
moderate potential for lateral 
migration which could extend into 
theoretical levee prism.  high 
velocities through this reach with 
split flow at mid-bar.  evidence of 
some down trees in areas from 
imagery.  presence of outfall 
structure creates critical point of 
attack if lateral movement does 
occur.  flows of 115000 and 160000 
are on levee section and would 
result in landward consequences in 
event of breach.  Consequences not 
considered in ratings. 


• 80000 and 40000 flows are below 
landside ground elevation.  Existing 
toe protection with sufficient 
quantity to launch for future bed 
scour. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Narrower channel width 


• Silty sand/sand bank material 


• Bank revetment composed of rock 
toe and upper bank planting 
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Segment 11 - Right bank - RM 8.5-8.8 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• 1850s sand deep on bank/overbank, 
esp. downstream portion of 
segment. Recent erosion and tree 
loss at 80k. Similar to segment 10 
but no Site 5 type protection. 


• Erosion/scour not predicted into 
levee XS. No history of levee 
face/toe erosion, just bank erosion. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• former Site 5 extension site; high 
steep bank; actively eroding; poor 
past performance; sandy material 
exposed in bank; deep hole 


• velocities low along levee face; 
mature trees to dampen wind/wave 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Most extreme possible (not at all 
likely to be exceeded) scour and 
lateral erosion estimates do not 
indicate any levee issues. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• 100-150ft proximity of levee toe to 
top bank with oversteepened slope.  
Limited cobble toe or bank 
protection with erodible material 
making up overbank NOTE:  Cobble 
armor provides some protection, but 
inconsistent with some areas 
showing failure/missing protection).  
Calculations indicate minor to 
moderate potential for lateral 
migration which could extend into 
theoretical levee prism.  presence of 
outfall structure creates critical point 
of attack if lateral movement does 
occur.  flows of 115000 and 160000 
are on levee section and would 
result in landward consequences in 
event of breach.  Consequences not 
considered in ratings. 


• 80000 and 40000 flows are below 
landside ground elevation.  Cobble 
armor provides some protection, but 
inconsistent with some areas 
showing failure/missing protection. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Bank erosion observed for 80k cfs 


• Silty sand/sand bank material 


• Steeper bank slope 


• Well vegetated 


 


Segment 12 - Right bank - RM 8.8-9.1 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erodible 1850s deposits on a portion 
of segment. 


• Dense, wide forest and berm. Very 
over widened floodway. Model shows 
very low velocities, even reverse 
eddy flow. No recent or past 
evidence of erosion. Abandoned 
historic channel has been bypassed 
by main flow under bridge. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• some mining debris present in bank; 
on outside bend of low flow channel 
(some impinging flow) 


• very low velocities against levee; 
satisfactory past performance 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Low velocities; main erosive flows in 
channel center not along RR bank; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • flow along right descending bank 
margin through this reach appears 
to have limited velocity for 40000 - 
160000 flows.  It was suggested that 
there is an eddie for higher flows, 
but very low flows may be driving 
any change/erosion. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Alluvial deposit along the bank • Lower flow velocity due to milder 
river bed slope 


• Flatter bank slope and wider channel 
width 


• Well vegetated 


 


Segment 13 - Right bank - RM 9.1-9.5 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erodible 1850s deposit on upstream 
portion of segment. Bridge 
hydraulics at d/s end. Narrow 
overbank at d/s end, 


• Wide, dense forested berm. Low 
velocities on overbank and levee. 
Main flow in mid-floodway to left 
bank area. Bed has shallow ERM and 
cobble. No encroachment of levee 
XS indicated where overbank is 
wide. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• medium berm width; high velocity in 
center of channel 


• satisfactory past performance; no 
mining debris 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Wide bench; low water velocities on 
levees at 80-160k; "0.5" for erosion 
initiation indicates as much potential 
for deposition as erosion; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• higher velocity reach • presence of ERM along bank and 
across bed limit scour depth.  Bridge 
downstream provides control.  Even 
with higher velocities, there does not 
appear to be any appreciable change 
along the bank from aerial imagery.  
The levee sits between 180 and 
300+ ft landward of top bank.  
Calculations show limited lateral 
migration potential. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Higher flow velocity due to steeper 
channel slope 


• Wider bench 


• Well vegetated 


 


Segment 14 - Right bank - RM 9.5-10.0 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Some scour on berm in 1986 at u/s 
end. 1850s deposit underlies the 
wide overbank berm. Uncertainty of 
160k unknown effects. 


• Wide forested berm and stable 
vegetation throughout including 
bank toe at low flow WSEL. High 
velocity in main channel, low shear 
on wide overbank berm but 160k 
shows more potential. Levee 
foundation less erodible than bank 
deposits. Shallow ERM in channel 
bed. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• minor mining debris; some higher 
velocities adjacent to levee along 
upstream end of segment 


• wide berm; heavy vegetation; low 
overbank velocities; good past 
performance 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Wide bench; low water velocities on 
levee 115-160K; added levee toe 
protection; "0.5" entry for "initiation" 
indicates as much chance fore 
deposition as erosion; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Overbank velocities high (~4fps) 
toward very upper end of reach. 
Some past evidence of overbank 
scour, limited to scars between bike 
path and upper top bank. 


• no evidence of change in lower bank 
over decades.   Presence of veg 
species along low bank appear to be 
stable, no evidence of even 
moderate erosion. Erosion from past 
events not against/near levee, but 
for 160000 higher probability of 
erosion of the levee face may be 
possible.   
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Alluvial deposit along the bank • Flatter bank slope 


• Wider bench 


• Well vegetated overbank 


 


Subreach 4 


Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 10.0-10.3 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Uncertain reliability of ERM in bed 
and bank toe to resist incision in the 
future. Berm width is adequate but 
not if bed/bank incision is greater 
than expected. Moderate to high 
velocity on bank may erode under 
veg/root cover. Weak foundation 
material under levee. 


• Low velocity on levee and upper 
bank. Resistant ERM on bed and 
bank toe. Dense root mats and veg 
resists erosion and lessens flow 
velocity at face of bank. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• narrow berm; high velocity in 
channel; flow direction starting to 
neck down into narrower channel 


• similar to downstream Segment 8 in 
Subreach 3; low 115k cfs wse; some 
veg along bank 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Narrow bench.  Note taken that at 
160K if erosion has taken the bank 
vegetation, velocities will increases 
on the levee face and risk of failure 
increases. 


• Unlikely that lateral erosion will 
advance enough to cause an issue 
40-115k cfs; water surfaces 40-115k 
to low for levee breach; water 
velocities low on levee face at 160K 
cfs 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Levee prism close to bank position.  
Failure/toppling of large trees due 
continual erosion of lateral toe at 
lower flows along with drag forces on 
tree for higher flows could result in 
localized acceleration of scour into 
the levee prism which could lead to 
breach. 


• Presence of ERM at toe would limit 
scour, which in turn would reduce 
potential for lateral adjustment.  
Slightly greater distance between 
levee prism and bank position than 
SubReach3, Segment 8 over part of 
this reach, but portions are much 
closer.   flows at and below 115000 
do not exceed landside ground 
elevations. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Steep bank slope 


• Narrower bench width 


• ERM along the bank toe 


 


Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 10.3-10.4 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Uncertain, but unlikely, minor 
erosion of levee toe above bank 
rock. 


• Existing 2011 armor protects bed 
and bank at all flows except upper 
zone of 160k above TOR. All flows 
but 160k are below landside 
elevations. At 160k, velocity at toe 
of levee is under 1-2 fps or less. 
Levee face grass cover and shrubs 
adequate to resist erosion at 
estimated velocity of 1-1.5 fps on 
lower levee face. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• previous erosion distress site • modern design USACE revetment on 
bank.  nothing on levee face 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • EXISTING MODERN ARMOR 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Existing bank protection sufficient 
40-115K; water surface elevation 
40-115K too low to fail the levee; at 
160K water velocities on levee face 
are low; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Levee prism close to bank position.   • Existing stone toe armor limits 
potential for scour and lateral 
migration.   Flows at and below 
115000 do not exceed landside 
ground elevations making breach 
low probability. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Steep bank slope • Riprap revetment up to the top of 
bank 


 


Segment 3: Left bank - RM 10.4-10.5 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• History of bed and sill incision. 
History and likelihood of channel 
changes and higher velocity impinge 
on left bank. Overall a lot of 
uncertainty at this segment due to 
channel instability. Potential for 
encroachment into low bank at 
115k-160k if bed lowers significantly 
at bank toe. 


• Dense veg/root mats cover much of 
bank. Levee fully grassed and 
velocity and wind wave attenuated 
by dense shrub mass at TOB next to 
footpath. Coarse material in bed. 
115k below landside elev. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• no revetment; narrow berm; 
moderately high velocities; bed 
lowering in area 


• good past performance; vegetation 
on berm 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Long term trnd is for additional sill 
degradation and RL bank over-
steepening and retreat. 


• Water surface elevations too low for 
levee breach 40-115K; water 
velocities low on leee at 160K cfs. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Levee prism close to bank position.  
Failure/toppling of large trees due 
continual erosion of lateral toe at 
lower flows along with drag forces on 
tree for higher flows could result in 
localized acceleration of scour into 
the levee prism which could lead to 
breach.  Predominant driver in toe 
erosion is expected to be flows 
at/below 20,000 cfs so velocities 
from RAS do not reflect those 
conditions--this would be considered 
as a long-term destabilizing factor.  
Chuck and Tom stated that this 
reach has seen 3-4 ft of general 
degradation since controlling 
gravel/cobble bar is being eroded 
away (just upstream) with no 
replenishment coming from further 
upstream sources. 


 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Narrow bench 


• Flow impinging into the bank 


• Alluvial deposit along the bank 


• Steep bank slope 


 


 


Segment 4 - Left bank – RM 10.5-11.3 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erodible material on upper bank and 
levee foundation. 115 and 150k at or 
above levee toe. Veg cover is 
patchy, unlike d/s segment. 


• Low near-bank velocity (<1-2 fps) 
and shear at bank and levee, lower 
than d/s Segment 3 due to grade 
control. 115k below levee toe. 
Depositional segment due to d/s sill 
and channel and floodway 
expansion. Wide berm and upper 
terraces 100-200 feet. ERM 
underlies bed and bank toe.   


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• some water on levee • wide berm; new levee construction 
with non-erodible materials 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Wide bench; water elevations too 
low 40-115K to threaten levee; at 
160K water velocities are low on 
levee face; strong north winds could 
be an issue for wave-cutting at 
160Kcfs but it appears there is 
sufficient freeboard. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• ~2ft vertical drop near low water 
line.  Failure/toppling of large trees 
due continual erosion of lateral toe 
at lower flows along with drag forces 
on tree for higher flows could result 
in localized acceleration of scour into 
the levee prism which could lead to 
breach.  Predominant driver in toe 
erosion is expected to be flows 
at/below 20,000 cfs so velocities 
from RAS do not reflect those 
conditions--this would be considered 
as a long-term destabilizing factor.  
Presence of lateral drain structure 
within reach could pose concerns for 
localized erosion.   


• ~180 ft between levee toe and river 
bank.  Presence of gravel/cobble bar 
across bottom of channel at lower 
end of this reach acts to hold grade.  
Cobble/sand conglomerate material 
in upper banks.  ERM is located near 
low water line.  115000 flow does 
not exceed landside ground 
elevations.  lower HEC-RAS 
velocities toward LDB side of 
channel--generally less than 2 ft/sec 
close to bank. ERM located along 
backside of mid-channel island 
(toward secondary channel on left 
descending bank side).  Large riprap 
apron at lateral drain outlet limits 
low flow down the left secondary 
channel near lower end of reach. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Steep bank slope • Depositional reach due to backwater 
by the riffle downstream 


• Wide bench width 


• ERM along the bank toe 


• Lower flow velocity 
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Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 11.3-11.5  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• 1850s erodible material on upper 
and mid-bank. 150k at or above 
levee toe. Veg cover dense on lower 
bank. Unstable, dynamic main 
channel planform and bar formation. 
Conservative bed/bank scour far fom 
downward levee projection. 


• Very wide berm/terraces 350 ft. Low 
near-bank velocity (<1.5 fps) and 
shear at bank and levee. 115k below 
landside elev. and levee toe. 
Depositional segment.  Conservative 
bed/bank scour far fom downward 
levee projection. Landside is high 
and LB levee ends here. LEVEE 
MATERIAL HAS BEEN UPGRADED 
(E.G. CLAY). 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • water on the levee only for 160k cfs; 
< 2 fps flow adjacent to levee; very 
wide berm; new waterside fill along 
waterside levee face 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Expect long-term trend in bed 
aggradation; 


• Wide bench; water surface 
elevations too low for breaching 40-
115K cfs; low velocities on levee 
face at 160K cfs; for "initiation;" 
generally net deposition at 40K 
("0.1"), a balance of 
erosion/deposition at 80K (".05)"), 
net erosion at 115-160K cfs ("1.0"). 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Wider bench width 


• Located along inner bend 


 


Segment 6 - Right bank - RM 10.0-10.2 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Composition of overbank material 
erodible. History of overbank scour 
patches. Complex hydraulics in 
captured gravel pits. 


• Robust rock on levee face and toe. 
Wide, dense veg on overbank. 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• past performance issues with 
overbank scour; high calculated 
velocities adjacent to levee face 


• recently constructed self armoring 
revetment waterside levee toe; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Should the levee face rock fail and 
progression reaches the unrocked 
levee material there is some chance 
of levee failure given the estimated 
160K velocities 


• Wide bench; existing adequate levee 
face protection; 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• higher velocity reach, past event of 
130,000 cfs caused overbank scour 
in limited areas (did not approach 
levee). 


• presence of revetment with 
extended toe protection on levee 
face.  Presence of ERM along 
portions of bed.  Distance from low 
top bank to levee > 300 ft; distance 
from high top bank to levee > 100 
ft.  Past events have had limited 
overbank scour at 130,000 cfs.   


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Overbank scour observed • Buried riprap toe protection along 
the levee 


• Well vegetated lower bend along the 
bank 


 


Segment 7 - Right bank – RM 10.2-11.1 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• variable width berm (relatively 
narrow in some locations); some 
prior MBK "erosion watch" areas 


• relatively low overbank velocities; 
not real high velocities in main 
channel; mostly former pond area vs 
conveyance channel 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• evidence of existing erosion  
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Adequate bench width; low velocities 
on levee face at 115-160K cfs. 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• higher velocity in some areas 
particularly for 160000 cfs.  Highly 
variable distance from bank to levee 
toe.  Highly variable locations of high 
velocity through secondary 
meandering channel closest to levee.    
Some evidence of erosion on bank at 
80,000 cfs event.  for 160,000 cfs 
lower end of overbank flow (and flow 
closest to levee) meets with revetted 
levee:  could result in additional 
potential for erosion into the levee 
prism. 


• presence of revetment with 
extended toe protection on levee 
face.  Presence of ERM along 
portions of bed.  Distance from low 
top bank to levee > 300 ft; distance 
from high top bank to levee > 100 
ft.  Past events have had limited 
overbank scour at 130,000 cfs.   


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Bank toe erosion observed • Bank is along a secondary channel, 
not along the low flow main channel 


 


Segment 8 - Right bank - RM 11.1-11.7 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erosive breach of County ring levee 
very likely at 160k or less at the 
South corner. 


• Assume breaches are not near the 
Project levee and more likely to 
occur in South (erosion at high 
velocity) or East corner (highest, 
deepest head potential against E. 
ring levee). 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• somewhat high velocities along 
downstream corner of County levee; 
breach at intersection of County and 
Project levees could cause scour 
feature at waterside toe of Project 
levee; County levee likely to fail due 
to seepage/stability concerns; poor 
past performance of County levee 


• County ring levee minimally 
maintained but will reduce risk of 
erosion on Project levee; low head at 
intersection of County and Project 
levee 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Even with a breach of the exterior 
levee the flow velocity against the 
project levee are low. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• THE LOCAL LEVEE WILL MOST 
LIKELY FAIL AT 160K AND PUT 
SLOW WATER AGAINST THE 
PROJECT LEVEE.  HARD THE SAY AT 
115K...PROBABLY NOT... 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• If the county levee fails at 160K 
there could be some (but unknown) 
risk to the COE levee which would 
depend on where the county levee 
failed: But my expert geotech 
friends tell me the risk of the COE 
levee would likely be seepage rather 
than erosion. 


• Wide bench w/o water on COE levee 
40-115K cfs even with county levee 
failure, 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• higher velocities along lower 
extreme corner of County levee with 
up to 8 ft of scour from recent 
80000 flow.  These would impact 
integrity of County levee, but not 
expected to have an influence on 
erosion related to the main levee. 


• Main levee isolated from flow due to 
county levee.  County levee prevents 
direct contact by water on main 
levee for 40000 and 80000 cfs, most 
likely 115000 also.  160000 likely to 
fail County levee but not expected to 
induce erosion related issues on the 
main levee. County levee could be 
subject to successful seepage flood 
fight activities up to 115000, but 
less certainty to prevent a breach at 
160000.   County levee not expected 
to fail in a way that would induce 
local erosion at/near main levee. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Seepage stability issue with county 
levee 


• Surrounded by county levee 
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Segment 9 - Right bank - RM 11.7-12.6 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Erosive breach of County ring levee 
very likely at 160k or less at the 
South corner. 


• Assume breaches are not near the 
Project levee and more likely to 
occur in South (erosion at high 
velocity) or East corner (highest, 
deepest head potential against E. 
ring levee). 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• somewhat high velocities along 
downstream corner of County levee; 
breach at intersection of County and 
Project levees could cause scour 
feature at waterside toe of Project 
levee; County levee likely to fail due 
to seepage/stability concerns; poor 
past performance of County levee 


• County ring levee minimally 
maintained but will reduce risk of 
erosion on Project levee; low head at 
intersection of County and Project 
levee 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Even with a breach of the exterior 
levee the flow velocity against the 
project levee are low. 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• THE LOCAL LEVEE WILL MOST 
LIKELY FAIL AT 160K AND PUT 
SLOW WATER AGAINST THE 
PROJECT LEVEE.  HARD THE SAY AT 
115K...PROBABLY NOT... 


 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• If the county levee fails at 160K 
there could be some (but unknown) 
risk to the COE levee which would 
depend on where the county levee 
failed: But my expert geotech 
friends tell my the thr risk of the 
COE levee would likely be seepage 
rather than erosion. 


• Wide bench w/o water on COE levee 
40-115K cfs even with county levee 
failure, 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• higher velocities along lower 
extreme corner of County levee with 
up to 8 ft of scour from recent 
80000 flow.  These would impact 
integrity of County levee, but not 
expected to have an influence on 
erosion related to the main levee. 


• Main levee isolated from flow due to 
county levee.  County levee prevents 
direct contact by water on main 
levee for 40000 and 80000 cfs, most 
likely 115000 also.  160000 likely to 
fail County levee but not expected to 
induce erosion related issues on the 
main levee. County levee could be 
subject to successful seepage flood 
fight activities up to 115000, but 
less certainty to prevent a breach at 
160000.   County levee not expected 
to fail in a way that would induce 
local erosion at/near main levee. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Seepage stability issue with county 
levee 


• Surrounded by county levee 


 


Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 12.6-13.3 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


• Bank and bed erosion LIKELY to 
occur at all flows in main channel, 
but far (1,500-3,000 ft) from Project 
levee. 


• I assumed area of interest is outer 
flank of inundated area on higher 
ground which is depositional, not 
erosional (i.e. <1 fps velocity). 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • 160k cfs does not contact the levee 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • NO FLOOD WATERS REACH THE 
LEVEE 
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Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Wide bench; no water on levees; low 
water velocities if progression 
proceeds; likely as much erosion as 
deposition at 80-160k ('0.5') 


 


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • very large distance > 500 ft between 
levee toe and river bank.  Presence 
of wide floodplain limits exposure of 
levee prism to erosion for any single 
event considered.  Significant 
velocities do not reach main levee 
due to high overbank. 


  


Adverse condition 
(1) 


Favorable condition 
(2) 


 • Wide and high bench 
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Attachment F. Elicited probability values, computed 
conditional probability of failure values, and computed C-
AEP 
 


In this attachment, segment numbering is according to the NHC report 
appendices. 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 1 
Table 1. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 0.0-0.4 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.001 0.500 0.100 0.250 1.000 0.500 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.319 0.312 0.175 
2 80K 0.900 0.002 0.600 0.500 0.500 1.000 0.500 0.100 0.002 1.000 0.513 0.321 0.500 
3 115K 0.900 0.010 0.800 0.800 0.999 1.000 0.600 0.500 0.010 1.000 0.701 0.309 0.800 
4 160K 0.990 0.050 0.900 0.990 0.999 1.000 0.700 0.900 0.050 1.000 0.816 0.305 0.945 


 


Table 2. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 0.0-0.4 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.200 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.042 0.068 0.010 
3 115K 0.050 0.005 0.050 0.400 0.009 0.200 0.400 0.100 0.005 0.400 0.152 0.154 0.075 
4 160K 0.100 0.010 0.100 0.700 0.009 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.009 0.700 0.302 0.257 0.300 


 


Table 3. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 0.0-0.4– Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.019 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.019 0.031 0.010 
3 115K 0.100 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 0.500 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.085 0.160 0.010 
4 160K 0.100 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.050 0.500 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.085 0.160 0.010 


 
Table 4. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 0.0-0.4– Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.004 0.003 
3 115K 0.010 0.020 0.050 0.100 0.009 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.009 0.100 0.039 0.038 0.015 
4 160K 0.050 0.050 0.100 0.400 0.009 0.300 0.150 0.050 0.009 0.400 0.139 0.131 0.075 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
 


Elicited probability values by question  
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Subreach 1 - Segment 2 
Table 5. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 0.4-1.0 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.500 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.229 0.328 0.100 
2 80K 0.100 0.015 0.015 0.500 0.200 1.000 0.500 0.100 0.015 1.000 0.304 0.321 0.150 
3 115K 0.500 0.100 0.300 0.900 0.400 1.000 0.700 0.500 0.100 1.000 0.550 0.283 0.500 
4 160K 0.750 0.150 0.500 0.990 0.700 1.000 0.800 0.900 0.150 1.000 0.724 0.266 0.775 


 


Table 6. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 0.4-1.0 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 
2 80K 0.005 0.015 0.001 0.200 0.050 0.000 0.200 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.060 0.082 0.013 
3 115K 0.050 0.100 0.200 0.500 0.200 0.200 0.500 0.100 0.050 0.500 0.231 0.164 0.200 
4 160K 0.700 0.200 0.500 0.900 0.500 0.500 0.900 0.500 0.200 0.900 0.588 0.220 0.500 


 


Table 7. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 0.4-1.0 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.008 0.004 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.008 0.004 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.500 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.068 0.163 0.010 
4 160K 0.005 0.005 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.500 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.067 0.164 0.005 


 


Table 8. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 0.4-1.0 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.027 0.042 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.020 0.010 0.300 0.050 0.010 0.300 0.010 0.010 0.300 0.089 0.123 0.015 
4 160K 0.070 0.050 0.100 0.600 0.100 0.030 0.500 0.050 0.030 0.600 0.188 0.212 0.085 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 3 
Table 9. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 1.0-1.7 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.900 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.200 1.000 0.200 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.314 0.374 0.150 
2 80K 0.990 0.010 0.500 0.500 0.400 1.000 0.200 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.463 0.350 0.450 
3 115K 0.800 0.100 0.700 0.900 0.600 1.000 0.400 0.500 0.100 1.000 0.625 0.273 0.650 
4 160K 0.990 0.200 0.900 0.990 0.800 1.000 0.500 0.900 0.200 1.000 0.785 0.269 0.900 


 


Table 10. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 1.0-1.7 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.079 0.162 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.200 0.009 0.000 0.600 0.010 0.000 0.600 0.105 0.198 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.500 0.009 0.200 0.650 0.100 0.009 0.650 0.209 0.222 0.100 
4 160K 0.050 0.150 0.400 0.700 0.009 0.500 0.750 0.100 0.009 0.750 0.332 0.277 0.275 


 


Table 11. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 1.0-1.7 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.050 n/a n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.023 0.033 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.032 0.010 
3 115K 0.100 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.100 0.200 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.059 0.066 0.030 
4 160K 0.100 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.100 0.300 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.300 0.065 0.098 0.010 


 


Table 12. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 1.0-1.7 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.034 0.001 
3 115K 0.005 0.010 0.010 0.200 0.009 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.005 0.200 0.044 0.066 0.010 
4 160K 0.025 0.050 0.100 0.600 0.009 0.300 0.150 0.010 0.009 0.600 0.156 0.191 0.075 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 4 
Table 13. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 1.7-2.0 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 


dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.200 0.100 0.010 0.001 0.200 0.055 0.068 0.013 
3 115K 0.010 0.100 0.050 0.300 0.009 0.300 0.100 0.100 0.009 0.300 0.121 0.109 0.100 
4 160K 0.100 0.150 0.150 0.900 0.900 0.500 0.200 0.900 0.100 0.900 0.475 0.348 0.350 


 
Table 14. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 1.7-2.0 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.006 0.004 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
3 115K 0.005 0.100 0.010 0.500 0.009 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.086 0.160 0.010 
4 160K 0.010 0.150 0.015 0.700 0.300 0.500 0.500 0.010 0.010 0.700 0.273 0.252 0.225 


 
Table 15. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 1.7-2.0 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.500 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a n/a 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.079 0.162 0.010 
2 80K 0.500 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a n/a 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.079 0.162 0.010 
3 115K 0.500 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.100 0.000 0.250 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.109 0.169 0.010 
4 160K 0.100 0.005 n/a 0.001 0.500 0.300 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.177 0.209 0.055 


 
Table 16. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 1.7-2.0 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.015 0.032 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.003 
4 160K 0.010 0.030 0.010 0.500 0.010 0.200 0.150 0.010 0.010 0.500 0.115 0.161 0.020 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 5 
Table 17. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 2.0-2.3 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.030 0.041 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.100 0.050 0.500 0.009 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.009 0.500 0.110 0.153 0.075 
4 160K 0.050 0.150 0.150 0.900 0.009 0.200 0.200 0.100 0.009 0.900 0.220 0.265 0.150 


 
Table 18. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 2.0-2.3 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.006 0.004 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
3 115K 0.005 0.100 0.010 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.036 0.040 0.010 
4 160K 0.005 0.150 0.015 0.400 0.009 0.000 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.136 0.189 0.013 


 
Table 19. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 2.0-2.3 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.500 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.080 0.162 0.010 
2 80K 0.500 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.080 0.162 0.010 
3 115K 0.500 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.079 0.162 0.010 
4 160K 0.500 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.200 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.091 0.167 0.008 


 
Table 20. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 2.0-2.3 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.009 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.100 0.009 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.003 
4 160K 0.005 0.030 0.010 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.150 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.089 0.162 0.010 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 6 
Table 21. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 2.3-2.6 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.900 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.200 1.000 0.500 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.328 0.394 0.105 
2 80K 0.990 0.010 0.010 0.200 0.300 1.000 0.600 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.401 0.386 0.250 
3 115K 0.990 0.100 0.100 0.500 0.500 1.000 0.700 0.500 0.100 1.000 0.549 0.322 0.500 
4 160K 0.990 0.200 0.200 0.700 0.800 1.000 0.800 0.900 0.200 1.000 0.699 0.303 0.800 


 
Table 22. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 2.3-2.6 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.033 0.039 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 0.150 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.200 0.099 0.090 0.080 
3 115K 0.100 0.100 0.300 0.500 0.300 0.300 0.700 0.100 0.100 0.700 0.300 0.200 0.300 
4 160K 0.500 0.150 0.500 0.700 0.400 0.500 0.800 0.500 0.150 0.800 0.506 0.181 0.500 


 
Table 23. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 2.3-2.6 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
3 115K 0.050 0.050 n/a 0.100 0.050 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.033 0.034 0.030 
4 160K 0.050 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.050 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.034 0.010 


 
Table 24. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 2.3-2.6 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.014 0.033 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.200 0.001 0.000 0.250 0.010 0.000 0.250 0.061 0.095 0.010 
4 160K 0.050 0.020 0.010 0.500 0.001 0.000 0.500 0.050 0.000 0.500 0.141 0.208 0.035 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 7 
Table 25. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 2.6-2.7 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.005 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.068 0.163 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.015 0.001 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.600 0.010 0.000 0.600 0.093 0.194 0.010 
3 115K 0.020 0.100 0.050 0.300 0.050 0.050 0.700 0.010 0.010 0.700 0.160 0.222 0.050 
4 160K 0.100 0.150 0.150 0.500 0.100 0.100 0.800 0.100 0.100 0.800 0.250 0.244 0.125 


 
Table 26. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 2.6-2.7 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.200 0.020 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.032 0.064 0.010 
3 115K 0.005 0.100 0.010 0.500 0.030 0.000 0.700 0.010 0.000 0.700 0.169 0.255 0.020 
4 160K 0.010 0.150 0.015 0.700 0.050 0.000 0.800 0.010 0.000 0.800 0.217 0.312 0.033 


 
Table 27. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 2.6-2.7 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.050 n/a n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.016 0.006 
2 80K 0.050 n/a n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.016 0.006 
3 115K 0.050 n/a n/a 0.100 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.034 0.001 
4 160K 0.050 n/a n/a 0.100 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.034 0.001 


 
Table 28. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 2.6-2.7 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.250 0.001 0.000 0.250 0.033 0.082 0.001 
4 160K 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 0.002 0.000 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.078 0.162 0.008 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 8 
Table 29. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 2.7-3.0 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.500 0.001 0.001 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.500 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.277 0.337 0.100 
2 80K 0.900 0.010 0.010 0.400 0.200 1.000 0.600 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.403 0.368 0.300 
3 115K 0.990 0.150 0.150 0.750 0.300 1.000 0.700 0.500 0.150 1.000 0.568 0.324 0.600 
4 160K 0.990 0.250 0.300 0.900 0.500 1.000 0.800 0.900 0.250 1.000 0.705 0.289 0.850 


 
Table 30. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 2.7-3.0 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.007 0.005 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 0.015 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.015 0.007 0.005 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.150 0.300 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.700 0.100 0.000 0.700 0.160 0.226 0.055 
4 160K 0.010 0.200 0.500 0.500 0.010 0.010 0.800 0.500 0.010 0.800 0.316 0.281 0.350 


 
Table 31. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 2.7-3.0 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 1.000 0.010 0.000 1.000 0.129 0.329 0.006 
2 80K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 1.000 0.010 0.000 1.000 0.129 0.329 0.006 
3 115K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.100 0.001 n/a 1.000 0.010 0.000 1.000 0.140 0.327 0.006 
4 160K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.100 0.001 n/a 1.000 0.010 0.000 1.000 0.140 0.327 0.006 


 
Table 32. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 2.7-3.0 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.250 0.010 0.000 0.250 0.034 0.082 0.001 
4 160K 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.500 0.050 0.000 0.500 0.072 0.163 0.006 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 9 
Table 33. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 9 - Left bank - RM 3.0-3.7 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.001 0.001 0.100 0.500 1.000 0.500 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.288 0.329 0.100 
2 80K 0.900 0.010 0.010 0.200 0.600 1.000 0.600 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.428 0.374 0.400 
3 115K 0.990 0.150 0.150 0.750 0.700 1.000 0.700 0.500 0.150 1.000 0.618 0.310 0.700 
4 160K 0.990 0.250 0.300 0.900 0.999 1.000 0.800 0.900 0.250 1.000 0.767 0.291 0.900 


 
Table 34. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 9 - Left bank - RM 3.0-3.7 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.007 0.005 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 0.015 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.015 0.008 0.005 0.010 
3 115K 0.030 0.150 0.300 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.050 0.100 0.000 0.300 0.104 0.086 0.100 
4 160K 0.050 0.200 0.500 0.100 0.250 0.000 0.100 0.200 0.000 0.500 0.175 0.146 0.150 


 
Table 35. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 9 - Left bank - RM 3.0-3.7 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.990 n/a n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 1.000 0.100 0.000 1.000 0.275 0.418 0.055 
2 80K 0.990 n/a n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 1.000 0.100 0.000 1.000 0.275 0.418 0.055 
3 115K 0.990 n/a n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 1.000 0.100 0.000 1.000 0.286 0.411 0.100 
4 160K 0.990 n/a n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 1.000 0.100 0.000 1.000 0.275 0.418 0.055 


 


Table 36. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 9 - Left bank - RM 3.0-3.7 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.009 0.016 0.002 
4 160K 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.001 0.005 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.003 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 10 
Table 37. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 10 - Left bank - RM 3.7-3.8 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.900 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.250 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.285 0.392 0.055 
2 80K 0.990 0.015 0.010 0.200 0.005 1.000 0.250 0.010 0.005 1.000 0.310 0.405 0.108 
3 115K 0.990 0.100 0.100 0.400 0.200 1.000 0.600 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.436 0.362 0.300 
4 160K 0.990 0.150 0.150 0.900 0.500 1.000 0.700 0.500 0.150 1.000 0.611 0.323 0.600 


 
Table 38. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 10 - Left bank - RM 3.7-3.8 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.007 0.005 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.015 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
3 115K 0.030 0.100 0.010 0.400 0.100 0.020 0.050 0.010 0.010 0.400 0.090 0.122 0.040 
4 160K 0.100 0.150 0.150 0.750 0.200 0.050 0.100 0.100 0.050 0.750 0.200 0.212 0.125 


 
Table 39. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 10 - Left bank - RM 3.7-3.8 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.024 0.032 0.010 
2 80K 0.100 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.024 0.032 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
4 160K 0.001 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.004 0.003 


 


Table 40. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 – Segment 10 – Left bank – RM 3.7-3.8 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.005 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.015 0.032 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.005 0.010 0.500 0.005 0.000 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.500 0.073 0.162 0.008 
4 160K 0.050 0.030 0.015 0.700 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.010 0.700 0.116 0.223 0.023 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
 







 


  


F12 


Subreach 1 - Segment 11 
Table 41. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 11 - Left bank - RM 3.8-3.9 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.900 0.100 0.200 0.300 0.200 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.381 0.335 0.225 
2 80K 0.990 0.150 0.500 0.500 0.400 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.486 0.325 0.450 
3 115K 0.990 0.250 0.700 0.700 0.600 1.000 0.750 0.500 0.250 1.000 0.686 0.231 0.700 
4 160K 0.990 0.350 0.900 0.900 0.999 1.000 0.900 0.900 0.350 1.000 0.867 0.201 0.900 


 
Table 42. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 11 - Left bank - RM 3.8-3.9 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.020 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.055 0.045 0.060 
2 80K 0.030 0.200 0.150 0.200 0.200 0.000 0.150 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.118 0.083 0.150 
3 115K 0.100 0.400 0.300 0.700 0.600 0.000 0.600 0.100 0.000 0.700 0.350 0.250 0.350 
4 160K 0.900 0.600 0.500 0.900 0.800 0.000 0.800 0.500 0.000 0.900 0.625 0.282 0.700 


 
Table 43. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 11 - Left bank - RM 3.8-3.9 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.008 0.004 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.008 0.004 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.006 0.005 0.010 
4 160K 0.001 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.004 0.003 


 


Table 44. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 11 - Left bank - RM 3.8-3.9 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 0.002 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.006 
3 115K 0.050 0.100 0.200 0.500 0.050 0.050 0.100 0.010 0.010 0.500 0.133 0.149 0.075 
4 160K 0.100 0.300 0.300 0.700 0.100 0.500 0.500 0.100 0.100 0.700 0.325 0.211 0.300 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 12 
Table 45. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 12 - Left bank - RM 3.9-4.2 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.100 0.050 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.250 0.010 0.010 1.000 0.191 0.315 0.075 
2 80K 0.100 0.150 0.100 0.200 0.020 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.020 1.000 0.240 0.295 0.125 
3 115K 0.900 0.250 0.300 0.400 0.500 1.000 0.750 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.525 0.304 0.450 
4 160K 0.990 0.350 0.400 0.900 0.750 1.000 0.900 0.500 0.350 1.000 0.724 0.251 0.825 


 
Table 46. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 12 - Left bank - RM 3.9-4.2 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.020 0.010 0.100 0.999 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.999 0.145 0.324 0.010 
2 80K 0.050 0.200 0.300 0.100 0.999 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.999 0.209 0.315 0.075 
3 115K 0.100 0.400 0.600 0.400 0.999 0.001 0.600 0.100 0.001 0.999 0.400 0.312 0.400 
4 160K 0.500 0.600 0.700 0.700 0.999 0.500 0.850 0.500 0.500 0.999 0.669 0.171 0.650 


 
Table 47. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 12 - Left bank - RM 3.9-4.2 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.008 0.004 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.008 0.004 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.006 0.005 0.010 
4 160K 0.005 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.004 0.005 


 


Table 48. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 12 - Left bank - RM 3.9-4.2 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 0.030 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.200 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.200 0.046 0.065 0.010 
3 115K 0.100 0.100 0.200 0.400 0.300 0.700 0.400 0.010 0.010 0.700 0.276 0.209 0.250 
4 160K 0.200 0.300 0.300 0.900 0.500 0.800 0.600 0.050 0.050 0.900 0.456 0.278 0.400 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 13 
Table 49. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 13 - Left bank - RM 4.2-4.8 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.010 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.143 0.325 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.010 0.200 0.001 1.000 0.100 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.167 0.322 0.013 
3 115K 0.001 0.100 0.100 0.400 0.010 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.245 0.311 0.100 
4 160K 0.010 0.150 0.150 0.900 0.050 1.000 0.500 0.500 0.010 1.000 0.408 0.359 0.325 


 
Table 50. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 13 - Left bank - RM 4.2-4.8 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.005 0.006 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.006 
3 115K 0.001 0.100 0.010 0.300 0.010 0.030 0.100 0.010 0.001 0.300 0.070 0.095 0.020 
4 160K 0.001 0.150 0.150 0.500 0.010 0.100 0.250 0.100 0.001 0.500 0.158 0.150 0.125 


 
Table 51. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 13 - Left bank - RM 4.2-4.8 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K n/a 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.032 0.010 
2 80K n/a 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.032 0.010 
3 115K n/a 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.006 
4 160K n/a 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.003 


 


Table 52. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 13 - Left bank - RM 4.2-4.8 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.014 0.033 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.010 0.200 0.002 0.000 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.200 0.040 0.068 0.004 
4 160K 0.005 0.030 0.015 0.400 0.003 0.000 0.200 0.010 0.000 0.400 0.083 0.135 0.013 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 14 
Table 53. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 14 - Left bank - RM 4.8-5.1 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.900 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.500 0.500 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.900 0.278 0.301 0.100 
2 80K 0.990 0.015 0.200 0.200 0.600 1.000 0.100 0.100 0.015 1.000 0.401 0.380 0.200 
3 115K 0.990 0.050 0.300 0.500 0.800 1.000 0.250 0.500 0.050 1.000 0.549 0.329 0.500 
4 160K 0.990 0.100 0.500 0.900 0.900 1.000 0.800 0.900 0.100 1.000 0.761 0.290 0.900 


 
Table 54. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 14 - Left bank - RM 4.8-5.1 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.005 0.002 0.005 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.015 0.005 
3 115K 0.010 0.005 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.041 0.046 0.010 
4 160K 0.050 0.010 0.015 0.500 0.005 0.010 0.250 0.200 0.005 0.500 0.130 0.166 0.033 


 
Table 55. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 14 - Left bank - RM 4.8-5.1 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 n/a n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 
2 80K 0.100 n/a n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.006 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.008 


 


Table 56. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 14 - Left bank - RM 4.8-5.1 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.003 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.015 0.032 0.002 
3 115K 0.010 0.005 0.010 0.100 0.005 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.030 0.041 0.010 
4 160K 0.020 0.010 0.010 0.500 0.010 0.020 0.200 0.020 0.010 0.500 0.099 0.163 0.020 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 15 
Table 57. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 15 - Right bank - RM 0.0-1.3 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.033 0.039 0.010 
2 80K 0.050 0.015 0.015 0.050 0.200 0.100 0.050 0.010 0.010 0.200 0.061 0.059 0.050 
3 115K 0.500 0.050 0.050 0.100 0.300 0.100 0.250 0.100 0.050 0.500 0.181 0.148 0.100 
4 160K 0.900 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.400 0.100 0.500 0.200 0.100 0.900 0.300 0.269 0.150 


 
Table 58. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 15 - Right bank - RM 0.0-1.3 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.007 0.005 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.007 0.004 0.010 
3 115K 0.020 0.005 0.010 0.100 0.150 0.000 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.150 0.061 0.054 0.060 
4 160K 0.050 0.010 0.015 0.100 0.200 0.000 0.250 0.100 0.000 0.250 0.091 0.086 0.075 


 
Table 59. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 15 - Right bank - RM 0.0-1.3 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.500 n/a n/a 0.300 0.900 n/a n/a 0.100 0.000 0.900 0.225 0.307 0.050 
2 80K 0.500 0.001 n/a 0.300 0.800 n/a 0.900 0.100 0.000 0.900 0.325 0.345 0.200 
3 115K 0.500 0.001 n/a 0.300 0.700 n/a 0.500 0.100 0.000 0.700 0.263 0.259 0.200 
4 160K 0.500 0.005 n/a 0.300 0.500 n/a 0.200 0.100 0.000 0.500 0.201 0.199 0.150 


 


Table 60. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 15 - Right bank - RM 0.0-1.3 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.005 0.000 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.009 0.016 0.001 
3 115K 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.016 0.006 
4 160K 0.005 0.005 0.001 0.100 0.015 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.000 0.100 0.031 0.040 0.010 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 16 
Table 61. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 16 - Right bank - RM 1.3-1.6 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.033 0.039 0.010 
2 80K 0.050 0.015 0.015 0.050 0.200 0.100 0.050 0.010 0.010 0.200 0.061 0.059 0.050 
3 115K 0.800 0.050 0.050 0.100 0.300 0.100 0.250 0.100 0.050 0.800 0.219 0.236 0.100 
4 160K 0.900 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.400 0.200 0.500 0.200 0.100 0.900 0.313 0.262 0.200 


 
Table 62. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 16 - Right bank - RM 1.3-1.6 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.007 0.005 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.007 0.004 0.010 
3 115K 0.020 0.005 0.010 0.100 0.150 0.000 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.150 0.061 0.054 0.060 
4 160K 0.050 0.010 0.015 0.100 0.200 0.900 0.250 0.100 0.010 0.900 0.203 0.275 0.100 


 
Table 63. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 16 - Right bank - RM 1.3-1.6 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.900 n/a n/a 0.300 0.900 n/a n/a 0.100 0.000 0.900 0.275 0.373 0.050 
2 80K 0.500 0.001 n/a 0.300 0.800 n/a 0.900 0.100 0.000 0.900 0.325 0.345 0.200 
3 115K 0.500 0.001 n/a 0.300 0.700 n/a 0.500 0.100 0.000 0.700 0.263 0.259 0.200 
4 160K 0.500 0.005 n/a 0.300 0.500 0.900 0.200 0.100 0.000 0.900 0.313 0.288 0.250 


 


Table 64. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 16 - Right bank - RM 1.3-1.6 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 n/a 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.005 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.008 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 0.001 0.100 0.015 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.000 0.100 0.031 0.040 0.013 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 17 
Table 65. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 17 – Right bank - RM 1.6-2.4 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.010 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.144 0.325 0.010 
2 80K 0.100 0.015 0.015 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.050 0.010 0.010 1.000 0.163 0.319 0.033 
3 115K 0.500 0.050 0.050 0.200 0.050 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.050 1.000 0.275 0.309 0.150 
4 160K 0.900 0.200 0.200 0.300 0.250 1.000 0.500 0.200 0.200 1.000 0.444 0.308 0.275 


 
Table 66. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 17 – Right bank - RM 1.6-2.4 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.005 0.006 
2 80K 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.050 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.012 0.015 0.010 
3 115K 0.100 0.005 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.200 0.100 0.100 0.005 0.200 0.089 0.057 0.100 
4 160K 0.500 0.050 0.050 0.200 0.500 0.300 0.250 0.200 0.050 0.500 0.256 0.163 0.225 


 
Table 67. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 17 – Right bank - RM 1.6-2.4 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.005 
2 80K 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.900 0.010 0.000 0.900 0.118 0.296 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.068 0.163 0.010 
4 160K 0.008 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.200 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.029 0.065 0.006 


 


Table 68. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 17 – Right bank - RM 1.6-2.4 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 n/a 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.005 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.005 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.003 
3 115K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.050 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.024 0.032 0.010 
4 160K 0.030 0.001 0.001 0.100 0.150 0.100 0.100 0.020 0.001 0.150 0.063 0.053 0.065 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 18 
Table 69. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 18 - Right bank - RM 2.4-3.4 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.000 1.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 1.000 0.144 0.325 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.015 0.015 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.100 0.010 0.010 1.000 0.169 0.317 0.058 
3 115K 0.050 0.050 0.100 0.200 0.300 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.050 1.000 0.256 0.294 0.150 
4 160K 0.100 0.100 0.300 0.300 0.500 1.000 0.500 0.200 0.100 1.000 0.375 0.277 0.300 


 
Table 70. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 18 - Right bank - RM 2.4-3.4 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.000 n/a 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.005 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.100 0.300 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.300 0.054 0.098 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.005 0.100 0.250 0.500 0.050 0.100 0.100 0.005 0.500 0.139 0.154 0.100 
4 160K 0.050 0.050 0.150 0.300 0.700 0.300 0.250 0.200 0.050 0.700 0.250 0.194 0.225 


 


Table 71. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 18 - Right bank - RM 2.4-3.4 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.500 n/a n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a n/a 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.089 0.161 0.005 
2 80K 0.100 0.001 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.040 0.047 0.010 
3 115K 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.022 0.034 0.006 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 0.000 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.008 


 


Table 72. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 18 - Right bank - RM 2.4-3.4 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.000 n/a 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.005 0.000 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.024 0.032 0.010 
4 160K 0.030 0.020 0.050 0.300 0.015 0.010 0.100 0.050 0.010 0.300 0.072 0.090 0.040 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 19 
Table 73. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 19 - Right bank - RM 3.4-4.2 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.010 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.133 0.328 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.015 0.100 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.100 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.167 0.318 0.058 
3 115K 0.050 0.050 0.150 0.200 0.005 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.005 1.000 0.226 0.303 0.125 
4 160K 0.100 0.100 0.400 0.300 0.010 1.000 0.800 0.200 0.010 1.000 0.364 0.334 0.250 


 
Table 74. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 19 - Right bank - RM 3.4-4.2 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.005 0.006 
2 80K 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.023 0.033 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.005 0.150 0.300 0.500 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.005 0.500 0.147 0.162 0.100 
4 160K 0.050 0.050 0.200 0.400 0.700 0.500 0.250 0.200 0.050 0.700 0.294 0.211 0.225 


 
Table 75. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 19 - Right bank - RM 3.4-4.2 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.500 n/a n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.090 0.160 0.010 
2 80K 0.100 0.001 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.040 0.047 0.010 
3 115K 0.050 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.022 0.034 0.006 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.008 


 


Table 76. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 19 - Right bank - RM 3.4-4.2 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.008 0.016 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.023 0.033 0.010 
4 160K 0.030 0.020 0.015 0.300 0.002 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.000 0.300 0.061 0.095 0.020 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 1 - Segment 20 
Table 77. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 20 - Right bank - RM 4.2-5.1 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 1.000 0.010 0.010 0.010 1.000 0.134 0.327 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.015 0.050 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.100 0.010 0.010 1.000 0.162 0.319 0.033 
3 115K 0.050 0.050 0.100 0.200 0.010 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.220 0.304 0.100 
4 160K 0.100 0.100 0.300 0.300 0.010 1.000 0.800 0.200 0.010 1.000 0.351 0.334 0.250 


 
Table 78. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 20 - Right bank - RM 4.2-5.1 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.004 
3 115K 0.010 0.005 0.050 0.300 0.001 0.001 0.100 0.100 0.001 0.300 0.071 0.095 0.030 
4 160K 0.020 0.050 0.100 0.400 0.001 0.500 0.250 0.200 0.001 0.500 0.190 0.172 0.150 


 
Table 79. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 20 - Right bank - RM 4.2-5.1 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.500 n/a n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.090 0.160 0.010 
2 80K 0.100 0.001 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.040 0.047 0.010 
3 115K 0.050 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.022 0.034 0.006 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 0.900 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.900 0.130 0.293 0.010 


 


Table 80. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 1 - Segment 20 - Right bank - RM 4.2-5.1 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.008 0.016 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.022 0.033 0.006 
4 160K 0.005 0.020 0.015 0.300 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.000 0.300 0.058 0.096 0.018 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 1 
Table 81. Probabilities elicited from experts –Subreach 3 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 7.8-8.1 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.300 0.010 0.010 1.000 0.100 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.191 0.320 0.055 
2 80K 0.500 0.010 0.300 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.300 0.500 0.010 1.000 0.351 0.299 0.300 
3 115K 0.600 0.100 0.400 0.750 0.400 1.000 0.500 0.500 0.100 1.000 0.531 0.249 0.500 
4 160K 0.700 0.200 0.500 0.990 0.900 1.000 0.650 0.900 0.200 1.000 0.730 0.260 0.800 


 
Table 82. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 7.8-8.1 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.009 0.016 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.075 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.026 0.036 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.900 0.001 0.100 0.500 0.100 0.001 0.900 0.215 0.300 0.100 
4 160K 0.010 0.150 0.010 0.900 0.050 0.350 0.500 0.500 0.010 0.900 0.309 0.295 0.250 


 
Table 83. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 7.8-8.1 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.300 n/a n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.500 0.100 0.000 0.500 0.114 0.175 0.006 
2 80K 0.100 n/a n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.300 0.100 0.000 0.300 0.064 0.098 0.006 
3 115K 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.050 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.033 0.010 
4 160K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 


 


Table 84. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 7.8-8.1 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.002 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.002 
3 115K 0.005 0.010 0.005 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.016 0.020 0.008 
4 160K 0.010 0.050 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.050 0.100 0.020 0.001 0.100 0.043 0.037 0.035 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 2 
Table 85. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 8.1-8.5 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.050 0.100 0.005 1.000 0.001 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.147 0.324 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.010 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.168 0.317 0.055 
3 115K 0.500 0.100 0.200 0.100 0.050 1.000 0.020 0.500 0.020 1.000 0.309 0.316 0.150 
4 160K 0.500 0.200 0.250 0.200 0.100 1.000 0.050 0.900 0.050 1.000 0.400 0.342 0.225 


 
Table 86. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 8.1-8.5– Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.080 0.010 0.010 0.004 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.080 0.017 0.024 0.010 
4 160K 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.100 0.005 0.000 0.020 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.054 0.046 0.060 


 
Table 87. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 8.1-8.5 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.042 0.006 
2 80K 0.001 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.050 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.021 0.034 0.006 
3 115K 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.033 0.010 
4 160K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 


 


Table 88. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 8.1-8.5– Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
3 115K 0.005 0.015 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.015 0.006 0.005 0.005 
4 160K 0.010 0.070 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.010 0.005 0.020 0.001 0.100 0.028 0.034 0.010 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 3 
Table 89. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 8.5-8.8 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.050 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.171 0.316 0.075 
2 80K 0.100 0.010 0.250 0.100 0.050 1.000 0.100 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.214 0.304 0.100 
3 115K 0.500 0.100 0.400 0.200 0.100 1.000 0.400 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.350 0.287 0.300 
4 160K 0.600 0.200 0.500 0.200 0.200 1.000 0.600 0.900 0.200 1.000 0.525 0.295 0.550 


 
Table 90. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 8.5-8.8 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.080 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.029 0.036 0.010 
4 160K 0.200 0.100 0.010 0.200 0.001 0.050 0.020 0.200 0.001 0.200 0.098 0.084 0.075 


 
Table 91. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 8.5-8.8 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.050 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.021 0.034 0.006 
3 115K 0.001 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.050 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.033 0.034 0.030 
4 160K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 


 


Table 92. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 8.5-8.8 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.015 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.015 0.007 0.005 0.008 
4 160K 0.100 0.070 0.010 0.300 0.001 0.010 0.005 0.020 0.001 0.300 0.065 0.095 0.015 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 4 
Table 93. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 8.8-9.1 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.050 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.033 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 0.050 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.048 0.043 0.030 
3 115K 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.200 0.100 0.010 0.400 0.100 0.010 0.400 0.139 0.110 0.100 
4 160K 0.500 0.200 0.200 0.200 0.100 0.100 0.600 0.200 0.100 0.600 0.263 0.173 0.200 


 
Table 94. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 8.8-9.1 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.120 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.120 0.021 0.037 0.010 
4 160K 0.050 0.200 0.010 0.200 0.001 0.100 0.020 0.010 0.001 0.200 0.074 0.079 0.035 


 
Table 95. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 8.8-9.1 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.042 0.006 
2 80K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.050 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.034 0.010 
3 115K 0.001 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.034 0.010 
4 160K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 


 


Table 96. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 8.8-9.1 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.020 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.020 0.007 0.006 0.008 
4 160K 0.030 0.050 0.010 0.300 0.001 0.300 0.005 0.010 0.001 0.300 0.088 0.123 0.020 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 5 
Table 97. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 9.1-9.5 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.100 0.200 0.500 0.400 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.331 0.288 0.225 
2 80K 0.950 0.150 0.350 0.750 0.600 1.000 0.600 0.500 0.150 1.000 0.613 0.269 0.600 
3 115K 0.999 0.200 0.500 0.900 0.800 1.000 0.700 0.500 0.200 1.000 0.700 0.264 0.750 
4 160K 0.999 0.300 0.700 0.990 0.990 1.000 0.950 0.900 0.300 1.000 0.854 0.229 0.970 


 
Table 98. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 9.1-9.5 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.006 
2 80K 0.100 0.150 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.300 0.100 0.000 0.300 0.095 0.094 0.100 
3 115K 0.600 0.200 0.300 0.750 0.100 0.200 0.600 0.100 0.100 0.750 0.356 0.239 0.250 
4 160K 0.900 0.300 0.400 0.900 0.600 0.500 0.700 0.500 0.300 0.900 0.600 0.206 0.550 


 
Table 99. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 9.1-9.5 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.019 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.019 0.031 0.010 
3 115K 0.005 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.008 
4 160K 0.001 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.003 


 


Table 100. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 9.1-9.5 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.050 0.050 0.100 0.500 0.100 0.200 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.500 0.128 0.152 0.075 
4 160K 0.100 0.150 0.200 0.900 0.250 0.700 0.600 0.100 0.100 0.900 0.375 0.292 0.225 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 6 
Table 101. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 9.5-9.7 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.500 0.500 0.900 0.500 0.100 0.100 0.900 0.350 0.278 0.300 
2 80K 0.950 0.150 0.250 0.750 0.600 1.000 0.700 0.500 0.150 1.000 0.613 0.285 0.650 
3 115K 0.999 0.250 0.500 0.900 0.700 1.000 0.950 0.500 0.250 1.000 0.725 0.264 0.800 
4 160K 0.999 0.350 0.650 0.990 0.800 1.000 0.990 0.900 0.350 1.000 0.835 0.217 0.945 


 
Table 102. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 9.5-9.7– Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.020 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.000 0.300 0.001 0.000 0.300 0.055 0.098 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.200 0.100 0.200 0.200 0.000 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.153 0.156 0.150 
3 115K 0.010 0.300 0.300 0.800 0.300 0.010 0.600 0.100 0.010 0.800 0.303 0.262 0.300 
4 160K 0.900 0.500 0.600 0.950 0.500 0.500 0.700 0.500 0.500 0.950 0.644 0.176 0.550 


 
Table 103. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 9.5-9.7– Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.019 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.019 0.031 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
4 160K 0.001 0.005 n/a 0.001 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.015 0.032 0.001 


 


Table 104. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 9.5-9.7– Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.080 0.050 0.500 0.005 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.082 0.160 0.010 
4 160K 0.100 0.200 0.300 0.900 0.500 0.700 0.900 0.100 0.100 0.900 0.463 0.316 0.400 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 7 
Table 105. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 9.7-9.8 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.005 0.050 0.000 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.016 0.020 0.008 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.050 0.005 0.070 1.000 0.100 0.001 0.001 1.000 0.155 0.321 0.033 
3 115K 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.500 1.000 0.250 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.259 0.318 0.100 
4 160K 0.900 0.150 0.600 0.750 0.999 1.000 0.600 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.637 0.330 0.675 


 
Table 106. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 9.7-9.8 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.021 0.034 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.027 0.042 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.100 0.010 0.200 0.001 0.200 0.500 0.010 0.001 0.500 0.128 0.162 0.055 
4 160K 0.100 0.150 0.500 0.900 0.500 0.500 0.600 0.100 0.100 0.900 0.419 0.265 0.500 


 
Table 107. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 9.7-9.8 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
3 115K 0.100 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 
4 160K 0.100 0.005 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.040 0.047 0.008 


 


Table 108. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 9.7-9.8 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.004 0.003 
4 160K 0.150 0.030 0.050 0.750 0.050 0.150 0.250 0.020 0.020 0.750 0.181 0.227 0.100 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 8 
Table 109. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 9.8-10.0 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.900 0.100 0.150 0.900 0.400 1.000 0.200 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.469 0.372 0.300 
2 80K 0.990 0.150 0.250 0.900 0.600 1.000 0.400 0.500 0.150 1.000 0.599 0.312 0.550 
3 115K 0.990 0.250 0.500 0.900 0.800 1.000 0.600 0.500 0.250 1.000 0.693 0.254 0.700 
4 160K 0.999 0.400 0.650 0.900 0.999 1.000 0.990 0.900 0.400 1.000 0.855 0.204 0.945 


 
Table 110. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 9.8-10.0 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.020 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.200 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.056 0.067 0.015 
2 80K 0.010 0.200 0.200 0.100 0.250 0.000 0.600 0.010 0.000 0.600 0.171 0.186 0.150 
3 115K 0.100 0.300 0.300 0.500 0.500 0.000 0.700 0.100 0.000 0.700 0.313 0.226 0.300 
4 160K 0.500 0.550 0.600 0.900 0.750 0.100 0.800 0.500 0.100 0.900 0.588 0.230 0.575 


 
Table 111. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 9.8-10.0 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
3 115K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.016 0.006 
4 160K 0.001 0.005 n/a 0.100 0.050 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.021 0.034 0.003 


 


Table 112. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 9.8-10.0 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.005 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
2 80K 0.005 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.002 0.002 0.001 
3 115K 0.005 0.080 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.080 0.016 0.025 0.010 
4 160K 0.050 0.250 0.300 0.500 0.050 0.000 0.800 0.020 0.000 0.800 0.246 0.265 0.150 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 9 
Table 113. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 9 – Right bank - RM 7.8-8.1 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.200 0.300 0.200 0.050 0.010 0.500 0.100 0.010 0.500 0.171 0.157 0.150 
2 80K 0.900 0.300 0.600 0.900 0.100 0.500 0.700 0.500 0.100 0.900 0.563 0.260 0.550 
3 115K 0.900 0.400 0.800 0.900 0.500 1.000 0.950 0.500 0.400 1.000 0.744 0.223 0.850 
4 160K 0.990 0.600 0.900 0.900 0.999 1.000 0.990 0.900 0.600 1.000 0.910 0.125 0.945 


 
Table 114. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 9 – Right bank - RM 7.8-8.1 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.050 0.010 0.100 0.000 0.300 0.001 0.000 0.300 0.059 0.097 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.030 0.100 0.100 0.200 0.000 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.118 0.158 0.065 
3 115K 0.100 0.050 0.300 0.500 0.300 0.000 0.600 0.100 0.000 0.600 0.244 0.205 0.200 
4 160K 0.250 0.150 0.500 0.900 0.500 0.010 0.600 0.500 0.010 0.900 0.426 0.263 0.500 


 
Table 115. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 9 – Right bank - RM 7.8-8.1 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.019 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.019 0.031 0.010 
3 115K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.006 
4 160K 0.001 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.003 


 


Table 116. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 9 – Right bank - RM 7.8-8.1 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.005 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.002 0.002 0.001 
3 115K 0.050 0.010 0.100 0.300 0.050 0.000 0.500 0.020 0.000 0.500 0.129 0.167 0.050 
4 160K 0.100 0.050 0.300 0.650 0.250 0.020 0.700 0.050 0.020 0.700 0.265 0.255 0.175 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 10 
Table 117. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 8.1-8.5 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.001 0.000 0.500 0.068 0.163 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.050 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.700 0.001 0.000 0.700 0.098 0.228 0.010 
3 115K 0.050 0.100 0.100 0.500 0.025 0.500 0.950 0.100 0.025 0.950 0.291 0.308 0.100 
4 160K 0.100 0.150 0.150 0.900 0.050 1.000 0.990 0.100 0.050 1.000 0.430 0.415 0.150 


 
Table 118. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 8.1-8.5– Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.300 0.001 0.000 0.300 0.041 0.098 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.500 0.001 0.000 0.500 0.077 0.163 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.100 0.010 0.500 0.001 0.000 0.600 0.010 0.000 0.600 0.153 0.233 0.010 
4 160K 0.010 0.150 0.100 0.900 0.001 0.700 0.700 0.100 0.001 0.900 0.333 0.344 0.125 


 
Table 119. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 8.1-8.5 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K n/a 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.032 0.010 
2 80K n/a 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.032 0.010 
3 115K n/a 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.042 0.006 
4 160K 0.100 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.042 0.008 


 


Table 120. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 8.1-8.5 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.010 0.200 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.030 0.065 0.008 
4 160K 0.002 0.030 0.010 0.500 0.005 0.010 0.100 0.020 0.002 0.500 0.085 0.160 0.015 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 11 
Table 121. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 11 - Right bank - RM 8.5-8.8 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.900 0.200 0.500 0.500 0.100 1.000 0.500 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.475 0.319 0.500 
2 80K 0.990 0.300 0.700 0.900 0.800 1.000 0.700 0.500 0.300 1.000 0.736 0.227 0.750 
3 115K 0.990 0.400 0.900 0.900 0.999 1.000 0.800 0.500 0.400 1.000 0.811 0.219 0.900 
4 160K 0.990 0.600 0.990 0.900 0.999 1.000 0.900 0.900 0.600 1.000 0.910 0.125 0.945 


 
Table 122. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 11 - Right bank - RM 8.5-8.8 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.050 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.200 0.001 0.000 0.200 0.034 0.065 0.006 
2 80K 0.003 0.030 0.150 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.300 0.010 0.000 0.300 0.063 0.101 0.010 
3 115K 0.200 0.100 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.000 0.400 0.100 0.000 0.500 0.288 0.196 0.300 
4 160K 0.250 0.200 0.600 0.500 0.800 0.010 0.500 0.500 0.010 0.800 0.420 0.235 0.500 


 
Table 123. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 11 - Right bank - RM 8.5-8.8 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.050 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.023 0.033 0.010 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.008 


 


Table 124. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 11 - Right bank - RM 8.5-8.8 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.005 n/a 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.002 0.002 0.001 
3 115K 0.080 0.030 0.150 0.200 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.000 0.200 0.085 0.064 0.090 
4 160K 0.100 0.080 0.300 0.500 0.250 0.000 0.100 0.050 0.000 0.500 0.173 0.155 0.100 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 12 
Table 125. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 12 - Right bank - RM 8.8-9.1 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.050 0.000 0.300 0.100 0.000 0.300 0.095 0.087 0.100 
2 80K 0.010 0.200 0.200 0.500 0.050 0.000 0.500 0.100 0.000 0.500 0.195 0.190 0.150 
3 115K 0.100 0.300 0.300 0.500 0.075 0.010 0.500 0.200 0.010 0.500 0.248 0.174 0.250 
4 160K 0.200 0.500 0.500 0.900 0.100 0.100 0.500 0.500 0.100 0.900 0.413 0.252 0.500 


 
Table 126. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 12 - Right bank - RM 8.8-9.1 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.014 0.033 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.005 0.005 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.005 
3 115K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.030 0.040 0.010 
4 160K 0.050 0.020 0.100 0.500 0.001 0.500 0.100 0.020 0.001 0.500 0.161 0.198 0.075 


 
Table 127. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 12 - Right bank - RM 8.8-9.1 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.008 


 


Table 128. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 12 - Right bank - RM 8.8-9.1 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.005 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.042 0.005 
4 160K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.500 0.001 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.001 0.500 0.093 0.159 0.010 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 13 
Table 129. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 13 - Right bank - RM 9.1-9.5 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.100 0.300 0.100 0.300 0.500 0.300 0.100 0.010 0.500 0.214 0.152 0.200 
2 80K 0.100 0.150 0.400 0.500 0.400 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.100 0.500 0.381 0.154 0.450 
3 115K 0.500 0.250 0.600 0.500 0.500 1.000 0.500 0.500 0.250 1.000 0.544 0.196 0.500 
4 160K 0.900 0.350 0.700 0.900 0.700 1.000 0.500 0.900 0.350 1.000 0.744 0.211 0.800 


 
Table 130. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 13 - Right bank - RM 9.1-9.5 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.020 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.012 0.016 0.006 
2 80K 0.010 0.200 0.100 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.100 0.000 0.200 0.059 0.066 0.030 
3 115K 0.010 0.300 0.200 0.200 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.300 0.139 0.084 0.100 
4 160K 0.100 0.500 0.300 0.500 0.200 0.300 0.100 0.500 0.100 0.500 0.313 0.162 0.300 


 
Table 131. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 13 - Right bank - RM 9.1-9.5 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.005 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.007 0.004 0.010 
2 80K 0.005 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.007 0.004 0.010 
3 115K 0.050 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.023 0.033 0.010 
4 160K 0.005 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.005 


 


Table 132. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 13 - Right bank - RM 9.1-9.5 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
3 115K 0.007 0.080 0.005 0.300 0.005 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.300 0.052 0.097 0.009 
4 160K 0.020 0.200 0.010 0.500 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.050 0.010 0.500 0.101 0.163 0.015 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 3 - Segment 14 
Table 133. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 14 - Right bank - RM 9.5-10.0 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.100 0.200 0.100 0.250 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.250 0.131 0.056 0.100 
2 80K 0.500 0.200 0.400 0.200 0.300 0.100 0.200 0.100 0.100 0.500 0.250 0.132 0.200 
3 115K 0.900 0.300 0.600 0.400 0.400 0.100 0.700 0.500 0.100 0.900 0.488 0.232 0.450 
4 160K 0.990 0.400 0.800 0.900 0.500 0.100 0.800 0.900 0.100 0.990 0.674 0.289 0.800 


 
Table 134. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 14 - Right bank - RM 9.5-10.0 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.005 0.020 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.016 0.003 
2 80K 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.034 0.041 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.200 0.200 0.100 0.010 0.010 0.075 0.100 0.010 0.200 0.088 0.074 0.088 
4 160K 0.100 0.300 0.300 0.700 0.500 0.100 0.150 0.200 0.100 0.700 0.294 0.198 0.250 


 
Table 135. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 14 - Right bank - RM 9.5-10.0 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.500 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.068 0.163 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.030 0.041 0.010 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.008 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.009 


 


Table 136. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 3 - Segment 14 - Right bank - RM 9.5-10.0 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.030 0.005 0.100 0.005 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.021 0.031 0.010 
4 160K 0.050 0.080 0.010 0.500 0.050 0.010 0.050 0.020 0.010 0.500 0.096 0.154 0.050 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 1 
Table 137. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 10.0-10.3 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.100 0.150 0.900 0.500 1.000 0.200 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.381 0.352 0.175 
2 80K 0.900 0.150 0.250 0.900 0.600 1.000 0.400 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.538 0.340 0.500 
3 115K 0.990 0.250 0.500 0.900 0.800 1.000 0.600 0.500 0.250 1.000 0.693 0.254 0.700 
4 160K 0.990 0.400 0.650 0.900 0.999 1.000 0.990 0.900 0.400 1.000 0.854 0.203 0.945 


 
Table 138. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 10.0-10.3 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.020 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.200 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.033 0.064 0.010 
2 80K 0.100 0.200 0.200 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.600 0.100 0.000 0.600 0.151 0.186 0.100 
3 115K 0.100 0.300 0.300 0.100 0.300 0.000 0.700 0.100 0.000 0.700 0.238 0.206 0.200 
4 160K 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.100 0.500 0.200 0.800 0.500 0.100 0.800 0.450 0.200 0.500 


 
Table 139. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 10.0-10.3 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.013 0.015 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.013 0.015 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.008 


 


Table 140. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 10.0-10.3 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.005 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
3 115K 0.500 0.050 0.150 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.093 0.161 0.010 
4 160K 0.500 0.200 0.200 0.500 0.050 0.300 0.800 0.050 0.050 0.800 0.325 0.242 0.250 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 2 
Table 141. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 10.3-10.4 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 1.000 0.200 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.168 0.321 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.050 0.010 0.020 1.000 0.400 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.200 0.327 0.035 
3 115K 0.001 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.050 1.000 0.600 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.256 0.331 0.100 
4 160K 0.010 0.150 0.300 0.500 0.100 1.000 0.800 0.900 0.010 1.000 0.470 0.363 0.400 


 
Table 142. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 10.3-10.4 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.006 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.006 
3 115K 0.001 0.100 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.200 0.010 0.000 0.200 0.053 0.069 0.010 
4 160K 0.001 0.150 0.200 0.500 0.050 0.100 0.300 0.010 0.001 0.500 0.164 0.158 0.125 


 
Table 143. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 10.3-10.4 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K n/a 0.010 n/a 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.005 0.005 
2 80K n/a 0.010 n/a 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.005 0.005 
3 115K n/a 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.006 
4 160K 0.100 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.042 0.008 


 


Table 144. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 10.3-10.4 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.075 0.001 0.000 0.075 0.013 0.024 0.003 
4 160K 0.010 0.030 0.050 0.500 0.001 0.010 0.250 0.010 0.001 0.500 0.108 0.167 0.020 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 3 
Table 145. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 10.4-10.5 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.900 0.100 0.100 0.500 0.100 1.000 0.200 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.375 0.356 0.150 
2 80K 0.900 0.150 0.150 0.700 0.200 1.000 0.400 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.450 0.342 0.300 
3 115K 0.900 0.250 0.300 0.900 0.300 1.000 0.600 0.500 0.250 1.000 0.594 0.286 0.550 
4 160K 0.900 0.350 0.500 0.900 0.400 1.000 0.990 0.900 0.350 1.000 0.743 0.258 0.900 


 
Table 146. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 10.4-10.5 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.020 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.500 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.070 0.163 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.200 0.100 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.600 0.100 0.000 0.600 0.139 0.186 0.100 
3 115K 0.100 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.050 0.000 0.700 0.100 0.000 0.700 0.231 0.211 0.200 
4 160K 0.100 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.100 0.500 0.800 0.500 0.100 0.800 0.438 0.218 0.500 


 
Table 147. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 10.4-10.5 0 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.006 0.005 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.006 0.005 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.010 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.008 


 


Table 148. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 10.4-10.5 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
3 115K 0.005 0.080 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.080 0.016 0.025 0.010 
4 160K 0.050 0.200 0.300 0.500 0.020 0.100 0.900 0.050 0.020 0.900 0.265 0.284 0.150 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 4 
Table 149. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 10.5-11.3 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.100 0.400 1.000 0.001 0.010 0.001 1.000 0.193 0.330 0.010 
2 80K 0.100 0.015 0.050 0.500 0.500 1.000 0.010 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.284 0.331 0.100 
3 115K 0.500 0.050 0.200 0.900 0.600 1.000 0.300 0.500 0.050 1.000 0.506 0.307 0.500 
4 160K 0.700 0.100 0.300 0.900 0.700 1.000 0.500 0.900 0.100 1.000 0.638 0.296 0.700 


 
Table 150. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 10.5-11.3 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.005 0.010 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.020 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.020 0.031 0.010 
4 160K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.700 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.700 0.099 0.228 0.010 


 
Table 151. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 10.5-11.3 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.032 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
3 115K 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
4 160K 0.001 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.008 


 


Table 152. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 10.5-11.3 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
3 115K 0.010 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.004 0.003 
4 160K 0.030 0.010 0.001 0.500 0.005 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.071 0.162 0.010 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 5 
Table 153. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 11.3-11.5 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.100 0.400 0.100 0.500 0.100 0.000 0.500 0.158 0.175 0.100 
2 80K 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.500 0.600 0.500 0.500 0.100 0.000 0.600 0.283 0.246 0.300 
3 115K 0.900 n/a 0.050 0.700 0.700 1.000 0.600 0.500 0.000 1.000 0.556 0.340 0.650 
4 160K 0.900 0.100 0.100 0.700 0.900 1.000 0.700 0.900 0.100 1.000 0.663 0.339 0.800 


 


Table 154. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 11.3-11.5 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.014 0.033 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.015 0.032 0.001 
3 115K 0.005 0.005 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.017 0.032 0.005 
4 160K 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 


 
Table 155. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 11.3-11.5 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.005 0.006 
2 80K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.005 0.005 0.006 
3 115K 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.050 0.000 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.016 0.006 
4 160K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.050 0.000 0.001 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.023 0.033 0.010 


 
Table 156. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 11.3-11.5 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
3 115K 0.002 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.003 0.001 
4 160K 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.002 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 6 
Table 157. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 6 - Right bank - RM 10.0-10.2 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.400 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.400 0.126 0.108 0.100 
2 80K 0.500 0.015 0.200 0.100 0.500 0.200 0.100 0.015 0.500 0.264 0.191 0.200 0.500 
3 115K 0.900 0.100 0.500 0.500 1.000 0.600 0.100 0.100 1.000 0.538 0.304 0.550 1.000 
4 160K 0.990 0.150 0.800 0.800 1.000 0.950 0.900 0.150 1.000 0.824 0.266 0.925 1.000 


 
Table 158. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 6 - Right bank - RM 10.0-10.2 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.008 0.016 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.016 0.003 
3 115K 0.010 0.050 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.075 0.010 0.000 0.075 0.021 0.025 0.010 
4 160K 0.050 0.100 0.050 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.150 0.010 0.000 0.150 0.046 0.051 0.030 


 
Table 159. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 6 - Right bank - RM 10.0-10.2 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.011 0.015 0.010 
3 115K 0.100 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.041 0.046 0.010 
4 160K 0.100 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.008 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.009 


 


Table 160. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 6 - Right bank - RM 10.0-10.2 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.500 0.001 0.000 0.008 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.066 0.164 0.003 
4 160K 0.010 0.030 0.001 0.750 0.001 0.250 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.750 0.133 0.246 0.010 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 7 
Table 161. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 7 - Right bank - RM 10.2-11.1 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.100 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.200 1.000 0.100 0.100 0.010 1.000 0.214 0.301 0.100 
2 80K 0.900 0.015 0.150 0.500 0.400 1.000 0.200 0.100 0.015 1.000 0.408 0.346 0.300 
3 115K 0.900 0.100 0.200 0.900 0.600 1.000 0.600 0.500 0.100 1.000 0.600 0.308 0.600 
4 160K 0.990 0.150 0.300 0.900 0.800 1.000 0.950 0.900 0.150 1.000 0.749 0.310 0.900 


 
Table 162. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 7 - Right bank - RM 10.2-11.1 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.008 0.016 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.016 0.006 
3 115K 0.010 0.050 0.015 0.100 0.001 0.000 0.600 0.100 0.000 0.600 0.110 0.189 0.033 
4 160K 0.050 0.100 0.100 0.900 0.100 0.000 0.750 0.200 0.000 0.900 0.275 0.324 0.100 


 
Table 163. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 7 - Right bank - RM 10.2-11.1 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.013 0.015 0.010 
2 80K 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.013 0.015 0.010 
3 115K 0.100 0.010 n/a 0.100 0.050 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.035 0.040 0.010 
4 160K 0.010 0.005 n/a 0.010 0.100 n/a 0.008 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.018 0.031 0.009 


 


Table 164. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 7 - Right bank - RM 10.2-11.1 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
3 115K 0.005 0.050 0.005 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.040 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.015 0.018 0.008 
4 160K 0.010 0.080 0.010 0.500 0.001 0.010 0.067 0.020 0.001 0.500 0.087 0.158 0.015 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 8 
Table 165. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 8 - Right bank - RM 11.1-11.7 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.500 0.010 0.100 0.100 0.500 0.200 0.100 0.100 0.010 0.500 0.201 0.179 0.100 
2 80K 0.990 0.015 0.150 0.700 0.800 1.000 0.200 0.100 0.015 1.000 0.494 0.392 0.450 
3 115K 0.990 0.050 0.200 0.900 0.900 1.000 0.300 0.500 0.050 1.000 0.605 0.363 0.700 
4 160K 0.990 0.100 0.300 0.900 0.999 1.000 0.600 0.900 0.100 1.000 0.724 0.330 0.900 


 
Table 166. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 8 - Right bank - RM 11.1-11.7 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.008 0.016 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.002 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.009 0.016 0.002 
3 115K 0.010 0.005 0.015 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.050 0.010 0.000 0.050 0.012 0.015 0.008 
4 160K 0.050 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.010 0.001 0.100 0.036 0.039 0.010 


 
Table 167. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 8 - Right bank - RM 11.1-11.7 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.500 n/a n/a 0.010 n/a n/a n/a 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.065 0.164 0.000 
2 80K 0.500 n/a n/a 0.010 n/a n/a n/a 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.065 0.164 0.000 
3 115K 0.100 n/a n/a 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.016 0.032 0.005 
4 160K 0.100 0.005 n/a 0.100 0.500 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.091 0.160 0.010 


 
Table 168. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 8 - Right bank - RM 11.1-11.7 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
3 115K 0.005 n/a 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.003 0.003 
4 160K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.008 0.004 0.010 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 9 
Table 169. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 9 - Right bank - RM 11.7-12.6 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.010 0.010 0.010 n/a 0.800 1.000 0.100 0.100 0.000 1.000 0.254 0.378 0.055 
2 80K 0.900 0.015 0.015 n/a 0.900 1.000 0.600 0.100 0.000 1.000 0.441 0.423 0.350 
3 115K 0.990 0.050 0.100 n/a 0.999 1.000 0.700 0.500 0.000 1.000 0.542 0.415 0.600 
4 160K 0.990 0.100 0.200 0.010 0.999 1.000 0.800 0.900 0.010 1.000 0.625 0.411 0.850 


 


Table 170. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 9 - Right bank - RM 11.7-12.6 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.001 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.002 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.010 n/a 0.010 0.000 0.025 0.010 0.000 0.025 0.008 0.008 0.008 
4 160K 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.050 0.200 0.050 0.100 0.010 0.200 0.055 0.062 0.030 


 


Table 171. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 9 - Right bank - RM 11.7-12.6 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.990 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.990 0.149 0.321 0.000 
2 80K 0.990 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.100 0.100 0.000 0.990 0.149 0.321 0.000 
3 115K 0.010 n/a n/a n/a 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.100 0.000 0.100 0.028 0.042 0.005 
4 160K 0.010 0.001 n/a 0.100 0.100 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.029 0.041 0.010 


 


Table 172. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 9 - Right bank - RM 11.7-12.6 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 n/a 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.003 0.001 
4 160K 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.005 0.200 0.005 0.100 0.001 0.200 0.042 0.068 0.008 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Subreach 4 - Segment 10 
Table 173. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 12.6-13.3 – Question 1, initiation  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.010 0.100 0.500 0.500 1.000 0.100 0.100 0.001 1.000 0.289 0.328 0.100 
2 80K 0.001 0.015 0.300 0.900 0.800 0.500 0.600 0.100 0.001 0.900 0.402 0.329 0.400 
3 115K 0.001 0.050 0.400 0.900 0.900 0.500 0.700 0.500 0.001 0.900 0.494 0.320 0.500 
4 160K 0.010 0.100 0.500 0.900 0.999 0.500 0.800 0.900 0.010 0.999 0.589 0.353 0.650 


 
Table 174. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 12.6-13.3 – Question 2, progression  


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001 
4 160K 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.030 0.001 0.000 0.030 0.008 0.009 0.006 


 
Table 175. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 12.6-13.3 – Question 3, successful intervention 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K n/a n/a n/a 0.010 n/a n/a 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.015 0.032 0.000 
2 80K n/a n/a n/a 0.010 n/a n/a 0.100 0.010 0.000 0.100 0.015 0.032 0.000 
3 115K n/a n/a n/a 0.010 n/a n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.005 0.000 
4 160K n/a n/a n/a 0.010 0.500 n/a 0.010 0.010 0.000 0.500 0.066 0.164 0.005 


 


Table 176. Probabilities elicited from experts – Subreach 4 - Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 12.6-13.3 – Question 4, levee breach 


ID Flow (cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 
dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
2 80K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 
3 115K 0.001 n/a 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 
4 160K 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.010 0.003 0.003 0.001 


*In the statistics and total probability calculation, n/a is treated as probability=0.00 
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Computed conditional probability of failure (Pf) due to erosion by segment  
 
Table 177. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 0.0-0.4 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-7 9.9x10-7 1.8x10-5 0.0 5.0x10-4 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-4 6.5x10-5 1.6x10-4 9.9x10-7 


2 80K 8.9x10-6 2.0x10-8 6.0x10-7 5.0x10-4 3.6x10-5 0.0 9.9x10-4 9.9x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-4 1.9x10-4 3.4x10-4 5.0x10-6 


3 115K 4.1x10-4 9.9x10-7 2.0x10-3 3.2x10-2 7.7x10-5 1.0x10-3 2.4x10-2 5.0x10-4 9.9x10-7 3.2x10-2 7.5x10-3 1.2x10-2 7.5x10-4 


4 160K 4.5x10-3 2.5x10-5 9.0x10-3 2.7x10-1 7.7x10-5 7.5x10-2 5.2x10-2 2.2x10-2 2.5x10-5 2.7x10-1 5.5x10-2 8.7x10-2 1.6x10-2 


 
Table 178. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 0.4-1.0 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-5 8.0x10-6 0.0 5.0x10-4 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-4 7.5x10-5 1.6x10-4 5.0x10-7 


2 80K 5.0x10-7 2.2x10-7 1.5x10-8 9.9x10-3 8.9x10-5 0.0 9.9x10-3 9.9x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-3 2.5x10-3 4.3x10-3 7.4x10-7 


3 115K 2.5x10-4 2.0x10-4 6.0x10-4 1.3x10-1 4.0x10-3 1.0x10-3 1.0x10-1 5.0x10-4 2.0x10-4 1.3x10-1 3.1x10-2 5.2x10-2 8.0x10-4 


4 160K 3.7x10-2 1.5x10-3 2.5x10-2 5.3x10-1 3.5x10-2 7.5x10-3 3.6x10-1 2.2x10-2 1.5x10-3 5.3x10-1 1.3x10-1 1.9x10-1 3.0x10-2 


 
Table 179. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 1.0-1.7 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 8.6x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-5 1.5x10-5 0.0 9.9x10-4 9.9x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-4 1.4x10-4 3.2x10-4 9.2x10-7 


2 80K 9.8x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 9.9x10-3 2.9x10-5 0.0 5.9x10-3 9.9x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-3 2.0x10-3 3.6x10-3 3.0x10-6 


3 115K 3.6x10-5 9.5x10-5 7.0x10-4 8.9x10-2 4.4x10-5 1.6x10-3 2.6x10-2 5.0x10-4 3.6x10-5 8.9x10-2 1.5x10-2 2.9x10-2 6.0x10-4 


4 160K 1.1x10-3 1.5x10-3 3.6x10-2 4.2x10-1 5.8x10-5 1.1x10-1 5.6x10-2 8.9x10-4 5.8x10-5 4.2x10-1 7.7x10-2 1.3x10-1 1.9x10-2 


 
Table 180. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 1.7-2.0 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-10 0.0 1.0x10-9 9.9x10-7 6.6x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-6 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-6 3.4x10-7 4.3x10-7 5.0x10-8 


2 80K 5.0x10-10 2.2x10-7 1.0x10-9 9.9x10-4 6.6x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-4 1.2x10-4 3.3x10-4 1.6x10-7 


3 115K 2.5x10-8 5.0x10-5 5.0x10-7 1.5x10-2 6.6x10-7 0.0 3.8x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-2 1.9x10-3 5.0x10-3 8.2x10-7 


4 160K 9.0x10-6 6.7x10-4 2.3x10-5 3.1x10-1 1.4x10-3 3.5x10-2 7.5x10-3 8.9x10-5 9.0x10-6 3.1x10-1 4.5x10-2 1.0x10-1 1.0x10-3 
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Table 181. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 2.0-2.3 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-10 0.0 1.0x10-9 9.9x10-7 6.6x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-7 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-7 3.4x10-7 4.3x10-7 5.0x10-8 


2 80K 5.0x10-10 2.2x10-7 1.0x10-9 9.9x10-5 6.6x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-5 1.3x10-5 3.2x10-5 1.6x10-7 


3 115K 2.5x10-8 5.0x10-5 5.0x10-7 5.0x10-3 6.6x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-3 6.3x10-4 1.6x10-3 5.8x10-7 


4 160K 6.3x10-7 6.7x10-4 2.3x10-5 1.8x10-1 6.5x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-2 9.9x10-6 0.0 1.8x10-1 2.4x10-2 5.8x10-2 1.6x10-5 


 
Table 182. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 2.3-2.6 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 8.9x10-6 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-6 1.9x10-5 0.0 5.0x10-6 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.9x10-5 5.4x10-6 6.5x10-6 2.5x10-6 


2 80K 9.8x10-6 0.0 1.5x10-6 4.0x10-3 5.7x10-5 0.0 5.9x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 4.0x10-3 5.1x10-4 1.3x10-3 5.7x10-6 


3 115K 9.4x10-4 9.5x10-5 3.0x10-4 4.5x10-2 1.4x10-4 0.0 1.2x10-1 5.0x10-4 0.0 1.2x10-1 2.1x10-2 4.1x10-2 4.0x10-4 


4 160K 2.4x10-2 5.9x10-4 1.0x10-3 2.2x10-1 3.0x10-4 0.0 3.2x10-1 2.2x10-2 0.0 3.2x10-1 7.3x10-2 1.2x10-1 1.2x10-2 


 
Table 183. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 -  Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 2.6-2.7  


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 4.8x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-9 9.9x10-7 1.0x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 9.9x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-6 7.7x10-7 1.6x10-6 5.2x10-8 


2 80K 9.5x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-9 2.0x10-5 2.0x10-7 0.0 5.9x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 5.9x10-5 9.9x10-6 2.0x10-5 5.4x10-8 


3 115K 9.5x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-7 1.4x10-3 1.5x10-6 0.0 1.2x10-1 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.2x10-1 1.5x10-2 4.0x10-2 3.0x10-7 


4 160K 4.8x10-6 0.0 2.3x10-5 3.2x10-2 1.0x10-5 0.0 3.2x10-1 9.9x10-6 0.0 3.2x10-1 4.4x10-2 1.0x10-1 9.9x10-6 


 
Table 184. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 2.7-3.0 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-8 1.0x10-6 0.0 0.0 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-6 2.1x10-7 3.4x10-7 5.5x10-8 


2 80K 8.9x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-7 4.0x10-7 2.0x10-6 0.0 0.0 9.9x10-7 0.0 2.0x10-6 5.5x10-7 6.6x10-7 2.7x10-7 


3 115K 9.8x10-6 0.0 4.5x10-4 6.8x10-6 3.0x10-6 0.0 0.0 5.0x10-4 0.0 5.0x10-4 1.2x10-4 2.0x10-4 4.9x10-6 


4 160K 9.8x10-6 0.0 1.5x10-3 4.1x10-3 5.0x10-6 0.0 0.0 2.2x10-2 0.0 2.2x10-2 3.5x10-3 7.2x10-3 7.4x10-6 
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Table 185. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 -  Segment 9 - Left bank - RM 3.0-3.7 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-7 4.5x10-7 0.0 0.0 9.0x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-7 2.9x10-7 4.0x10-7 5.5x10-9 


2 80K 9.0x10-8 0.0 1.5x10-7 2.0x10-6 5.4x10-7 0.0 0.0 9.0x10-7 0.0 2.0x10-6 4.6x10-7 6.5x10-7 1.2x10-7 


3 115K 3.0x10-7 0.0 4.5x10-4 6.8x10-5 1.3x10-4 0.0 0.0 4.5x10-4 0.0 4.5x10-4 1.4x10-4 1.9x10-4 3.4x10-5 


4 160K 5.0x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-3 8.9x10-5 1.1x10-3 0.0 0.0 3.2x10-3 0.0 3.2x10-3 7.4x10-4 1.1x10-3 4.5x10-5 


 
Table 186. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 10 - Left bank - RM 3.7-3.8 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 4.1x10-5 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-6 9.5x10-10 0.0 2.5x10-6 9.9x10-8 0.0 4.1x10-5 6.6x10-6 1.3x10-5 5.5x10-8 


2 80K 4.5x10-5 2.2x10-7 1.0x10-8 2.0x10-3 4.8x10-9 0.0 2.5x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 2.0x10-3 2.6x10-4 6.5x10-4 1.6x10-7 


3 115K 2.9x10-4 5.0x10-5 1.0x10-5 7.9x10-2 9.5x10-5 0.0 1.5x10-3 9.9x10-7 0.0 7.9x10-2 1.0x10-2 2.6x10-2 7.2x10-5 


4 160K 4.9x10-3 6.7x10-4 3.4x10-4 4.7x10-1 9.9x10-4 5.0x10-4 7.0x10-3 5.0x10-4 3.4x10-4 4.7x10-1 6.0x10-2 1.5x10-1 8.3x10-4 


 
Table 187. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 11 - Left bank - RM 3.8-3.9 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 8.9x10-5 0.0 2.0x10-5 3.0x10-5 2.0x10-5 0.0 2.5x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 8.9x10-5 2.3x10-5 2.7x10-5 2.0x10-5 


2 80K 2.9x10-4 0.0 7.5x10-4 9.9x10-3 1.6x10-4 0.0 3.7x10-4 9.9x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-3 1.4x10-3 3.2x10-3 2.3x10-4 


3 115K 4.9x10-3 9.9x10-3 4.2x10-2 2.4x10-1 1.8x10-2 0.0 4.5x10-2 5.0x10-4 0.0 2.4x10-1 4.5x10-2 7.6x10-2 1.4x10-2 


4 160K 8.9x10-2 6.3x10-2 1.4x10-1 5.6x10-1 7.9x10-2 0.0 3.6x10-1 4.5x10-2 0.0 5.6x10-1 1.7x10-1 1.8x10-1 8.4x10-2 


 
Table 188. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 12 - Left bank - RM 3.9-4.2 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-7 9.9x10-5 9.9x10-6 0.0 2.5x10-6 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-5 1.4x10-5 3.2x10-5 3.0x10-7 


2 80K 5.0x10-5 8.9x10-4 3.0x10-4 2.0x10-3 2.0x10-4 0.0 2.5x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 2.0x10-3 4.3x10-4 6.5x10-4 1.2x10-4 


3 115K 8.9x10-3 9.9x10-3 3.6x10-2 6.3x10-2 1.5x10-1 7.0x10-4 1.8x10-1 9.9x10-5 9.9x10-5 1.8x10-1 5.6x10-2 6.6x10-2 2.3x10-2 


4 160K 9.9x10-2 6.3x10-2 8.4x10-2 5.6x10-1 3.7x10-1 4.0x10-1 4.6x10-1 1.2x10-2 1.2x10-2 5.6x10-1 2.6x10-1 2.0x10-1 2.3x10-1 
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Table 189. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 13 - Left bank - RM 4.2-4.8 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-6 9.0x10-10 0.0 9.9x10-8 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-6 1.3x10-6 3.3x10-6 5.5x10-9 


2 80K 1.0x10-9 2.2x10-7 1.0x10-8 2.0x10-3 9.0x10-10 0.0 9.9x10-6 9.9x10-8 0.0 2.0x10-3 2.5x10-4 6.5x10-4 5.5x10-8 


3 115K 1.0x10-9 5.0x10-5 1.0x10-5 2.4x10-2 1.8x10-7 0.0 2.5x10-3 9.9x10-7 0.0 2.4x10-2 3.3x10-3 7.8x10-3 5.5x10-6 


4 160K 5.0x10-8 6.7x10-4 3.4x10-4 1.8x10-1 1.4x10-6 0.0 2.5x10-2 5.0x10-4 0.0 1.8x10-1 2.6x10-2 5.8x10-2 4.2x10-4 


 
Table 190. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 14 - Left bank - RM 4.8-5.1 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 8.1x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-7 9.9x10-7 4.5x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-8 9.9x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-7 4.4x10-7 4.1x10-7 3.0x10-7 


2 80K 1.3x10-5 6.0x10-8 1.0x10-6 2.0x10-5 5.4x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-4 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-4 6.6x10-5 1.6x10-4 1.0x10-6 


3 115K 9.8x10-5 1.2x10-6 3.0x10-5 5.0x10-3 3.6x10-6 0.0 2.5x10-3 5.0x10-4 0.0 5.0x10-3 1.0x10-3 1.7x10-3 6.4x10-5 


4 160K 9.8x10-4 1.0x10-5 7.5x10-5 2.2x10-1 4.1x10-5 2.0x10-4 4.0x10-2 3.6x10-3 1.0x10-5 2.2x10-1 3.3x10-2 7.3x10-2 5.9x10-4 


 
Table 191. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 15 - Right bank - RM 0.0-1.3 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-8 7.0x10-7 1.0x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-7 9.0x10-8 0.0 7.0x10-7 1.3x10-7 2.2x10-7 7.0x10-8 


2 80K 2.5x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-8 3.5x10-6 2.0x10-6 0.0 2.5x10-6 9.0x10-8 0.0 3.5x10-6 1.0x10-6 1.3x10-6 1.7x10-7 


3 115K 1.0x10-5 2.5x10-7 5.0x10-7 7.0x10-5 1.4x10-4 0.0 6.3x10-4 9.0x10-5 0.0 6.3x10-4 1.2x10-4 2.0x10-4 4.0x10-5 


4 160K 1.1x10-4 5.0x10-6 1.5x10-6 7.0x10-4 6.0x10-4 0.0 1.0x10-2 3.6x10-4 0.0 1.0x10-2 1.5x10-3 3.2x10-3 2.4x10-4 


 
Table 192. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 16 - Right bank - RM 1.3-1.6 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-8 7.0x10-7 1.0x10-7 0.0 0.0 9.0x10-8 0.0 7.0x10-7 1.1x10-7 2.2x10-7 1.0x10-8 


2 80K 2.5x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-8 3.5x10-6 2.0x10-6 0.0 5.0x10-7 9.0x10-8 0.0 3.5x10-6 7.9x10-7 1.2x10-6 1.7x10-7 


3 115K 4.0x10-5 2.5x10-7 5.0x10-7 7.0x10-5 1.4x10-4 0.0 6.3x10-4 9.0x10-5 0.0 6.3x10-4 1.2x10-4 2.0x10-4 5.5x10-5 


4 160K 2.3x10-4 5.0x10-6 1.5x10-6 7.0x10-4 6.0x10-4 0.0 1.0x10-2 3.6x10-4 0.0 1.0x10-2 1.5x10-3 3.2x10-3 2.9x10-4 
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Table 193. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 17 – Right bank - RM 1.6-2.4 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.0x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-7 9.9x10-10 0.0 0.0 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-7 2.5x10-7 4.0x10-7 5.5x10-9 


2 80K 5.0x10-6 0.0 1.5x10-8 9.9x10-6 2.5x10-6 0.0 5.0x10-7 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-6 2.2x10-6 3.3x10-6 3.0x10-7 


3 115K 5.0x10-4 2.5x10-7 5.0x10-7 2.0x10-4 5.0x10-4 2.0x10-3 6.3x10-4 9.9x10-5 2.5x10-7 2.0x10-3 4.9x10-4 6.1x10-4 3.5x10-4 


4 160K 1.3x10-2 1.0x10-5 1.0x10-5 5.9x10-3 1.9x10-2 3.0x10-2 1.0x10-2 7.9x10-4 1.0x10-5 3.0x10-2 9.9x10-3 9.9x10-3 8.0x10-3 


 
Table 194. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 18 - Right bank - RM 2.4-3.4 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.0x10-7 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.0x10-7 1.3x10-7 2.9x10-7 5.0x10-9 


2 80K 9.0x10-8 0.0 1.5x10-8 9.0x10-5 1.4x10-4 0.0 9.9x10-6 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.4x10-4 2.9x10-5 4.9x10-5 9.5x10-8 


3 115K 4.8x10-6 2.5x10-7 1.0x10-4 5.0x10-3 1.4x10-3 0.0 1.2x10-3 9.9x10-5 0.0 5.0x10-3 9.7x10-4 1.6x10-3 1.0x10-4 


4 160K 1.5x10-4 1.0x10-4 2.3x10-3 2.7x10-2 4.7x10-3 3.0x10-3 1.2x10-2 2.0x10-3 1.0x10-4 2.7x10-2 6.4x10-3 8.5x10-3 2.6x10-3 


 
Table 195. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 19 - Right bank - RM 3.4-4.2 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.0x10-7 0.0 0.0 9.9x10-8 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.0x10-7 1.4x10-7 2.9x10-7 3.0x10-8 


2 80K 9.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-7 9.0x10-5 9.0x10-9 0.0 2.5x10-4 9.9x10-8 0.0 2.5x10-4 4.2x10-5 8.3x10-5 9.5x10-8 


3 115K 4.8x10-6 2.5x10-7 2.3x10-4 5.9x10-3 2.3x10-6 0.0 1.2x10-3 9.9x10-5 0.0 5.9x10-3 9.4x10-4 1.9x10-3 5.2x10-5 


4 160K 1.5x10-4 1.0x10-4 1.2x10-3 3.6x10-2 1.3x10-5 0.0 2.0x10-2 7.9x10-4 0.0 3.6x10-2 7.2x10-3 1.3x10-2 4.7x10-4 


 
Table 196. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 1 - Segment 20 - Right bank - RM 4.2-5.1 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.0x10-7 0.0 0.0 9.9x10-9 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.0x10-7 1.3x10-7 2.9x10-7 1.0x10-8 


2 80K 9.0x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-8 9.0x10-5 9.0x10-9 0.0 2.5x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.0x10-5 1.4x10-5 3.0x10-5 7.0x10-8 


3 115K 4.8x10-7 2.5x10-7 5.0x10-5 5.9x10-3 9.0x10-9 0.0 1.2x10-3 9.9x10-5 0.0 5.9x10-3 9.2x10-4 1.9x10-3 2.5x10-5 


4 160K 9.9x10-6 1.0x10-4 4.5x10-4 3.6x10-2 9.0x10-9 0.0 2.0x10-2 7.9x10-4 0.0 3.6x10-2 7.1x10-3 1.3x10-2 2.7x10-4 
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Table 197. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 - Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 7.8-8.1 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 7.0x10-8 0.0 3.0x10-7 9.9x10-9 1.0x10-8 0.0 2.5x10-6 9.0x10-8 0.0 2.5x10-6 3.7x10-7 8.1x10-7 4.0x10-8 


2 80K 9.0x10-6 0.0 3.0x10-7 9.9x10-5 1.0x10-7 0.0 7.9x10-5 4.5x10-5 0.0 9.9x10-5 2.9x10-5 3.8x10-5 4.7x10-6 


3 115K 3.0x10-5 9.5x10-5 2.0x10-5 3.3x10-2 4.0x10-7 0.0 1.2x10-2 4.5x10-4 0.0 3.3x10-2 5.7x10-3 1.1x10-2 6.2x10-5 


4 160K 7.0x10-5 1.5x10-3 5.0x10-5 8.8x10-2 4.1x10-5 1.8x10-2 3.2x10-2 8.9x10-3 4.1x10-5 8.8x10-2 1.9x10-2 2.8x10-2 5.2x10-3 


 
Table 198. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 8.1-8.5 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-8 9.9x10-8 5.0x10-9 0.0 9.0x10-10 9.0x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-7 3.3x10-8 4.1x10-8 7.0x10-9 


2 80K 1.0x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-7 9.9x10-8 2.0x10-8 0.0 9.5x10-9 9.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-7 5.2x10-8 4.5x10-8 5.5x10-8 


3 115K 2.5x10-5 1.1x10-4 1.0x10-5 9.9x10-7 1.8x10-7 0.0 1.9x10-6 5.0x10-5 0.0 1.1x10-4 2.5x10-5 3.7x10-5 6.0x10-6 


4 160K 5.0x10-4 1.4x10-3 2.5x10-5 1.8x10-3 4.5x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 1.8x10-3 0.0 1.8x10-3 6.9x10-4 7.8x10-4 2.6x10-4 


 
Table 199. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 8.5-8.8 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-7 9.9x10-8 9.9x10-9 0.0 4.5x10-8 9.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-7 4.4x10-8 4.3x10-8 2.7x10-8 


2 80K 1.0x10-5 0.0 2.5x10-7 9.9x10-8 5.0x10-8 0.0 9.5x10-8 9.0x10-6 0.0 1.0x10-5 2.4x10-6 4.1x10-6 9.7x10-8 


3 115K 5.0x10-5 1.1x10-4 2.0x10-5 2.0x10-5 9.5x10-8 0.0 3.8x10-5 9.0x10-6 0.0 1.1x10-4 3.1x10-5 3.5x10-5 2.0x10-5 


4 160K 1.2x10-2 1.4x10-3 5.0x10-5 1.1x10-2 1.8x10-7 5.0x10-4 5.9x10-5 3.6x10-3 1.8x10-7 1.2x10-2 3.5x10-3 4.7x10-3 9.4x10-4 


 
Table 200. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 8.8-9.1 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-8 5.0x10-8 0.0 4.5x10-8 9.0x10-9 0.0 9.9x10-8 2.8x10-8 3.2x10-8 1.0x10-8 


2 80K 9.9x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-8 9.9x10-8 9.5x10-8 0.0 9.5x10-8 9.0x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-8 6.6x10-8 4.1x10-8 9.3x10-8 


3 115K 1.0x10-5 2.3x10-4 5.0x10-6 2.0x10-6 9.0x10-8 0.0 3.8x10-5 9.9x10-6 0.0 2.3x10-4 3.7x10-5 7.3x10-5 7.5x10-6 


4 160K 7.5x10-4 2.0x10-3 2.0x10-5 1.2x10-2 9.0x10-8 3.0x10-3 5.9x10-5 2.0x10-5 9.0x10-8 1.2x10-2 2.2x10-3 3.8x10-3 4.0x10-4 
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Table 201. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 9.1-9.5 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-7 0.0 2.0x10-7 5.0x10-6 3.6x10-7 0.0 2.5x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 2.5x10-5 3.9x10-6 8.0x10-6 2.8x10-7 


2 80K 9.4x10-5 0.0 3.5x10-6 7.4x10-5 5.4x10-6 0.0 8.9x10-4 5.0x10-4 0.0 8.9x10-4 2.0x10-4 3.1x10-4 4.0x10-5 


3 115K 3.0x10-2 2.0x10-3 1.5x10-2 3.3x10-1 7.2x10-3 4.0x10-2 4.2x10-3 5.0x10-4 5.0x10-4 3.3x10-1 5.4x10-2 1.1x10-1 1.1x10-2 


4 160K 9.0x10-2 1.3x10-2 5.6x10-2 7.9x10-1 1.3x10-1 3.5x10-1 4.0x10-1 4.5x10-2 1.3x10-2 7.9x10-1 2.3x10-1 2.5x10-1 1.1x10-1 


 
Table 202. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 6 - Left bank - RM 9.5-9.7 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-7 5.0x10-6 4.5x10-5 0.0 1.5x10-4 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.5x10-4 2.5x10-5 4.9x10-5 5.5x10-7 


2 80K 9.4x10-6 0.0 2.5x10-5 1.5x10-4 1.1x10-4 0.0 1.7x10-3 5.0x10-5 0.0 1.7x10-3 2.6x10-4 5.6x10-4 3.7x10-5 


3 115K 9.9x10-6 5.9x10-3 7.5x10-3 3.6x10-1 9.5x10-4 0.0 5.7x10-3 5.0x10-4 0.0 3.6x10-1 4.7x10-2 1.2x10-1 3.3x10-3 


4 160K 9.0x10-2 3.5x10-2 1.2x10-1 8.5x10-1 1.8x10-1 3.5x10-1 6.2x10-1 4.5x10-2 3.5x10-2 8.5x10-1 2.9x10-1 2.8x10-1 1.5x10-1 


 
Table 203. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 7 - Left bank - RM 9.7-9.8 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-8 5.0x10-7 4.5x10-8 0.0 2.5x10-6 9.9x10-10 0.0 2.5x10-6 3.8x10-7 8.1x10-7 5.5x10-9 


2 80K 1.0x10-9 0.0 5.0x10-8 5.0x10-7 6.3x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-5 9.9x10-10 0.0 5.0x10-5 6.3x10-6 1.6x10-5 2.5x10-8 


3 115K 9.0x10-9 5.0x10-5 1.0x10-5 2.0x10-6 4.5x10-7 0.0 1.2x10-3 9.9x10-6 0.0 1.2x10-3 1.7x10-4 4.1x10-4 5.9x10-6 


4 160K 1.2x10-2 6.7x10-4 1.5x10-2 4.6x10-1 2.2x10-2 7.5x10-2 9.0x10-2 2.0x10-4 2.0x10-4 4.6x10-1 8.4x10-2 1.4x10-1 1.9x10-2 


 
Table 204. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 8 - Left bank - RM 9.8-10.0 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 4.5x10-5 0.0 1.5x10-6 8.9x10-5 3.8x10-5 0.0 4.0x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 8.9x10-5 2.7x10-5 3.0x10-5 2.0x10-5 


2 80K 4.9x10-5 0.0 5.0x10-5 8.9x10-5 1.4x10-4 0.0 1.2x10-3 5.0x10-6 0.0 1.2x10-3 1.9x10-4 3.8x10-4 5.0x10-5 


3 115K 4.9x10-4 5.9x10-3 1.5x10-3 4.5x10-4 3.8x10-3 0.0 4.2x10-3 5.0x10-4 0.0 5.9x10-3 2.1x10-3 2.1x10-3 1.0x10-3 


4 160K 2.5x10-2 5.5x10-2 1.2x10-1 3.6x10-1 3.6x10-2 0.0 6.3x10-1 8.9x10-3 0.0 6.3x10-1 1.5x10-1 2.1x10-1 4.5x10-2 
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Table 205. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 9 – Right bank - RM 7.8-8.1 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-9 0.0 1.5x10-5 2.0x10-6 4.5x10-6 0.0 1.5x10-4 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.5x10-4 2.1x10-5 4.8x10-5 1.0x10-6 


2 80K 4.5x10-6 8.9x10-6 3.0x10-4 8.9x10-5 1.8x10-5 0.0 1.7x10-3 5.0x10-6 0.0 1.7x10-3 2.7x10-4 5.6x10-4 1.3x10-5 


3 115K 4.5x10-3 2.0x10-4 2.4x10-2 1.3x10-1 6.8x10-3 0.0 2.8x10-1 9.9x10-4 0.0 2.8x10-1 5.7x10-2 9.6x10-2 5.6x10-3 


4 160K 2.5x10-2 4.5x10-3 1.4x10-1 5.2x10-1 1.1x10-1 2.0x10-4 4.2x10-1 2.2x10-2 2.0x10-4 5.2x10-1 1.5x10-1 1.9x10-1 6.9x10-2 


 
Table 206. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 8.1-8.5 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-8 9.0x10-9 0.0 1.5x10-4 9.9x10-10 0.0 1.5x10-4 1.9x10-5 4.9x10-5 5.0x10-9 


2 80K 1.0x10-9 2.2x10-7 5.0x10-8 9.9x10-7 9.0x10-9 0.0 1.7x10-3 9.9x10-10 0.0 1.7x10-3 2.2x10-4 5.7x10-4 3.0x10-8 


3 115K 5.0x10-8 5.0x10-5 1.0x10-5 4.5x10-2 2.3x10-8 0.0 5.7x10-3 9.9x10-6 0.0 4.5x10-2 6.3x10-3 1.5x10-2 1.0x10-5 


4 160K 1.8x10-6 6.7x10-4 1.5x10-4 4.0x10-1 2.3x10-7 7.0x10-3 6.9x10-2 2.0x10-4 2.3x10-7 4.0x10-1 6.0x10-2 1.3x10-1 4.3x10-4 


 
Table 207. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 11 - Right bank - RM 8.5-8.8 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.0x10-7 0.0 2.5x10-5 5.0x10-6 9.0x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 9.9x10-5 1.6x10-5 3.2x10-5 5.0x10-7 


2 80K 1.5x10-5 0.0 5.3x10-4 8.9x10-6 7.2x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-3 5.0x10-6 0.0 1.0x10-3 2.0x10-4 3.6x10-4 6.9x10-6 


3 115K 1.6x10-2 1.2x10-3 6.8x10-2 8.1x10-2 4.7x10-2 0.0 3.2x10-2 9.9x10-4 0.0 8.1x10-2 3.1x10-2 3.0x10-2 2.4x10-2 


4 160K 2.5x10-2 9.6x10-3 1.8x10-1 2.2x10-1 1.9x10-1 0.0 4.5x10-2 2.2x10-2 0.0 2.2x10-1 8.7x10-2 8.7x10-2 3.5x10-2 


 
Table 208. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 12 - Right bank - RM 8.8-9.1 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-7 9.9x10-7 4.8x10-8 0.0 3.0x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 3.0x10-5 3.9x10-6 9.8x10-6 7.3x10-8 


2 80K 1.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-6 5.0x10-6 4.8x10-8 0.0 2.5x10-4 9.9x10-7 0.0 2.5x10-4 3.2x10-5 8.2x10-5 5.2x10-7 


3 115K 9.9x10-8 1.5x10-5 1.5x10-5 4.5x10-3 6.8x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-3 2.0x10-5 0.0 5.0x10-3 1.2x10-3 2.1x10-3 1.5x10-5 


4 160K 9.9x10-5 1.0x10-4 5.0x10-4 2.2x10-1 9.0x10-8 5.0x10-3 5.0x10-3 9.9x10-5 9.0x10-8 2.2x10-1 2.9x10-2 7.3x10-2 3.0x10-4 
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Table 209. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 13 - Right bank - RM 9.1-9.5 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-7 0.0 3.0x10-7 9.9x10-7 3.0x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.5x10-5 2.1x10-6 4.8x10-6 2.0x10-7 


2 80K 1.0x10-6 0.0 4.0x10-5 5.0x10-6 4.0x10-7 0.0 1.2x10-4 5.0x10-4 0.0 5.0x10-4 8.3x10-5 1.6x10-4 3.0x10-6 


3 115K 3.3x10-5 5.9x10-3 6.0x10-4 3.0x10-2 2.3x10-4 0.0 5.0x10-4 5.0x10-4 0.0 3.0x10-2 4.7x10-3 9.6x10-3 5.0x10-4 


4 160K 1.8x10-3 3.5x10-2 2.1x10-3 2.2x10-1 1.3x10-3 3.0x10-3 5.0x10-4 2.2x10-2 5.0x10-4 2.2x10-1 3.6x10-2 7.2x10-2 2.6x10-3 


 
Table 210. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 3 – Segment 14 - Right bank - RM 9.5-10.0 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-7 0.0 2.0x10-7 9.9x10-8 2.4x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 8.7x10-7 1.6x10-6 2.2x10-7 


2 80K 5.0x10-6 0.0 4.0x10-5 2.0x10-7 1.5x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-5 1.2x10-5 1.9x10-5 5.9x10-7 


3 115K 8.9x10-5 1.8x10-3 6.0x10-4 3.6x10-3 1.8x10-5 0.0 5.2x10-4 5.0x10-4 0.0 3.6x10-3 8.9x10-4 1.2x10-3 5.1x10-4 


4 160K 4.9x10-3 9.6x10-3 2.4x10-3 3.1x10-1 1.1x10-2 1.0x10-3 6.0x10-3 3.6x10-3 1.0x10-3 3.1x10-1 4.4x10-2 1.0x10-1 5.4x10-3 


 
Table 211. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 1 - Left bank - RM 10.0-10.3 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-6 0.0 1.5x10-6 8.9x10-6 4.8x10-7 0.0 4.0x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 4.0x10-5 7.1x10-6 1.3x10-5 1.2x10-6 


2 80K 8.9x10-4 0.0 5.0x10-5 8.9x10-6 5.7x10-7 0.0 1.2x10-3 9.9x10-6 0.0 1.2x10-3 2.7x10-4 4.5x10-4 9.4x10-6 


3 115K 4.9x10-2 3.7x10-3 2.3x10-2 8.9x10-4 2.3x10-3 0.0 4.2x10-3 5.0x10-4 0.0 4.9x10-2 1.0x10-2 1.6x10-2 3.0x10-3 


4 160K 2.5x10-1 4.0x10-2 6.5x10-2 4.5x10-2 2.4x10-2 6.0x10-2 6.3x10-1 2.2x10-2 2.2x10-2 6.3x10-1 1.4x10-1 2.0x10-1 5.2x10-2 


 
Table 212. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 2 - Left bank - RM 10.3-10.4 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-8 1.0x10-8 0.0 2.0x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 2.0x10-5 2.6x10-6 6.5x10-6 1.0x10-8 


2 80K 1.0x10-9 0.0 5.0x10-8 9.9x10-8 2.0x10-8 0.0 2.0x10-4 9.9x10-7 0.0 2.0x10-4 2.5x10-5 6.5x10-5 3.5x10-8 


3 115K 1.0x10-9 5.0x10-5 1.0x10-5 9.9x10-5 4.5x10-8 0.0 9.0x10-3 9.9x10-7 0.0 9.0x10-3 1.1x10-3 3.0x10-3 5.5x10-6 


4 160K 9.0x10-8 6.7x10-4 3.0x10-3 1.2x10-1 4.5x10-6 1.0x10-3 6.0x10-2 8.9x10-5 9.0x10-8 1.2x10-1 2.4x10-2 4.3x10-2 8.4x10-4 
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Table 213. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 3 - Left bank - RM 10.4-10.5 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 8.9x10-5 0.0 1.0x10-6 5.0x10-6 1.0x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 9.9x10-5 2.4x10-5 4.0x10-5 1.0x10-6 


2 80K 8.9x10-5 0.0 1.5x10-5 6.9x10-5 2.0x10-7 0.0 1.2x10-3 9.9x10-6 0.0 1.2x10-3 1.7x10-4 3.9x10-4 1.2x10-5 


3 115K 4.5x10-4 5.9x10-3 9.0x10-4 2.7x10-3 1.4x10-5 0.0 4.2x10-3 5.0x10-4 0.0 5.9x10-3 1.8x10-3 2.1x10-3 7.0x10-4 


4 160K 4.5x10-3 3.5x10-2 7.5x10-2 2.2x10-1 7.2x10-4 5.0x10-2 7.1x10-1 2.2x10-2 7.2x10-4 7.1x10-1 1.4x10-1 2.3x10-1 4.2x10-2 


 
Table 214. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 4 - Left bank - RM 10.5-11.3 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-7 4.0x10-7 0.0 9.0x10-10 9.9x10-9 0.0 9.9x10-7 1.9x10-7 3.3x10-7 1.0x10-8 


2 80K 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-8 5.0x10-6 5.0x10-7 0.0 9.5x10-9 9.9x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-6 8.2x10-7 1.6x10-6 7.5x10-8 


3 115K 5.0x10-5 1.2x10-6 2.0x10-6 8.9x10-5 5.9x10-7 0.0 2.9x10-5 5.0x10-5 0.0 8.9x10-5 2.8x10-5 3.1x10-5 1.5x10-5 


4 160K 2.1x10-4 1.0x10-5 3.0x10-6 3.1x10-1 3.2x10-6 0.0 2.5x10-4 8.9x10-5 0.0 3.1x10-1 3.9x10-2 1.0x10-1 5.0x10-5 


 
Table 215. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 5 - Left bank - RM 11.3-11.5 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 5.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-8 9.9x10-7 4.0x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-5 6.4x10-6 1.6x10-5 7.4x10-8 


2 80K 5.0x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-8 5.0x10-6 6.0x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-5 9.9x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-5 6.9x10-6 1.6x10-5 7.4x10-8 


3 115K 8.9x10-6 0.0 5.0x10-8 6.9x10-6 6.7x10-7 0.0 3.0x10-4 5.0x10-5 0.0 3.0x10-4 4.6x10-5 9.7x10-5 3.8x10-6 


4 160K 2.7x10-5 9.9x10-7 1.0x10-7 6.3x10-3 8.6x10-7 0.0 7.0x10-4 8.9x10-5 0.0 6.3x10-3 8.9x10-4 2.1x10-3 1.4x10-5 


 
Table 216. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 6 - Right bank - RM 10.0-10.2 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-7 9.9x10-8 3.8x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 8.3x10-7 1.6x10-6 1.0x10-7 


2 80K 5.0x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-6 9.9x10-8 4.8x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-5 6.6x10-6 1.6x10-5 4.9x10-7 


3 115K 8.1x10-6 2.5x10-5 5.0x10-6 2.3x10-3 5.4x10-7 0.0 3.3x10-4 9.9x10-6 0.0 2.3x10-3 3.3x10-4 7.3x10-4 9.0x10-6 


4 160K 4.5x10-4 4.5x10-4 4.0x10-5 5.9x10-3 9.0x10-7 0.0 1.4x10-3 8.9x10-5 0.0 5.9x10-3 1.0x10-3 1.9x10-3 2.7x10-4 
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Table 217. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 7 - Right bank - RM 10.2-11.1 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 9.9x10-8 0.0 1.0x10-7 9.9x10-8 1.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 8.0x10-7 1.6x10-6 1.0x10-7 


2 80K 8.9x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-6 5.0x10-7 3.8x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-5 6.7x10-6 1.6x10-5 6.9x10-7 


3 115K 4.1x10-5 2.5x10-4 1.5x10-5 8.1x10-4 5.7x10-7 0.0 1.4x10-2 5.0x10-4 0.0 1.4x10-2 2.0x10-3 4.6x10-3 1.4x10-4 


4 160K 4.9x10-4 1.2x10-3 3.0x10-4 4.0x10-1 7.2x10-5 0.0 4.7x10-2 3.6x10-3 0.0 4.0x10-1 5.7x10-2 1.3x10-1 8.4x10-4 


 
Table 218. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 8 - Right bank - RM 11.1-11.7 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 2.5x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-7 9.9x10-8 5.0x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 9.9x10-7 0.0 5.0x10-6 8.7x10-7 1.6x10-6 1.8x10-7 


2 80K 5.0x10-7 0.0 1.5x10-6 6.9x10-7 8.0x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-5 9.9x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-5 1.8x10-6 3.1x10-6 7.5x10-7 


3 115K 4.5x10-5 0.0 1.5x10-5 8.9x10-7 9.0x10-7 0.0 7.4x10-5 5.0x10-5 0.0 7.4x10-5 2.3x10-5 2.7x10-5 8.0x10-6 


4 160K 4.5x10-4 1.0x10-5 3.0x10-4 8.1x10-5 1.0x10-6 1.0x10-5 5.9x10-4 8.9x10-5 1.0x10-6 5.9x10-4 1.9x10-4 2.1x10-4 8.5x10-5 


 
Table 219. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 9 - Right bank - RM 11.7-12.6 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-10 0.0 1.0x10-8 0.0 8.0x10-7 0.0 9.0x10-7 9.0x10-7 0.0 9.0x10-7 3.3x10-7 4.2x10-7 5.1x10-9 


2 80K 9.0x10-9 0.0 1.5x10-8 0.0 9.0x10-7 0.0 5.4x10-6 9.0x10-7 0.0 5.4x10-6 9.0x10-7 1.7x10-6 1.2x10-8 


3 115K 9.8x10-7 0.0 1.0x10-6 0.0 9.0x10-6 0.0 3.5x10-5 4.5x10-5 0.0 4.5x10-5 1.1x10-5 1.7x10-5 9.9x10-7 


4 160K 9.8x10-5 1.0x10-6 2.0x10-6 9.0x10-7 2.2x10-4 4.0x10-2 2.0x10-4 8.9x10-3 9.0x10-7 4.0x10-2 6.2x10-3 1.3x10-2 1.5x10-4 


 
Table 220. Conditional Pf due to erosion computed based on elicited values – Subreach 4 – Segment 10 - Right bank - RM 12.6-13.3 


ID Flow 
(cfs) Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 40K 1.0x10-9 0.0 1.0x10-7 5.0x10-7 5.0x10-7 0.0 9.0x10-8 9.9x10-8 0.0 5.0x10-7 1.6x10-7 2.0x10-7 9.5x10-8 


2 80K 1.0x10-9 0.0 3.0x10-7 8.9x10-7 8.0x10-7 0.0 5.4x10-7 9.9x10-8 0.0 8.9x10-7 3.3x10-7 3.5x10-7 2.0x10-7 


3 115K 1.0x10-9 0.0 4.0x10-7 8.9x10-7 9.0x10-7 0.0 1.4x10-6 5.0x10-7 0.0 1.4x10-6 5.1x10-7 4.8x10-7 4.5x10-7 


4 160K 1.0x10-8 1.0x10-6 5.0x10-6 8.9x10-5 5.0x10-7 0.0 1.2x10-4 8.9x10-7 0.0 1.2x10-4 2.7x10-5 4.5x10-5 9.5x10-7 
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Computed C-AEP 
 
Table 221. Subreach 1 Computed C-AEP1 


Seg. 
No. Seg. Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 


dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 L 0.0-0.4 0.11 <0.1 0.38 7.97 0.11 0.33 7.87 0.15 <0.1 7.97 2.12 3.35 0.24 


2 L 0.4-1.0 0.12 <0.1 0.17 44.44 1.07 0.18 39.76 0.15 <0.1 44.44 10.74 18.14 0.17 


3 L 1.0-1.7 <0.1 <0.1 0.23 33.94 <0.1 0.51 17.35 <0.1 <0.1 33.94 6.53 11.79 0.16 


4 L 1.7-2.0 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 5.34 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 5.34 0.68 1.76 <0.1 


5 L 2.0-2.3 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1.65 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1.65 0.21 0.54 <0.1 


6 L 2.3-2.6 0.28 <0.1 <0.1 15.17 0.16 <0.1 23.66 0.15 <0.1 23.66 4.94 8.62 0.16 


7 L 2.6-2.7 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.39 <0.1 <0.1 23.66 <0.1 <0.1 23.66 3.01 7.81 <0.1 


8 L 2.7-3.0 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.15 <0.1 0.15 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


9 L 3.0-3.7 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


10 L 3.7-3.8 0.23 <0.1 <0.1 20.76 <0.1 <0.1 0.37 <0.1 <0.1 20.76 2.67 6.84 <0.1 


11 L 3.8-3.9 1.99 1.72 10.07 66.31 4.06 <0.1 10.84 0.20 <0.1 66.31 11.90 20.94 3.03 


12 L 3.9-4.2 2.10 3.09 7.67 18.65 29.58 0.98 34.18 <0.1 <0.1 34.18 12.04 12.78 5.38 


13 L 4.2-4.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 8.16 <0.1 <0.1 0.57 <0.1 <0.1 8.16 1.09 2.68 <0.1 


14 L 4.8-5.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1.60 <0.1 <0.1 1.17 0.11 <0.1 1.60 0.37 0.60 <0.1 


15 R 0.0-1.3 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.15 <0.1 <0.1 0.15 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


16 R 1.3-1.6 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.14 <0.1 <0.1 0.14 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


17 R 1.6-2.4 0.14 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.15 0.40 0.14 <0.1 <0.1 0.40 0.12 0.12 0.11 


18 R 2.4-3.4 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1.20 0.42 <0.1 0.29 <0.1 <0.1 1.20 0.24 0.39 <0.1 


19 R 3.4-4.2 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1.42 <0.1 <0.1 0.59 <0.1 <0.1 1.42 0.26 0.48 <0.1 


20 R 4.2-5.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1.42 <0.1 <0.1 0.34 <0.1 <0.1 1.42 0.22 0.47 <0.1 
 
1. The computed C-AEP value multiplied by 10,000. C-AEP for this assessment is the annual probability any flooding will occur due to levee failure caused by erosion for Lower 
American River flows in the range of 40K to 160K cfs.  
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Table 222. Subreach 3 Computed C-AEP1 
Seg. 
No. Seg. Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 


dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 L 7.8-8.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 6.70 <0.1 <0.1 2.51 0.17 <0.1 6.70 1.18 2.24 <0.1 


2 L 8.1-8.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


3 L 8.5-8.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


4 L 8.8-9.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


5 L 9.1-9.5 6.07 0.34 2.85 65.49 1.73 7.43 3.25 0.66 0.34 65.49 10.98 20.73 3.05 


6 L 9.5-9.7 0.14 1.02 1.82 71.09 0.88 0.22 5.99 0.26 0.14 71.09 10.18 23.09 0.95 


7 L 9.7-9.8 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.66 <0.1 <0.1 0.56 <0.1 <0.1 0.66 0.17 0.26 <0.1 


8 L 9.8-10.0 0.34 1.08 0.67 1.16 1.22 <0.1 4.44 0.13 <0.1 4.44 1.13 1.33 0.88 


9 R 7.8-8.1 0.90 <0.1 5.74 26.98 1.66 <0.1 61.30 0.26 <0.1 61.30 12.11 20.46 1.28 


10 R 8.1-8.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 9.30 <0.1 <0.1 4.34 <0.1 <0.1 9.30 1.71 3.20 <0.1 


11 R 8.5-8.8 2.92 0.21 14.72 15.15 8.83 <0.1 8.54 0.26 <0.1 15.15 6.33 5.97 5.73 


12 R 8.8-9.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1.46 <0.1 <0.1 1.50 <0.1 <0.1 1.50 0.37 0.64 <0.1 


13 R 9.1-9.5 <0.1 1.02 0.18 6.07 <0.1 <0.1 0.33 0.61 <0.1 6.07 1.04 1.93 0.26 


14 R 9.5-10.0 <0.1 0.30 0.18 1.45 <0.1 <0.1 0.22 0.11 <0.1 1.45 0.29 0.45 0.14 
 
1. The computed C-AEP value multiplied by 10,000. C-AEP for this assessment is the annual probability any flooding will occur due to levee failure caused by erosion for Lower 
American River flows in the range of 40K to 160K cfs.  
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Table 223. Subreach 4 Computed C-AEP1 
Seg. 
No. Seg. Exp 1 Exp 2 Exp 3 Exp 4 Exp 5 Exp 6 Exp 7 Exp 8 Min Max Mean Std. 


dev. Median 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 L 10.0-10.3 12.00 0.69 4.49 0.32 0.48 <0.1 4.44 0.17 <0.1 12.00 2.83 3.88 0.59 


2 L 10.3-10.4 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.23 <0.1 <0.1 2.38 <0.1 <0.1 2.38 0.33 0.78 <0.1 


3 L 10.4-10.5 0.43 1.02 0.38 1.24 <0.1 <0.1 5.02 0.17 <0.1 5.02 1.04 1.56 0.40 


4 L 10.5-11.3 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.57 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.57 <0.1 0.19 <0.1 


5 L 11.3-11.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.24 <0.1 <0.1 0.24 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


6 R 10.0-10.2 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.40 <0.1 <0.1 0.16 <0.1 <0.1 0.40 <0.1 0.13 <0.1 


7 R 10.2-11.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1.03 <0.1 <0.1 2.94 0.11 <0.1 2.94 0.52 0.97 <0.1 


8 R 11.1-11.7 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


9 R 11.7-12.6 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


10 R 12.6-13.3 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 
 
1. The computed C-AEP value multiplied by 10,000. C-AEP for this assessment is the annual probability any flooding will occur due to levee failure caused by erosion for Lower 
American River flows in the range of 40K to 160K cfs.  
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:38:27 AM 

From: GEORGE M KIMMERLEIN <g.kimmerlein@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:00 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water 
Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components 
of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are 
extremely valuable to me. 

I spend many hours on, in , or by the American river year round 
near Larchmont park which is near my home. 

INDIV-695
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I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to 
address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not 
see adequate justification for the claim that these highly 
destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually 
improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform 
a more appropriate environmental analysis of the significant 
impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and 
not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, 
until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach 
to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately 
characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor 
considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained 
scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even 
where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures 
be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 
CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much 
more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such 
alternative methods would result in far less environmental 
damage. 



The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable 
rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” 
EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a 
compounding set of significant adverse impacts, including the 
need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of 
rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and 
levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside 
elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the 
unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” 
that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the 
draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the 
full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. 
This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have 
not been meaningfully presented that could have very different 
and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified 
source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine 
rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the 
associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air 
pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. 
Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately 
addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer 
potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, 
children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like 
Diesel exhaust than adults.  (Between third trimester and 2 
years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed 
project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site 
with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. 
Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road 
haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or 
newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck 
and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything 
beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require 
these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the 
local population, and especially children.  Trucks should be 2014 
or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will 
remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 
(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over 
two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each 
location that would travel through residential communities. The 
SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant 
on sensitive receptors.  However, OEHHA’s risk guidance 
recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects 
lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead 



 

 

agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk 
assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can 
provide substantial evidence on the record that the Project 
would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would 
result in a significant health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends 
east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to 
bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the 
American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. 
The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on 
minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or 
out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical 
data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often 
inconsistent among different sources, and some may have 
been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see 
adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and 
the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are 
needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft 
SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the 
significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 
data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for 
through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 
feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees 



 

years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent 
erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the 
need based on limited data, and fails to account for the 
erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of 
velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-
date models that likely did not adequately account for the 
protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the 
edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling 
recently conducted on other segments of the lower American 
River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when included 
in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is 
necessary along this section of the American River. This calls 
into question whether the environmental impacts can be 
deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the work 
has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or 
empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact 
trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing 
natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave 
behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a 
minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many 
more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually 
make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is 
just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 
We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around 
Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior 
Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We 



understand a recent revetment area under a prior contract 
suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows 
during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows 
were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches 
to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” 
may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks 
bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has 
been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a 
commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army 
Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic 
American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable 
values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which would extend 
into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so 
designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, 
vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, 
and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, 
not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only 
where data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and 
aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-
term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog 
walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a 
respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along 



 

the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along 
long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not 
impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone 
mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features except 
the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis 
has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, 
but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare 
shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 
wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in 
an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, 
migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued 
by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the 
provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 
46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” 
the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American 
River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public 
parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its 
natural and recreational features to the urban environment of 
Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values 
noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this 
“riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the 
riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior 
Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, 



 

water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, 
geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an 
aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value 
of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the 
mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would 
directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower 
American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 
2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would 
minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park 
were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut 
too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park 
Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 
that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less 
destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is 
being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 
3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 
300 years old -- older than California and some older than our 
nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish 
that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a 
cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would 
bring the total length of American River banks damaged by 
USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, 



including some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the 
lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality 
natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of 
life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely 
popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate 
these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged 
populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not 
been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, 
shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. 
When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the 
impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less 
destructive alternative methods should be used, including the 
use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as 
in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-
technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, 
that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). 
These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to 
have a more targeted analysis and approach. 



The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design 
choices that result in what are deemed “significant 
unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more 
surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental 
analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 
subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need 
is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks 
must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. 
The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a 
“Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The 
proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this 
protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations 
to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this 
treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

George M Kimmerlein 
Sacramento CA 



 

  

  
  

  
 

   
  

  
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:20:48 AM 

-----Original Message-----
From: Leslie Stradley <lesliestradley@icloud.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:48 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 
2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

I'm writing to you today about the lower American River (components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.) The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to 
me. 

I’ve lived within walking distance of the American river Parkway for 30 years. I walk, bike, and/or kayak there at 
least three times per week.  The American River Parkway is the best thing about living in Sacramento. 

It is a wild, natural place. The only one around.  It’s different than a city park.  Being down by the river is an 
emotional and spiritual experience.  Places like this are rare and special.  I love walking alone on the horse paths 
along the river’s edge experiencing the sounds and motion of the river, the wind blowing in the branches, the birds 
singing.  I know where the beaver lodge is.  It’s a treat to visit at dusk as they come out and swim from shore to 
shore.  I often see river otters playing. I call out, “Buenos dios, Señor “, to the coyote as I pass them. I wave to the 
deer as they raise their heads as I ride by on my bike. One of my favorite things is when I see a family of quail 
scurrying across the path. 

What happens to animal homes when 500 trees are cut down and the grasses and shrubs bulldozed? Where will the 
birds, rabbits, coyotes, deer, and other wild creatures go?  I’ve seen what happened near Sac State.  I ride my bike 
by there at least twice a week.  It’s barren, hard dirt.  I don’t see how this is better for flood control than grasses, 
shrubs, and trees.  (Last week as I was biking, I passed an old man pushing a metal hand cart.  On the cart was a bag 
of seed. He was hand-spreading the seeds on the hard, bare dirt just upstream from the Guy West Bridge.  It broke 
my heart.) 

I’ve gone down to see how far the river has risen after big storms.  A few years ago it was all the way up to the levee 
in many places.  After not much time, the water receded and the area seemed to recover as if nothing had happened. 
It probably deposited needed minerals.  I can’t imagine a flood near the now-denuded banks near Sac State after a 
flood.  The dirt will just wash away I suppose. 

I understand that people feel like some things need to be repaired.  My hope is that it will be done in a thoughtful 
way with the least amount of impact on the wild nature of the river and the woods along its banks. 
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I also would like assurance that whoever is making decisions on this project, goes down to the river.  Go alone. 
Walk the horse trails.  Listen to the wind and the water.  Watch the trees move in the wind.  Maybe catch a glimpse 
of raft of otters. 

To quote the Lorax, “I speak for the trees.”  They can’t speak for themselves. 

Thank you, 
Leslie Stradley 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Concerns with lack of Social benefit considerations for USACE Project 3b on the 

American River 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:20:22 AM 

From: Alicia Eastvold <aliciaeastvold@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:02 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; 
Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; Barbara_Rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; 
RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; PatHume@saccounty.gov; SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov; 
SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Concerns with lack of Social benefit considerations for USACE Project 3b 
on the American River 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR)
Comment Recipients & Related Agencies: 
I recently discovered that in the USACE authored book for International Guidelines on Nature and
Nature Based Features for Flood Risk Management under your Engineering with Nature Program, a 
significant principal is to identify solutions that produce multiple benefits that “enhance quality
of human life, advance social equity and increase environmental integrity” (p 23). Can you explain
how project 3b will implement this principal? I can see from reading your Engineering with Nature
Volume 2 that you work to meet this principal with other projects, such as the work you celebrated
for Sonoma County's Dry Creek.  Can you explain how you have considered a way to enhance quality
of life? Can you explain how you have considered the impact to social equity, since this stretch of
river is a major access point to many lower income areas of Sacramento? 

Thank you, 

Alicia Eastvold 

Larchmont Neighborhood resident 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Contract 3B site project 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:19:38 AM 

-----Original Message-----
From: Fred Foerster <fredjudy815@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:46 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Contract 3B site project 

To Whom It May Concern. 

I am greatly concerned with this project and its impact on the environment.What is to happen to the animals as well 
as the flora. Although I am certain that there was some prior notice but not sufficient enough to make local residents 
aware. On top of this impact, to find that the intended use of the Waterglen Access as a staging area makes this even 
more objectionable. 

Fred Foerster, resident 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 9:04 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; Romine, Guy K CIV USARMY CESPK 

(USA); Toland, Tanis J CIV USARMY CESPK (USA) 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comment for AFCR SEIS/SEIR 

From: Nancy Kniskern <knancy2020@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:18 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment for AFCR SEIS/SEIR 

The report states the “rock trench design concept” comes from the Windrow trenching method of erosion 
protection widely used along the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers; however, it is not used in the area of the Wild 
and Scenic River portion of the Missouri River, according to the National Park Service. 

(Title 40 CFR Section 1502.1 (g)) states, “Environmental impact statements shall serve as a means of 
assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions rather than justifying decisions already 
made.” 

I would recommend that the Corps review less invasive designs when they are more appropriate for a more 
comparative portion for the lower American River. We would like a more nature-based design for the 
particular area of erosion be applied instead. 

Nancy Kniskern 

2/23/24 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 9:03 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common 

Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Eleanor Averitt <ladyaveritt@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:18 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 
Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources
(DWR):

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely
valuable to me.

Being able to take walk with my dog amongst the natural beauty of the
American River Parkway is invaluable. It is a place to bond with no only my
dog but also with the wildlife in the area that make the American River
Parkway. Walking amongst nature is so good for my well being, both
physically and mentally.

1 
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I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 

potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate 

justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are 

“necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this 

section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more 

appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the 

proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the 

subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and 

LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is 

presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 

significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 

mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to 

supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much 

more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 

impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 

requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California 

Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has 

not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much 

more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative 

methods would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes 

and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there 

was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant 
adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, 
massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to 

roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside 

elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the 
2 



            
             

               
              

           
       

            
        

          
            

             
    

           
           

         
           

          
             

            
              

             
          

            
           

            
            
           

            
             

          
         

unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are 

known to be needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or the 

exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range 

of other design choices have not been meaningfully presented that could 

have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not 
been adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing 

composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding 

foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and 

the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 

addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution 

impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary 

School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel 
exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a 

cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health 

Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children 

are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than 

adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more 

sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each 

restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. 
Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to 

be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already 

required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 

(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything 

beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks 

to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and 

especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. 
Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 

3 



        
 

 
           

              
         

          
        

          
           

            
           
            

      

            
              

            
           

         
         

          
           

             
         
        

             
         

         
               

           
           

incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 

15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, 
each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would 

travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than 

significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, 
OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As 

the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk 

assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide 

substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose 

residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health 

impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from 

Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on 

the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank 

erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is 

based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or 
out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. 
Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among 

different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall 
levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that 
this extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods 

are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 

incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient 
evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned 

for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 

data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-
seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more 
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slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and there is 

inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion 

analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to 

account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of 
velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models 

that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in 

slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of 
the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 

included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is 

necessary along this section of the American River. This calls into question 

whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by 

either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and 

vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the 

levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks 

and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction --
followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could 

actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just 
as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet 
to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 

Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high 

water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a prior 
contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during 

the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to 

cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as 

designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, 
exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and 

5 



            
          

  
 
           

            
         

             
            

          
           

            
  

              
             

          
         
             

           
            

             
          

          
           

           
             

         
           

           
           

             
         

vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and 

current requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in 

such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps 

proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River 
(designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation 

and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American 

River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian 

habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, 
and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles 

of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify 

the need. 
I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this 

pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 

for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe 

access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, 
solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along 

the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long 

stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for 
miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 

most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the 

environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of 
dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, 
and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 

wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban 

area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-
nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This 

is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the 

Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal 
Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 

River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage 
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Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the 

most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the 

close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban 

environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the 

values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian 

hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation 

is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage 

Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values 

such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural 
character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an 

aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of 
designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian 

forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC 

conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild 

and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they 

would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service 

need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to 

find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south 

alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old --
older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies 

suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry 

riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the 

total length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control 
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projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most 
wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 

recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all 
income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points 

and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods 

would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged 

populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been 

adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish 

habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they 

“mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant 
unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used 

to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 

alternative methods should be used, including the use of smaller 
equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing 

stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the 

National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 

vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a 

more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices 

that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental 
impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for 
project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental 
analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and 

then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the 

project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B 
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and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage 

oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The 

Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” 

under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under 
USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care 

that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 
Eleanor Averitt 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Erosion project on American River Parkway 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:58:50 AM 

-----Original Message-----
From: Beth McClure <bethmcclure1@me.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:56 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Erosion project on American River Parkway 

To whom it may concern, 
The American River Parkway is a treasure of Sacramento and all of California. As a resident of Sacramento County 
for over 30 years I have spent 1-3 hours per day on the horse trail and along the bike trail to exercise, enjoy nature 
and appreciate our wild spaces. 
The devastation that occurred over the last 2 years with the last “erosion” project was an abject failure in the 
disruption to our beloved trail and its plants, trees and animals and to the people who depend on the trail to enhance 
their lives and the lives of their families and community members.  With global warming and climate change it is 
imperative to keep mature tree canopies and to remove literally every living thing was unbelievably short sighted. 
These impacted areas  will not recover certainly in my lifetime but not even that of my children. The natural habitat 
has prevented erosion with interlocking root systems and co dependency since rivers first flowed. You have spent 
millions on levee support and that should be enough and the focus. One needs only to stand on the Sac State bridge 
and looks at what looks like a war zone in a desert and see the tremendous erosion happening with these most recent 
storms….please look at the silt from your construction site pouring and clouding our beautiful river. 
The most powerful image of all that your projects have destroyed was the large graffiti under Howe Avenue THE 
DAY THE TRAIL REOPENED! In 30 years we have never had graffiti along the parkway in Arden Arcade….this 
happened because the tagged recognized this barren landscape devoid of green as not worthy of keeping pristine and 
of no value any longer…. 
Please keep our trees for our future. 
Sincerely yours, 
Elizabeth McClure MD 
Sierra Oaks Vista resident 
Sacramento County 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Contract 3B Site Project 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:00:57 AM 

From: Robert L'Heureux <lheureux1@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:04 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Contract 3B Site Project 

Greetings, 

Thank you for extending the comment period for the subject project. 

I'm a homeowner in the vicinity of the project scope. (That is, I live in the College Glen 
neighborhood and the street I live on abuts the levee that is scheduled to be addressed by this 
project.) My concerns are mostly for the trees and wildlife that abut the American River. I 
would request that the Army Corps consider the many who live and recreate along the 
American River by proceeding with a more measured approach that doesn't completely scar 
the riparian area behind our homes as has already been done along Sacramento State. We 
would be in support of a project that more methodically institutes tree removal and replanting 
rather than removing all trees along the River as well as the wildlife that depends on them. 

Please consider my comments return with a more neighborhood friendly and—more 
directly—environmentally friendly plan that doesn't include the removal of the flora and fauna 
for those here now and for the and several generations to come. 

Sincere Regards, 

Robert L'Heureux, PE 
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Comments of Dennis Eckhart on the Draft SEIR/SEIS, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

My connection to, and knowledge of, the American River Parkway 

Since moving to Carmichael in 1983, I have visited the American River Parkway thousands of times. 
From 1991 to 2010, I commuted virtually every day by bicycle to and from downtown Sacramento on 
the Jedediah Smith Multi-use Trail. After transitioning to a part-time work schedule, I continued to 
commute to downtown Sacramento several days a week. 

I usually visit the parkway several times a every week for birdwatching, wildlife viewing/photography, 
and hiking, and for volunteer restoration activities for the American River Parkway Foundation (ARPF) 
and the American River Natural History Association (ARNHA). 

From August 2011 to the present, I have volunteered with the ARPF’s Invasive Plant Management 
Program (IPMP), concentrating primarily on removing red sesbania (Sesbania punicea), Spanish broom 
(Sparftum junceum), stinkwort (Ditirichia graveolens) and yellow starthistle (Centurea solsftftalis), but 
also removing French broom (Genista monspessulana), Scotch broom (Cyftsus scoparius), giant reed 
(Arundo donax), milk thistle (Silybum marianum), and Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus). During my 
13+ years in the IPMP, I have surveyed and pulled invasive plants on both the left and right banks of the 
lower American River on most of the 23-mile parkway. 

In 2016 I was asked to join the ARPF’s Program Committee, a position I hold to this day. In 2021 I was 
asked to represent the ARPF at Sacramento Area Weed Management Meetings, which I continue to do. 
Also, at ARPF’s request, I reviewed and provided written comments on two drafts of the Natural 
Resources Management Plan and the Monitoring Plan (Appendix D) for the Parkway. 

My capstone project for certification as a California Naturalist in 2017 involved the organization of a 
stinkwort eradication project at the north end of the Nature Study Area (NSA) that is adjacent to the 
Effie Yeaw Nature Center (EYNC) in Ancil Hoffman Park. Stinkwort eradication at that site is ongoing. In 
2023 volunteers under my direction pulled over 18,426 stinkwort plants at that location. 

In 2020 I joined the Habitat Restoration Team (HRT) at EYNC, where I lead the Invasive Plant group on 
monthly workdays, survey the NSA for invasive plants, and plan eradication efforts. In 2023 HRT 
volunteers removed 1,110 Spanish broom, 9842 yellow starthistle, 2600 Italian thistle, and 3743 rush 
skeletonweed (Chondrilla juncea) in the NSA. 

Although my post-graduate degrees are in Philosophy and Law, I have attended seminars and 
conferences on invasive-plant biology and control methods. I have provided trainings and prepared 
written materials on invasive plants for both ARPF and ARNHA. 

Comments on Draft ARCFS SEIR/SEIS 

While I am greatly concerned about the destruction of wildlife habitat and natural space, including the 
loss of hundreds of heritage trees and other native flora along the banks of the American River, my 
comments on the draft SEIR/SEIS will be confined to deficiencies in relation to invasive plant species, 
and in particular, the total lack of identified methods and procedures to prevent the introduction and 
spread of invasive plant species, including pernicious annuals, such stinkwort and yellow starthistle. 

Several legal and policy directives require USACE to identify action to prevent the introduction and 
spread of invasive species 
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Comments of Dennis Eckhart on the Draft SEIR/SEIS, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The draft SEIR/SEIS cites and describes Executive Order EO 13112, signed February 3, 1989, as 

. . . direct[ing] Federal agencies to take actions to prevent the introduction of invasive species, 
provide for control of invasive species, and minimize the economic, ecological, and human 
health impacts that invasive species cause. . . . This EO requires consideration of invasive 
species in NEPA analyses, including their identification and distribution, their potential 
effects, and measures to prevent or eradicate them. 

This brief passage in the Draft SEIR/SESS ends with the conclusionary assertion that 

The Proposed Action complies with EO 13112 by discussing invasive species and measures to 
prevent their spread during construction in Appendix B Section 4.1 Vegetation and Wildlife. 

(Draft SEIR/SEIS, sec. 6.1.12, pp. 6-7; italics added.) 
Despite this assertion, Appendix B does not “discuss[ ] invasive species and measure to prevent their 
spread during construction.” 
Appendix B does cite and again briefly describes Executive Order EO 13112 (although it incorrectly 
says this EO was issued in 1999, rather than in 1989): 

[EO 13112] directs Federal agencies to take actions to prevent the introduction of invasive 
species, provide for control of invasive species, and minimize the economic, ecological, and 
human health impacts that invasive species cause. EO 13112 also calls for the restoration 
of native plants and tree species. 

(App. B, 4.1-19 -20, Italics added.) 
Appendix B also cites Executive Order 13751, issued December 5, 2016, but states only that this EO 
“directs action to continue coordinated Federal prevention and control efforts of invasive 
species.” (Ibid.) 
EO 13751 states in the strongest possible terms the policy of the United States in regard to invasive 
species: 

It is the policy of the United States to prevent the introduction, establishment, and spread of 
invasive species, as well as to eradicate and control populations of invasive species that are 
established. Invasive species pose threats to prosperity, security, and quality of life. They have 
negative impacts on the environment and natural resources, agriculture and food production 
systems, water resources, human, animal, and plant health, infrastructure, the economy, 
energy, cultural resources, and military readiness. Every year, invasive species cost the United 
States billions of dollars in economic losses and other damages. 

(EO 13751, sec. 1, italics added.) 

Further, EO 13751 amends section 2 of EO 13112 to state: 

"Sec. 2. Federal Agency Duties. (a) Each Federal agency for which that agency's actions may 
affect the introduction, establishment, or spread of invasive species shall, to the extent 
practicable and permitted by law, (1) identify such agency actions; (2) subject to the 
availability of appropriations, and within administrative, budgetary, and jurisdictional limits, 
use relevant 
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Comments of Dennis Eckhart on the Draft SEIR/SEIS, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

agency programs and authorities to: (i) prevent the introduction, establishment, and spread 
of invasive species; 
. . . 
(c) conduct research on invasive species and develop and apply technologies to prevent 
their introduction, and provide for environmentally sound methods of eradication and 
control of invasive species; 

(EO 13751, sec. 3, italics added.) 
As pertinent to this discussion, EO 13751 also amended EO 13112 to define the key terms 
“introduction” and “prevention,” as used in the “Federal Agency Duties” section, quoted above: 

(d) 'Introduction' means, as a result of human activity, the intentional or unintentional escape, 
release, dissemination, or placement of an organism into an ecosystem to which it is not 
native. 
. . . 
(h) 'Prevention' means the action of stopping invasive species from being introduced or 
spreading into a new ecosystem. 

(Id., sec. 2.) 

Also cited in Appendix B is USACE’s Invasive Species Policy, issued in February 2023, which 

Requires that civil works projects will include measures to either prevent or reduce the 
establishment of invasive and non-native species. O&M will include strategies for 
invasive species management. 

(App. B, 4.1-19 -20; italics added.) 

More specifically, USACE’s policy provides, in pertinent part, that 

6. Measures to either prevent or reduce establishment of invasive and non-native species will 
be a component of all USACE Civil Works projects and will be applied to invasive species issues 
in the execution of all Civil Works programs. The intent is to integrate the Invasive Species 
Policy into all projects and programs to effectively and efficiently manage invasive and nonnative 
species, including harmful algal blooms. 

a. Operating projects will include strategies for invasive species management in their project 
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) responsibilities and ensure these strategies are addressed in 
Master Plans and Operational Management Plans (OMPs) as appropriate. These strategies will 
be coordinated, as required by law, with other Federal agencies, Tribal Nations, State and local 
governments, non-government organizations, stakeholders, and partners, as applicable. 
b. Civil Works planning documents will appropriately address invasive species concerns in their 
analysis of project impacts. native plants and tree species. . . . 
c. Construction activities creates (sic) the opportunity for the introduction, spread, and 
establishment of invasive species. Engineering and Construction shall consider and implement 
practices to reduce the introduction and spread of invasive species during the design and 
construction of Civil Works projects. 
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Comments of Dennis Eckhart on the Draft SEIR/SEIS, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

(USACE Invasive Species Policy, sec. 6, italics added.) 

The Draft SEIR/SEIS addresses invasive plant species in summary and incomplete fashion 

On page 4.1-17, the document briefly paraphrases section 3.6 of the ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR in regard to 
the types of areas where invasive species typically occur, e.g., “previous construction sites.” The draft 
SEIR/SEIS then quotes from page 113 of the ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR: 

These invasive species typically outcompete native plant species and must be controlled 
aggressively including mitigation and restoration areas. Since 2001, Sacramento County and 
SAFCA have collaborated on invasive plant management planning efforts, which have guided 
local efforts towards eradication of all populations of giant reed (Arundo donax), tamarisk 
(Tamarix spp.), French broom (Genista monspessulana), Scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius), 
Pampas grass (Cortaderia selloana), red sesbania (Sesbania punicea), Chinese tallow tree 
(Triadica sebifera), oleander (Nerium oleander), and pyracantha (Pyracantha spp.). 

Significantly absent from this list are Spanish broom (Spartium junceum)–an invasive species 
considerably more prevalent on the Parkway than Scotch or French broom. Nor is either stinkwort 
(Dittrichia graveolens) or yellow starthistle (Centurea solstitialis) listed, despite extensive infestations on 
the Parkway. 

Moreover, ARPF has mapped only two tamarisk on the entire Parkway and only a handful of orleander 
and pyracantha. Giant reed and Pampas grass do occur on the Parkway, but only in small patches which 
ARPF monitors and removes as volunteer resources are available. 

The Draft SEIR/SEIS does not address measures to prevent the introduction of invasive species during 
construction 

Not only does the Draft SEIR/SEIS fail to even mention several of the most invasive and widespread 
invasive plant species on the Parkway, but, despite the clear mandates and policy directives, described 
above, the draft SEIR/SEIS does not even mention, let alone describe, any practices or procedures to 
prevent or reduce the introduction of invasive species during any phase of the project. Nor does the 
draft SEIR/SEIS provide for pre-construction surveys to determine what invasive species may already be 
present at the site. 

Of particular concern are Invasive species, such as stinkwort and yellow starthistle–both annuals in the 
Asteraceae family—produce hundreds of seeds in the summer and fall. Both these weeds are prevalent 
along highways and trails because they take hold and thrive in disturbed ground. Grading and other 
construction activities are common vectors. 

As noted above, I have considerable experience with the stinkwort Infestation in the NSA at Ancil 
Hoffman Park. Stinkwort produces a pungent odor, and contact with the plant causes dermatitis in 
some people. No native animals consume stinkwort, and there are as yet no biological controls 
available. 

In the fall of 2017, thousands of mature stinkwort–many of them three feet tall and three feet around– 
created a monoculture in several acres of open cobble at the north end of the NSA. Over the next two 
years, volunteers pulled and bagged mature stinkwort prior to seed production. Nonetheless, new 
infestations have continued to emerge at the site, which has required constant effort to maintain 
control. 
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Comments of Dennis Eckhart on the Draft SEIR/SEIS, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

In late summer and fall 2021 a project of the Sacramento Water Forum to create habitat for fall-run 
Chinook Salmon was completed in this same part of the NSA. One component of the project involved 
substantial grading and creation of a side channel where salmonids could safely mature before 
migrating to the Pacific Ocean. Construction coincided with the peak period for stinkwort flowering and 
seed production, but construction activities at the site precluded stinkwort control and eradication that 
year. 

In the year following the project, volunteers removed 15,885 stinkwort plants from the site. In 2023 
even more plants, 18,426, were pulled and bagged. 

It is important to note that the Water Forum project did not include the importation of any soil, rocks or 
other materials from off-site. Construction equipment, which included dump trucks, bulldozers and a 
loader, were thoroughly cleaned before entering the site, and they remained on site for the duration of 
the project. Even with these measures, stinkwort continues to thrive at the site. 

In contrast, USACE’s proposed project along the American River would involve hundreds of vehicle trips 
entering and exiting the site at a number of access points. Considerable materials (rocks, soil, and 
erosion controls such as wattles) will be imported from off-site. Yet the draft SEIR/SEIS does not address 
these vectors for introduction of invasive plants, such as stinkwort, onto the Parkway. Not addressed in 
any way shape or form are such issues as the cleaning of trucks, bulldozers and other vehicles before 
they enter the site. Nor is there any mention of whether soil and rocks will be obtained from weed-free 
sources. 

These deficiencies should be addressed in the Draft SEIR/SEIS, and procedures to prevent the 

introduction of invasive plant species should be adopted and adhered to in this project. 

Thank you for considering my comments on the Draft SEIR/SEIS. 

Dennis Eckhart 

Feb. 23, 2024 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:02:52 AM 

From: Clint Duke <clintduke87@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:09 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 
The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion 
concerns.  In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive 
actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this section of the 
American River. 
I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go 
forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor 
provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-
grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant 
and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 

INDIV-704

mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:dsutton@geiconsultants.com
mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:clintduke87@gmail.com


  
 

 

 

 

 
 

incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR 
has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-
grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding 
this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding 
set of significant adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive 
amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment 
staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the 
unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but 
have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss 
of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other 
design choices have not been meaningfully presented that could have very different and less 
significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated 
for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the 
surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated 
dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks 
used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For 
California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a 
cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In 
the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel 
exhaust than adults.  (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas 
adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road 
haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 
2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the 
mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require 
these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially 
children.  Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will 
remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 
measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 
100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through residential communities. The 
SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors.  However, 
OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer 
than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction 
health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial 
evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that 
would result in a significant health impact. This has not been provided. 



 

 

 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew 
Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River 
Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is 
based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and 
modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often 
inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed 
streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 
General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. 
While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 
data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, 
especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and 
there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair 
Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date 
models that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow 
velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted 
on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 
included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the 
American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed 
“significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either 
appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which 
currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind 
denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction --
followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more 
vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no 
work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 
Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We 
understand a recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-
peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed 
launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may 
be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to 
erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment 
regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles 
of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for 
recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway 
Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, 



 

 

aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not 
miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 
I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the 
Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, 
picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, 
solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap 
will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if 
not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not 
adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside 
access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor 
that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, 
deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. 
This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In 
classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the 
Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the most unique 
stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its natural and 
recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among 
the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore 
trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the 
riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, water 
quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to 
create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would 
directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal 
Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize 
impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B 
area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 
that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including 
potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our 
nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry 
riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American 
River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including 
some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 



 

 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, 
involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family 
picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods 
would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This 
environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas 
are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are 
“significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the 
impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods 
should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place 
use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park 
Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were 
not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 
approach. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are 
deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained 
alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis 
of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if 
justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.  In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and 
protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was 
designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected 
Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect 
this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far 
greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Clint Duke 



 

 

 

 
 

 

From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 
Report and Appendices 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:03:31 AM 

From: john dye <john@dye-design.us> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:11 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features 
(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment 
Recipients: 
My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 
3B, and 4A and 4B. 
I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. The 
Corp does many good projects in the West but this is not one of them.  I’ve paddled the Lower American 
River for over 30 years in water levels ranging from 1,200 cfs to over 20,000 cfs.  I’ve never seen 
conditions which would warrant removing the trees and vegetation which holds the bank together.  The 
Corp’s approach to taking a natural riparian riverbank, denuding it of all life and turning it into an 
engineered ditch is out dated, un-needed and a waste of tax payer dollars. 
I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the 
American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two 
years of construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in 
high water flows as no work at all. 
I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns, 
and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor 
provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a 
much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and 
unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 
California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 
environmental impacts) are not presented. 
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My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

• Proposed project appears it will result in increased flow during flood events. If so this would 
increase bank erosion rather than reduce erosion. 

• Increased flow rates during flood events may simply raise the flood danger for communities 
downstream. 

• Reassess the value of the existing riparian habitat in the EIR. 
• Preserve existing riparian habitat at all cost. 
• Spend the dollars on stream restoration as opposed to stream destruction. 
• Concentrate on expanding flood plains, backwaters and marshlands to absorb flood waters and 

improve salmon spawning habitat in the watershed as opposed to riprap and habitat destruction. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 
The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed 
decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this 
treasure deserves. 
Thank You, 

John Dye 
Co-Founder Rivers for Change 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board/California Dept of Water Resources 
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 170 
Sacramento, CA 95821 

Submitted via email: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil and PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Re: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment 
Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contract 3B, and the complete lack of an appropriate and site-specific 
environmental analysis for a project of this magnitude. The section of river between Howe 
Avenue and Mayhew Drain is different from any other section of the river previously worked on 
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, so one would expect a unique approach when considering 
providing “potential erosion protection”. And, as far as I can see in the SEIS/SEIR, Contract 3B 
has not been given an appropriate and in-depth environmental analysis, or the benefit of a 
unique approach. I feel as though USACE are employing a one-size-fits-all approach to the sites 
within Contract 3B, which will cause irreparable damage to this section of the Wild and Scenic 
lower American River, and the many species that call this region “home”. Instead of proving 
that erosion protection is necessary through sound science, USACE are using oversimplified 
modeling, and scare tactics to justify the need for potential erosion protection in the area 
between Howe Avenue and the Mayhew drain. This lack of a detailed and site-specific analysis, 
coupled with the proposed approach of clearcutting mature forests (including heritage oaks), 
obliterating miles of shady riverine aquatic habitat (SRA), and filling with rip rap, leads me to 
believe that the community will likely see a much higher risk of erosion after Contract 3B is 
complete. 

Among my many concerns with Contract 3B are the proposed use of rip rap and the loss 
of shady riverine aquatic habitat, which are in complete contrast with the National and State 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as well as recommendations by the Central Valley Flood Protection 
Plan Conservation Strategy, and the American River Parkway Plan. 

Rip rapped banks will cut off river access for many American River Parkway recreational 
users. If “Bank Protection” allows for sharp/angular rip rap to be placed at the water’s edge, 
continuing at any length up the riverbank, this will stifle primitive river access for fishing, 
boating, wading, nature-viewing, etc. Figure 3.5.2-9 from the 2016 SEIS, displays “bank 

INDIV-706

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
1

RDorff
Text Box
2

mailto:PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil


           
                 

                
             

             
                
                

               
              

                
              

              
             

                
             
              

                
             

                   
              

   
 

             
                  

              
 

              
         

 
 
 

              
                

              
             

               
              

              
              

               
              

              
               

protection/riverbank protection” for nearly the entirety of Larchmont Community Park, only 
stopping on the west end of the park, where rip rapped banks already cut off user access.(A) 
Cutting off access to these long-used primitive river access points will be in direct violation of 
American River Parkway Plan Goal/Policy 8.16.(B) This section of the American River Parkway 
adjacent to Larchmont Community Park is an extremely popular water access point, with 
several social trails leading down to the river. The American River Parkway Plan even lists 3 
official pedestrian levee access points in the area between Sara Park and the east end of 
Larchmont Community Park.(C) The beaches in this section of the river are currently made 
from various sized smooth river stones, which make wading, swimming, fishing, and small boat 
launching much safer than the alternative. If we lose the beaches in this section, and the 
current river stones and pebbles are replaced with sharp/angular rip rap, all of these 
recreational opportunities will be lost with them. Section ES-5 of the ARCF SEIS/SEIR Executive 
Summary considers the long-term recreational loss in Project 3B South “No impact”, which 
can’t be further from the truth. In USACE written responses to official comment letters to the 
2016 GRR EIS/EIR, USACE claimed that “once construction is complete and mitigation plantings 
have been established, access to the water’s edge in the construction footprint will be 
permitted.”(D) But, if bank protection itself limits user access to the water’s edge, then Project 
3B will permanently remove primitive river access for recreational users. Furthermore, if high 
flow events remove the loose soil that is installed over top of large sections of rip rap, as the 
SEIS/SEIR proposes, then these inaccessible sections of exposed rip rap will only grow larger 
over time. 

A. ARCF Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR and Appendix B (Detailed Analyses), 2016, Figure 3.5.2-9, 3-36. 
B. American River Parkway Plan, 2008. Goals and Policies, Public Access and Trails, 8.16, pg 126 -

“A variety of primitive and developed fishing access points shall continue to be maintained.” 
https://regionalparks.saccounty.gov/Parks/Documents/Parks/ARPP06-092617_sm.pdf 

C. American River Parkway Plan, 2008. Area Plans - Sara Park, pg 174. 
D. ARCF GRR Final EIS/EIR Appendix F, May 2016. 

https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Portals/12/documents/civil_works/CommonFeatures/WRDA1 
6/Documents/ARCF_GRR_Final-EIS-EIR_AppF_May2016.pdf 

Removing a canopy of over 500 trees, and installing unnecessary rip rap revetement, as 
proposed in American River Erosion Contract 3B South, will lead to a substantial loss of shade 
and habitat diversity, which could lower the survival rate of various species of salmonids 
(Steelhead and Chinook Salmon). Although the proposed 3B South plan does involve mitigation 
efforts to replant some trees, you simply cannot mitigate for the mature canopies that exist 
between Watt Avenue and Larchmont Community Park. Removing the kind of mature trees 
that are thriving in the proposed construction footprint could have devastating effects on fish 
populations and sport-fishing alike. In a study published by the US Department of Agriculture 
and the US Forest Service, scientists found that “stream temperatures are far more sensitive to 
changes in shade than to changes in either air temperature or stream discharge.”(A) Because 
water temperature is known to have drastic effects on salmonid’s ability to migrate for 
spawning, and the survivability of their eggs/fry, a project like USACE’S 3B will put unnecessary 
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stress on fish. In a report prepared for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association 
(NOAA), it was determined that “Studies of the migration timing and survival of adult Chinook 
support the notion that high water temperatures can limit migration success,” and that 
“Temperature ranges above optimal may cause fish to cease migration.”(B) If one of the goals is 
fostering a healthy fishery and ensuring the success and survival of species of interest, like the 
Chinook Salmon, then the logging and removal of acres of mature shade-providing trees along 
the riverbank would be the exact opposite of what is needed. Goal/Policy 3.11 of the American 
River Parkway plan states: "Agencies managing the Parkway shall identify, enhance and protect: 
areas where maintaining riparian vegetation will benefit the aquatic and terrestrial resources; 
current shaded riverine aquatic habitat."(C) In addition to the stress introduced by the potential 
loss of canopy, the installation of huge quantities of rip rap, where the riparian and shady 
riverine aquatic zones currently thrive, will only further stress these sensitive fish populations. A 
study presented by the Habitat and Enhancement Branch of Fisheries and Oceans-Canada 
recognized that "riprap reduced habitat complexity and diversity, important to survival, growth, 
migration, and reproduction of salmonids," and that "Negative effects of rip-rapped 
streambanks can include a loss of riparian vegetation, resulting in a loss of nutrients and food 
sources, decreased future LWD (large woody debris) recruitment, and reduced shade, and a 
decrease in habitat diversity."(D) This complete obliteration of the riparian corridor and 
elimination of the shady riverine aquatic habitat is also in direct contrast with the Central Valley 
Flood Protection Plan Conservation Strategy from 2016, where the CVFPP recommended the 
“establishment of continuous corridors of riparian vegetation and Shady Riverine Aquatic 
cover” to facilitate the recovery of various native species. (E) It seems as though the USACE 
ARCF SEIS/SEIR plans to complete these “erosion” projects in direct contrast with 
recommendations/policies of both the American River Parkway Plan, as well as the Central 
Valley Flood Protection Plan Conservation Strategy, with little justification. 

A. “Shading Out Climate Change: Planting Streamside Forests to Keep Salmon Cool”, Science 
Findings, June, 2020. “Steve Wondzell, a research ecologist with the USDA Forest Service’s 
Pacific Northwest Research Station, conducted a study on the upper Middle Fork of eastern 
Oregon’s John Day River. By using computer modeling, he and colleagues found that adding 
shade was the single most effective way to cool the water and preserve habitat for salmon into 
the future. With enough added shade, they found that future water temperature in the river 
could be cooler than today, even as air temperatures warm.” 
https://www.fs.usda.gov/pnw/sciencef/scifi228.pdf 

B. “The Influence of In-stream Habitat Characteristics on Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha)”, David Bergendorf, November 2002. 
https://www.webapps.nwfsc.noaa.gov/assets/11/7389_10232012_174142_Bergendorf2002.pd 
f 

C. American River Parkway Plan, 2008. Goals and Policies, Aquatic Community Policies, 3.8, 3.11, 
pg 18 

D. "Streambank Protection with Rip-rap: An Evaluation of the Effects on Fish and Fish Habitat", J.T. 
Quigley and D.J. Harper, 2004 https://waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/library-
bibliotheque/285541.pdf 

E. Central Valley Flood Protection Plan, Conservation Strategy, November 2016. Section 5-27. 
https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Flood-Management/Flood-
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Planning-and-Studies/Central-Valley-Flood-Protection-Plan/Files/CVFPP-Updates/Files/2016-
CVFPP-Conservation-Strategy_ay11.pdf 

Please take the time to perform a more site-specific environmental analysis for Contract 3B, 
and if more accurate modeling and site-specific data show that erosion is occurring in a way 
that affects levee stability, then treat those specific areas in a more surgical manner that 
compliments and enhances the natural environment. The American River is an incredibly 
unique resource, but it is not an infinite one. The surrounding community and the millions of 
Parkway visitors who walk these trails and paddle these waters each year do not want to look 
back one day and think of what USACE could have done differently. 

Sincerely, 

Clint Duke 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on proposed Contract 3B project 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:04:28 AM 

From: Peter Hathaway <phath2@comcast.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:16 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on proposed Contract 3B project 

To Decision-makers for the Contract 3B project to harden levees on the American 
River through suburban Sacramento: 

I instinctively question projects like this, which would strip off mature riparian 
vegetation to armor-plate levees with heavy rock.  At the same time, I appreciate the 
co-objective of flood control along an urban river.  A corridor of riparian vegetation 
within levees offers a superior natural solution for flood control.  That kind of corridor 
exists as the starting point here along the American River downstream from Watt 
Avenue. 

I know about the Los Angeles River Riparian Restoration project, which in the next 
few years will remove a 60-80 year old massive concrete channel in favor of levees 
with a riparian vegetation corridor.  It is a Corps of Engineers project backed by at 
least 8 years of studies.  Yes, it is a different project, different situation, different 
details, but seeks the same broad objective of superior flood control plus ancillary 
public and natural benefits through an urban flood plain.  If anything, the area along 
the L.A. River is more intensely built up, and the flood danger more acute because 
the upstream mountains are so steep and so close, and climate change looms as an 
important factor in both places. I think the work the Corps of Engineers along with 
local and state agencies did in L.A. may provide useful insights that could inform 
decisions to be made for the Contract 3B project here. I ask that you review 
carefully the studies and decision deliberations that led to the Los Angeles 
River Riparian Restoration project to see if the same information and 
conclusions might be applicable here for the Contract 3B project, and allow for 
less disturbance to the existing American River riparian corridor. 

I live a few minutes walk from the American River, about 10 miles upstream from Watt 
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Avenue, and actively use the American River Parkway several times each month.  I 
am currently retired, but my 41-year career in transportation centered on funding and 
decision-making for large, complex, multi-objective projects, so I can understand the 
challenges and choices for this flood control project.  My value system suggests that 
greater weight be given to natural and riparian features for this Contract 3B project 
rather than hardscape engineering features, and that this weighting would more 
closely match nearby community and political values. 

Thank you for the comment opportunity. 

Peter Hathaway 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] TIME SENSITIVE: Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 

3B Project 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:05:11 AM 

From: LESLIE WATTS <leslie.watts@prodigy.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:20 PM 
To: Jonah.Knapp@CVFlood.ca.gov; Chris.Lief@CVFlood.ca.gov 
Cc: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; 
richdesmond@saccounty.gov; Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; 
BellasE@saccounty.net 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] TIME SENSITIVE: Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for 
American River 3B Project 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate the dedication of your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of the public 
who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank 
erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Avenue. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the proposal and not 
proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

I respectfully request that your Board: 

Conduct  workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the close of the 
comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period beyond Feb. 23, 2024, to ensure the above occurs; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been expressed by so 
many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, and at other public forums. 
Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions concerning the proposed removal of nearly all 
trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful 
responses. The USACE presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, 
communicate and communicate as soon as possible.” It is necessary this goal be accomplished 
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now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024, has been posted and does not have this project 
listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further understanding and 
support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave. to the 
Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank alone) for 
“bank erosion protection.” The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on minimal, overgeneralized 
“data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the protective effects of trees. My neighborhood 
community strongly questions whether this work is necessary along this section of the American River. The plans 
shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details for such a major construction 
project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were collected to warrant such extreme 
measures. While we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just before the 
holidays in December for public review and comment, and there is still not enough time to answer all the questions 
posed, especially considering the fact that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the 
American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 
construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high 
water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes 
along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around 
Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water 
flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the USACE 
erosion control projects to 11 miles -- almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the extreme 
destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild vistas and 
aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, 
biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many 
other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of dozens of unofficial much loved access trails, 
equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to 
sustain our astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by 
recreational Parkway users. If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative 
methods should be used, such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical 
techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, and in 
turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the USACE is involved. I do not support the USACE claim 
that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in this zone; and instead it would destroy a 
vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to 
urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
and impose strong conditions that require the USACE to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather 
than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting data and 
fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has 
been suggested as a meeting location as one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest 
proposal, and a short walk from pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has 
promised to assist in the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento.” Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves 
the utmost care now and for future generations! 



Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. 
Leslie A. Watts 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 



From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding ARCF 2016 Draft SEIS/SEIR, December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:06:58 AM 

From: Pamela Hatton <pamelahattonito@icloud.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:21 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding ARCF 2016 Draft SEIS/SEIR, December 2023 Report 
and Appendices 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. I have serious concerns with the proposed 
project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 
The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me and thousands of other people, 
in the greater Sacramento area and beyond. It is also home to thousands of creatures, 
large and small, including birds, squirrels, opossums, raccoons, rabbits, skunks, foxes, 
coyotes, and deer. 
I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this 
section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, 
bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of isolated, immature 
plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 
I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion 
concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 
significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation, nor considers all feasible alternatives 
to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a 
much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain 
“significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 
measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement, and the analysis of 
alternatives for a much more detailed, cautious, surgical approach — with less 
environmental impacts — are not presented. 
My specific concerns and comments include the following: 
1. The near-total devastation, both during construction activities and long after, while
immature vegetation struggles to re-populate the bull-dozed levy sides.
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2. The project’s long-term impacts on near-by residents: months of air pollution from the 
soil components distributed through the air by the broad-range bull-dozer approach; 
months of noise pollution from the same broad-range bull-dozer approach; months of 
limited or no parkway access for those of us within walking distance, who regularly use the 
area for exercise, walking pets, and social interactions. 
3. The danger of mudslides and just general surface/soil erosion and deterioration, that will 
happen while trees and other plant life, and their stabilizing root systems, attempt to 
repopulate. It will takeYEARS for the area to recover, and the left-over damage will present 
hazards to humans and animals alike. 
4. And, the undisputed ugliness, of our once beautiful river parkway will harm us all, 
mentally, if not physically. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis 
of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not 
go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 
3B and 4 is presented. 
The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento.” These 
proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should 
reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

And, yes, this is a “form letter,” but, as indicated by my modifications, I 
have read it. AND I AGREE WITH THE ISSUES IT ADDRESSES. 

Thank you, 

Pamela Hatton 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Contract 3B site project 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:07:44 AM 

From: Judy Thompson <judyfred815@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:33 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Contract 3B site project 

I am writing to oppose the above project that will destroy our beautiful trees that clean our air and 
also block a lot of noise from freeway traffic.  Where is the wildlife supposed to go?  This is the third 
project I will have to live with in 10 years since my back fence faces the College-Glen river access. 
Noise and dust for two years and having to keep windows closed in summer to avoid keeping dust 
out of the lungs of my 83 year old husband who has copd will be a real challenge. 

Judith D Thompson 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:11:15 AM 

From: Ellen Ganz <ganz.ellen@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:34 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: 

I am writing to request a less destructive and more targeted approach for 
Contract 3B.  The 3B area is not at risk for flooding or erosion of the levee. 
The 2017 Lower American River Streambank Monitoring Report for the 
American River Flood Control District found that erosion at this side does 
not threaten the levee due to the width of the berm.  This project puts us at 
more risk for flooding by removing the root system that holds the levee in 
place, and inserting rock that will inevitably shift and need to be maintained. 
Significant erosion has now been seen at the Contract 1 and 2 sites and should 
be considered in planning for the 3B, 4A and 4B areas. 

William Polk said on the news that this is being done to shore up the levees, not 
that the levee is at any risk of failure.  The levee is so far away from the river 
that any erosion wouldn’t come close to damaging it.  It is not clear to the 
residents that we need this work for flood protection.  What is clear and what 
we do know is that the project as proposed will cause REAL and KNOWN 
HARM to our children.  I am terrified of the impacts that this will have on the 
very young children in the neighborhood who are at even greater risk from dust 
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and fumes.  These levels of fumes and dust put them at known risk of cancer, 
asthma and more health impacts.  Please take into consideration that O. W. 
Erlewine is a Title 1 school that is entitled to greater protection. 

When making the final plans, I am pleading that mitigation efforts be made to 
reduce the dust, noise and smog such as re-routing trucks away from the 
elementary school, using smaller equipment, electric equipment, and anything 
else that can be done. CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 
environmental impacts) are not presented.  The residents are asking for a more 
detailed plan created with local scientists and experts that includes mitigation 
efforts. 

We need more detailed information including the number of trucks that 
will be by our house a day, what kinds of fumes will be released and how 
much dust will be in the air.  Will these be measured and provided to 
residents?  We need to know if and when there will be varying levels of 
hazard so that we can make the best choices for our health.  Will this be 
communicated and how? 

I have an eight-year-old little boy who means the world to me.  He attends 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School and we visit the park and the river 
throughout the year.  I always imagined him coming back here as an adult with 
fond memories.  If work is needed, please reduce risk and build back the area in 
a way that allows for recreation on the river.  I am asking you to please treat 
this area as you would protect your own families and children- protect us from 
flooding while safeguarding the open space that we love and protect our 
children from dust and dangerous fumes. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Ellen Ganz 
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Subject:   American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, 

and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

My Experience on the American River Parkway  

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me.  

I have lived near the Mayhew Drain for 33 years and have spent much time on the river canoeing, rafting, 

swimming and playing with my dog.  It has been among my greatest pleasure to be able to walk into the clear 

water and cool off on a Summer day; to watch the Magpies twittering over what twigs are needed in their 

nest; to see my dog swim and swim for the pure joy of it. 

I dread the days when the tandem trucks, with their polluting emissions and heavy loads will deliver the 

rocks designed for erosion prevention and be lain in such a way as to rid the young fish from their natural 

habitat.   I will miss seeing the deer, the coyotes, the hare, the birds, the otters, the beavers, the many 

waterfowl.  We have been lucky to live so near this excellent slice of paradise.  As a friend of mine from LA 

said:  We have to drive 75 miles to see something like this, and pay another $50 to walk it.  It’s hard to be 

beat the trails along the American River for walking, running or bird/nature watching. 

The USACE will now step in and “make this SAFER” by laying rock, evening the ridges of the river bank, 

and its edges.  Making the river not accessible for recreational activities or for the simple things of cooling 

off in the shade of a tree, or by placing your feet in the water. 

How do we account for this loss of Nature?  How do we know if the disregard for its many attributes will be 

worth it if we see the nearby USACE renovated banks erode within months of its completion (referencing the 

recently completed Campus Commons area)? 

The “new construction” does not address the ongoing erosion caused by rain, or the on-going problems with 

the drainage system backing up.  As a USACE engineer remarked while examining a levee (in a USACE 

video), it is good to see the grass grow on the levee slopes, to help prevent erosion.  There will be no growth 

on that newly manmade slope for some time.  When you realize these mistakes happen, will the USACE be 

here to maintain and or fix this? 

With the newly graded slope, with no vegetation for some time – will the water rush downriver, and thereby 

protect our community? What happens to the downstream urban community, and the rural communities past 

the urban center? 
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I would rather the Corps cancel the entire slope reconstruction and concentrate on those areas that need 

protection.  Or save the money for this area and store on an emergency flood control plan that can be applied 

in the time of need.  I wish for the people that come to this place after me also enjoy the land and natural 

surroundings as much as I have. 

COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS: 

Because the loss is so huge and the gain is so unpredictable (only a flood will tell - - the results are unproven 

and expensive), I wanted to look at a cost benefit analysis. 

There is no Cost:Benefit Analysis, but people realize that there is a great immediate and irreparable loss in 

natural resources.   

How to account for loss in natural resources?  The United Nations is addressing this issue in it’s, 

“System of Environmental – Economic Accounting (SEEA) 2012” Applications & Extensions, New 

York 2017.”  Lectures from the UN also include economic reasoning that if we do not account for 

natural resource loss, we will not treasure them, and we need to realize what damage we do when 

creating a system or new things.  In this way, we have a Gross Domestic Product (GDP) that is more 

realistic. 

 “If we start to understand the value of nature to our society and economy, we wil recogniz=se the 

importance of living in harmony with nature, rather than destroying it for the short term gain.  So 

many governments and businesses around the world are now realizing this, and starting to act – it 

gives me real hope for the future.”  Chief Advisor, Economics and Development WWF-UK  

(https://www.wwf.org.uk/what-we-do/valuing-nature# 

Cost = total loss of ecosystem for this area 

Loss of Fish Habitat: the lower American River is known for its anadromous fish (one of the 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values in its designation of being a Wild and Scenic Reiver) to include 

salmon, steelhead, striped bass, and American shad.  Limited warmwater fishery for largemouth black 

bass, various sunfish, and catfish, together with a few trout and striped bass, supports a summer 

fishery. The lower American River is fishable year-round (rivers.gov/river/American). 

Loss of Wildlife and aquatic animals (not specifically quantified) 

- To include:  coyotes, deer, possum, raccoons, hare, squirrels 

- Muskrat, beavers, otters,  

Loss of over 500 trees – includes: 

- Loss in Air Quality  

- Loss of Carbon Capture (Loss in in fighting Climate Change) 

- Loss of Natural vegetative erosion prevention (roots) 

- Loss of shade canopy 

- Loss of noise barrier 

https://www.wwf.org.uk/what-we-do/valuing-nature
RDorff
Line

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
5

RDorff
Text Box
6

RDorff
Text Box
7



3 

 

- Loss of nesting habitat 

- Loss of shelter 

- Heritage Oaks 

o Unique nesting features for mergansers and wood ducks  

o Cannot replace  – large rooting (erosion prevention) system &  

Carbon sequestering loss  

Loss of River Access & Recreation Activities 

This short stretch of river, flowing through the city of Sacramento, is the most heavily used recreation 

river in California. It provides an urban greenway for trail and boating activities and is also known for 

its runs of steelhead trout and salmon. (rivers.gov) 

- Swimming, wading 

- Launching small craft 

- Fishing 

- Hiking 

- Picnicking 

 Loss of a variety of birds (150 species in area – due to loss of habita 

- Lack nesting, food, shelter 

- No longer an area for migrating birds 

    Adverse Noise 

Adverse Vibration to nearby real property 

Loss of Air Quality – diesel and carbon emissions (Alternative fuels/ lower emission vehicles 

were not considered in alternatives) 

Loss of Accessibility on land and in water – Not mentioned as a loss, but projected to be able 

to return to the river in 10 years (Sacramento USACE Public Affairs Officer, Feb 2024) 

Cost of Project:  To Be Determine   

Cost of Mitigation:  To be determined  

Cost of Maintenance:  To Be Determined 

Benefit = added value if we have a particular kind of flood from increased water flow and it is shown to be 

better than the barriers to such an event compared to what is already in place. 

Possible, unproven, help in preventing floods  

Clear view of the lower banks of the river 
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Sunbathing bank for rattlesnakes 

Many, many non-indigenous rocks; rocks forever in this river bed 

According to Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, Section 15003 – Policies (b) the EIR serves not only to protect 

the environment but also to demonstrate to the public that it is being protected.   

I see no proof of protection, just proof of destruction.   We are not being protected.  This is an operation 

being forced on us that we are convinced that the Corps could do so much better if it considered Engineering 

with Nature.  There is no nature-based solution considered in the many alternatives listed. 

I am also convinced that this document fails to inform the public generally of the environmental impact of a 

proposed project (see Section 15003 ( c).  Mitigations mentioned do not address the loss of the immediate 

area.  Environment is more than air and water quality assessments.  Construction scheduling also needs to 

recognize breeding season of the wildlife in this area. 

  I strongly suggest that the USACE retool their program and preserve more Nature so that we do not incur this      

unmitigable loss of natural environment 

 

DIFFICULT DOCUMENT REVIEW 

 

As a member of the public, I think you need to be through this process of reading, understanding, researching 

and commenting at least one time to understand the process.  This is hugely encumbering, difficult to follow, 

and unnecessarily confusing document…although there are various Codes of Federal Regulations requiring a 

more understandable document, and the Corps insists it performs a lot of public out reach.   

 

The 45-day review is a minimum review period, and the Corps could easily extend it (Cal. Code Regs. Title 

14, section 15105(a)).  The 940 page document, along with the 840 page Appendix has a total of 1780 pages 

and encompassed 8 separate projects.  I am interested in a few projects, but the information for these were 

dispersed throughout the document.  A 45-day period would mean 40 pages would need to be analyzed each 

day, and upon extension, a 60-day period would average a 30 page analysis to be done each day. 

 

(Title 40 CFR, Section 1502.7) The text of final environmental impact statements …shall be 150 pages 

or fewer and, for proposals of unusual scope or complexity, shall be 300 pages or fewer unless a senior 

agency official of the lead agency approves in writing a statement to exceed 300 pages and establishes a 

new page limit.  (This length of document averages 7 pages a day to review…) 

 

(Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, Section 15003) Policies (g)) states, “The purpose of CEQA is not to generate 

paper, but to compel government at all levels to make decisions with environmental consequences in 

mind.” This criteria is not met in this SEIS/SEIR.    

 

 

(Title 40 CFR Section 1502.8) states that, “Agencies shall write environmental impact statements in 

plain language and may use appropriate graphics so that decision makers and the public can readily 

understand such statements. 
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Excerpt from 3-29 ARC Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR: 

This table outlines and defines the erosion protection terms for erosion protection activities on the 

American River.   

“Launchable toe with planting bench – Placed as the waterward face of a planting bench. 

              Launchable toe – placed along the riverbank near the riverbank toe. 

              When at riverbank toe, can be included with or without a planting bench.   

Tie-back features are typically incorporated element with erosion features listed above as necessary to 

meet flood risk measures. 

      Planting Bench Rock Tie Backs – Placed within planting benches and spaced intermittently 

 

There is not much effort or intent in this document for new or inventive alternatives, especially when it did 

not consider any of the nature-based solutions. 

 

I noted that some ideas contained in the document to be used in preventing erosion are complicated and 

basically rely on rocks and rock replacement.  One of the elements used in the construction plan is the 

launchable rock trench.  This is introduced in the American River Common Features GRR Erosion 

Protection Report, section 6.3.  The report states the “rock trench design concept” comes from the Windrow 

trenching method of erosion protection widely used along the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers; however, it is 

not used in the area of the Wild and Scenic River portion of the Missouri River, according to the National 

Park Service.  

 

(Title 40 CFR Section 1502.1 (g)) states, “Environmental impact statements shall serve as a means of 

assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions rather than justifying decisions already 

made.”  

I would recommend that the Corps review less invasive designs when they are more appropriate for a more 

comparative portion for the lower American River. 

Public Engagement: 

The Army Corps of Engineers has not engaged with the Public via meetings or workshops to explain the 

various methods of bank protection measures that they expect to install.  It is up to the public to figure out 

such terms as, “launchable rock toes, tiebacks, launchable rock trenches, and riprap armoring.  The USACE 

told us when we requested a meeting to discuss these terms, he said that there would be presentations offered 

in January that will explain the details.  The presentations did not explain these terms, nor did they allow any 

questions.  They promised to record our comments.  That meant that we could not get simple questions 

answered to better understand the document.  Recently, in a US Army Corps of Engineer presentation, the 

presenting Colonel stated that they are, “engineering with nature,” and dedicated to” communicate, 

communicate and communicate as soon as possible.”    

On their website, an Update for August 11, 2023, stated, “We will hold two virtual public meetings, one on 

Wednesday, January 10, 2024, and one on Tuesday, January 16, 2024 to present this document.  And that is 

all they did, was present the document and record comments (not answer any questions).  At the original 

Scoping meeting held November, 2022, the instructions included (pg 4), #3 Comments will inform the 
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preparation of the SEIS/SEIRwill not be responded to verbally during this meeting.  Comments will only be 

accepted in writing via e-mail or regular mail. 

Chapter 4 of the Appendix A states “Future Public Involvement, “USACE also plans on opportunities for 

public awareness, involvement, and participation including website updates and formal and informal 

meetings with interested members of the public, community groups, and individuals as requested.  We asked 

for a meeting multiple times including during the Corps two presentations, and were not able to get one. 

I made phone calls that were frequently answered by “sorry this number is not available.” When I left a 

message, it was often not returned.    

One letter written attached to the Draft Environment Impact Statement EIR and Draft GRR stated that the 

best outcome will occur if the USAE works with stakeholder groups at the local level. Agreed.  Another 

letter written by our Assembly member encourage the Corps to work with two local agencies. 

More Nature-Based Solutions: 

In November 2022 the letter submitted by the US Environmental Protection Agency noted that the 

Alternatives Analysis offered by the Corps did not explore and objectively consider “various bank and levee 

protection designs that could be employed to maximize environmental benefits or ecological components, 

structures and functions while also reducing risk and property loss from a large flood event.”    

I concur with most things addressed in this letter, and especially with the suggestion that more environmental 

aware solutions exist.  In this way, the Corps is remiss in not at least mentioning the alternative nature-based 

solution discovered by their own Engineering with Nature Program.   

In a comment on the Draft EIS-EIR and Draft GRR (March 2015) an Environmental Scientist, Division of 

Water Quality stated, “In general, we encourage the Corps and the CVFPB to implement alternatives which 

conserve to the greatest extent the existing riparian vegetation, especially large mature trees that would not 

likely pose a threat to the integrity of the levee banks. 

Executive Order 14072 takes multiple actions designed to tackle the climate crisis, make our nation 

more resilient to extreme weather, and strengthen local economies, including focusing considerable 

attention and federal effort on nature-based solutions. There is a video to learn more about the executive 

order and the role USACE will play in enacting it. (https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/ewn-supports-white-

house-in-accounting-for-nature/) 

This idea is further emboldened by the Title 40 – Protection of Environment, Section 1507.2 (e) 

Comply with the requirements of section 102(2)(H) of NEPA that the agency initiate and utilize 

ecological information in the planning and development of resource-oriented projects. 

Further, in 1507.3 © (4) Requiring that the alternatives considered by the decision maker are 

encompassed by the range of alternatives discussed in the relevant environmental documents and 

that the decision maker consider the alternatives described in the environmental documents.  If 

another decision document accompanies the relevant environmental documents to the decision 

maker, agencies are encouraged to make available to the public before the decision is made any 

part of that document that relates to the comparison of alternatives. 

https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/ewn-supports-white-house-in-accounting-for-nature/
https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/ewn-supports-white-house-in-accounting-for-nature/
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Climate Change: 

Although this is implied in the need for flood control in general,  Climate Change is not addressed.  The river 

bank stabilization effort can be equally challenged by drought and/or flood.  However, this plan does not 

address drought conditions, and if there is a multi-year drought I would expect this design to increase the 

impact of heat and loss of vegetation.  Certainly, carbon capture will not occur without trees and other mature 

vegetation.  Temperature, both cold and hot, would be more extreme.   

In the President’s November 8, 2022 address to the climate Change Conference (COP 27), it 

was stated that Nature-based solutions are actions to protect, sustainably manage, or restore 

natural or modified ecosystems as solutions to societal challenges, like fighting climate change. 

Examples include protection or conservation of natural areas, reforestation, restoration of 

marshes or other habitats, or sustainable management of farms, fisheries, or forests. These 

actions can increase resilience to threats like flooding and extreme heat, and can slow climate 

change by capturing and storing carbon dioxide. Nature-based solutions play a critical role in 

the economy, national security, human health, equity, and the fight against climate change. 

Erosion construction: 

The design of this erosion prevention construction does nothing to mitigate erosion destruction caused by 

rain or rills of water that may result from heavy storms, common during Sacramento Winter months.  In fact 

the recent (Winter 2023-24) Army Corps construction of the banks near Campus Commons shows 

astounding amount of erosion shortly after construction.  Yet the nearby banks, unaffected by the Corps 

construction, fared far better. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the 

American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of 

construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 

flows as no work at all.  

The Alternatives in the section for hauling equipment is not adequately considered.  Big, tandem diesel-

fueled trucks and other large similar hauling equipment are the only ones that can be used.  There are 

alternative designs and fuels/energy sources available; but these are not considered in the report.  These 

trucks are limited in their movability – necessitating trimming/cutting multiple trees in their path.  Perhaps 

this is the size preferred for hauling rocks, but not the best environmental choices for a variety of reason.   

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant 

and unavoidable” after mitigation, requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 

California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met 

that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more applicable, tailored approach (with less 

environmental impacts) are not presented.  

Recommendation:  

I know that this project is planned to go forward regardless of the adequacy of this review or “comment 

period.”  (Also inferred by the project television news coverage, KCRA News Segment aired 2/22/2024). 
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I also feel that “one size fits all” model was used in these plans.  (This is especially true as I read what 

seemed as a disingenuous promotion of the use of a launchable rock trench as a feature (see 6.3 of the 

Erosion Protection Report of the American River Common Features GRR.)   I believe the local citizens are 

not represented in this effort; in fact most people we met during our outreach of the past three months had no 

idea that this project was scheduled to take place.  While we are tasked to review 1780 pages for adequacy 

and accuracy of alternative solutions, the Corps is not accessible to answer questions or to meet with the 

local community.  

Code of Federal Regulations, Section 1502.1 states one of the purposes of the EIS is to ensure agencies 

consider the environmental impacts of their actions in decision making.  It adds that, “a means of assessing 

the environmental impact of proposed agency actions, rather than justifying decisions already made.” I feel 

that the SEIS/SEIR coupled with Corps communications really is to justify decisions already made. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers, in pursuing this “one size fits all” project is missing a great opportunity to 

 promoting natural 

resources while providing a gentle footprint to lower-cost, more natural solutions,  This community, like so 

many others, wants to continue to enjoy nature’s bounty while ensuring safe and healthier lifestyles for 

everyone.  We believe the Corps has the interest and knowledge to provide nature-based solutions to 

engineering problems, to include the best approach to various extreme weather tragedies that happen with our 

rapid climate change.  We all want to be part of the solution for this future and not cause any harm to life, 

environment or our many gifts of nature. 

This means retooling our solutions through creative problem solving; applying engineering knowledge in  

ways that fit every unique environmental problems they face.   

Now, it seems the Corps is bent on involving massive amounts of rocks, using polluting vehicles resulting in 

hard armor construction of the river that limits its movements.  It is thereby missing a great opportunity…to 

move into a position of known climate change heroes for all populations it affects through engineering with 

nature and helping mitigate disastrous events.   

The Corps should be able to propose a more nature-based project, work with the tools and expertise of their 

Engineering with Nature program.  During this process they should have information readily available with 

multiple outreach programs for local stakeholders and interest groups.  This would result in unique and 

progressive projects that can be endorsed by a wider population and promote the health of the local 

community, the earth and result in a healthier environment that is more able to survive the many events that 

will result from climate change.  They should dedicate their role as a promoter of natural solutions, while 

increasing natural resources and supporting the local populations and their environment. 

This effort along with intent to work with local stakeholders, can result in a more cooperative project that 

preserves and promotes the benefits of nature while protecting the population from emergencies from the 

flooding river, rain or drainage issues.    

The US Army Corps of Engineers needs to engage with the Public, and not continue a one-way 

communication which does not increase knowledge of the projects nor increase confidence in the plan 
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The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed decisions 

affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure 

deserves.  We are destroying the reasons it has been delegated a Wild and Scenic River.    

Nancy Kniskern 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 
Report and Appendices 

Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:17:44 AM 

From: Jeff Hamann <mnh2obuff67@outlook.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:45 PM 
To: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 
I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 
The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. I walk the 
banks of the river daily, collecting trash and soaking in the natural habitat. 
I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary 
along this section of the American River, and have concerns that the 
proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction 
followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us 
at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 
I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental 
analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides 
adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor 
considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-
grained scale than simply the overall project. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
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impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 
California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The 
draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives 
for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 
impacts) are not presented. 
My specific concerns and comments include the following: the lost of 
habitat and access to this special area to hikers, runners, fishermen, 
recreational seekers. Recreational opportunities for our youth in the lose of 
soccer fields for staging areas. All the issues created by the heavy 
equipment destroying our living environment. 
More information on the need for this massive. What will be the impact on 
all the wildlife in the targeted area. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project 
and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 
is presented.\ 
The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure 
for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure 
deserves. 
Thank you. 
Jeff Hamann 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Removal of hundreds of trees along the American River 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:17:27 PM 

From: Gretchen Fau <fau@pacbell.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:27 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Removal of hundreds of trees along the American River 

I would like to state my protest in regards to the plan to remove such a huge amount of trees (many of which are old 
growth trees) along the American River in Sacramento. The area will look  like Ground Zero for generations. The 
American River Parkway is a resource that many people in the area utilize and of course trees offer relief from our 
hot summers and help with pollution. 

There must be a better way. 

Gretchen Fau 
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From: ARCF_SEIS 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on ARCF SEIS/SEIR 2023 
Date: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:16:46 PM 

From: Nancy Kniskern <knancy2020@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:26 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on ARCF SEIS/SEIR 2023

 More Nature-Based Solutions, PLEASE 

In November 2022 the letter submitted by the US Environmental Protection Agency noted that 
the Alternatives Analysis offered by the Corps did not explore and objectively consider 
“various bank and levee protection designs that could be employed to maximize 
environmental benefits or ecological components, structures and functions while also reducing 
risk and property loss from a large flood event.” 

I concur with most things addressed in this letter, and especially with the suggestion that more 
environmental aware solutions exist.  In this way, the Corps is remiss in not at least 
mentioning the alternative nature-based solution discovered by their own Engineering with 
Nature Program. 

In a comment on the Draft EIS-EIR and Draft GRR (March 2015) an Environmental Scientist, 
Division of Water Quality stated, “In general, we encourage the Corps and the CVFPB to 
implement alternatives which conserve to the greatest extent the existing riparian vegetation, 
especially large mature trees that would not likely pose a threat to the integrity of the levee 
banks. 

Executive Order 14072 takes multiple actions designed to tackle the climate crisis, make our 
nation more resilient to extreme weather, and strengthen local economies, including focusing 
considerable attention and federal effort on nature-based solutions. There is a video to learn 
more about the executive order and the role USACE will play in enacting it. 
(https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/ewn-supports-white-house-in-accounting-for-nature/) 

This idea is further emboldened by the Title 40 – Protection of Environment, Section 
1507.2 (e) Comply with the requirements of section 102(2)(H) of NEPA that the agency 
initiate and utilize ecological information in the planning and development of resource-
oriented projects. 
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Further, in 1507.3 © (4) Requiring that the alternatives considered by the decision maker 
are encompassed by the range of alternatives discussed in the relevant environmental 
documents and that the decision maker consider the alternatives described in the 
environmental documents.  If another decision document accompanies the relevant 
environmental documents to the decision maker, agencies are encouraged to make 
available to the public before the decision is made any part of that document that relates 
to the comparison of alternatives. 
Nancy Kniskern 
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Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 1 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) 
Comment Recipients: 

My comments primarily focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. However, as an Environmental Scientist with a 
hydrogeological background, whose worked for DFW in the Instream Flow Program and currently 
working for the CA SWRCB Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (combined 13 years 
employment), I am concerned with the overall approach of these types of projects—this 
one and future projects. 

 My Community

I wanted to begin by offering my appreciation for your time in reviewing my community’s 
many very important comments. Having discussed the details of this proposal with so many, I 
can feel their hearts breaking at the thought of this project (implemented as-is) taking place. In 
addition to our love for this precious, protected Wild & Scenic area, I wanted to let you know that 
most of my community involved in this effort have also become well educated on the 
elements of the project—both good and bad.  

Our community includes people from all walks of life and backgrounds coming together for this 
cause, including engineers and scientists (like myself) who possess in-depth knowledge on 
the subject matter. However, I do not believe it takes a scientific background to recognize 
the areas of this project that are unquestionably in need of improvement, postponement, 
and/or reassessment. 

I ASK YOU KINDLY TO PLEASE ALLOW ALL OUR VOICES TO BE HEARD. THANK YOU.

 We Share a Common Goal!

We all want healthy waterways that safely convey water! Let’s make sure we’re using the best 
methods available that both alleviate erosion issues AND best utilize the built-in, natural 
erosion control benefits that the many trees and riparian vegetation already offer. 
“Restoration” (over many years) will not sufficiently reestablish the healthy habitat that had already 
been stabilizing the banks for hundreds of years, prior to human interference of natural flow 
characteristics. Projects that address fixes/improvements to upstream causes of unnatural 
flow, such as dams, should always be prioritized over destructive, downstream methods, 
such as this project proposes.

PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND REEVALUATE THE EROSION-CONTROL BENEFITS 
OF PRESERVING EVEN MORE TREES THAN CURRENTLY PLANNED.

 Nature-based Solutions

I understand and appreciate that USACE’s project was designed to “spare as much habitat as 
possible”, however, I don’t believe that the project (as it currently stands) preserves all that 
is possible to preserve. I have researched several alternative “nature-based”, less destructive 
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Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 2 

methods that could assuredly be implemented here and elsewhere on the American River but are 
being disregarded.  

Please review the attached document, SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT 
PHASE II SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION, EIS/EIR, VOLUME II: COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS (March 2020), as evidence of several alternative methods that 
were recommended by various agencies/organizations/governmental departments to USACE 
as a result of numerous environmental impact concerns identified in a similar project 
proposal.  

I’d like to point out one of these responses from the CA SWRCB, for which I’m employed and fully 
back their below statements (page 2-50 of attached document): 

“State Water Board staff has reviewed the Draft EIS/EIR to determine if the proposed project 
will have significant adverse impacts to water quality and, ultimately, the beneficial use of 
waters of the state. We recognize the great importance of flood protection for the 
communities and farms of the Sacramento River valley. We understand the enormous 
economic risk and the risk to human life that exists without a safe, functional levee system. 
However, significant ecological impacts are possible as a result of the proposed 
project. 

In general, we encourage the Corps and the CVFPB to implement alternatives which 
conserve to the greatest extent the existing riparian vegetation, especially large 
mature trees. Alternatives that maximize meander zones should be selected. Setback 
levees should be used when feasible. State Water Board staff has prepared the attached 
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR (see Enclosure 1, Table 1).” 

To reiterate, I understand that USACE believes their project already avoids unnecessary 
deforestation, however, I disagree given their selected method among a plethora of 
alternative techniques and approaches that would not only better preserve the environment, 
but also add to the potential overall success of the project’s effort to address erosion issues. 

PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND CONSIDER ALTERNATIVE, NATURE-BASED, LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE APPROACHES, SUCH AS THOSE ALREADY RECOMMENDED TO USACE. 

 Public Notification Insufficiencies 

Although USACE may have abided by outdated and minimal public notification requirements, I’m 
incredibly disappointed with the lack of public informing that a project—with this significant 
of an impact on the local environment, residential communities, and businesses, such as 
this one—has involved. USACE is not required to publicly inform only at the minimal requirement. 
It would be fair to assume that a trustworthy, guilt-free, good-willed agency, confident of their 
chosen method would want to sufficiently inform, even involve, the communities that would 
be directly and indirectly affected. 

Instead, our community worked tirelessly to inform hundreds of residents, businesses, and 
Parkway users who were NOT INFORMED OF THE PROJECT IN ANY RESPECT. This is 
unacceptable. So many, including myself, were appalled by the project proposal and felt deceived 
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Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 3 

by USACE at the lack of public notice and involvement. I don’t want to accuse USACE of being 
“sneaky”, but unfortunately, this is the only impression I’ve received from their actions, or lack 
thereof, regarding this project thus far.  

PLEASE CONSIDER BETTER INFORMING AND INVOLVING COMMUNITIES AND 
BUSSINESSES IMPACTED BY USACE PROJECTS. 

 California Waterways Unique to the County 

California waterways are UNIQUE, SENSITIVE, AND UNCOMPARABLE to most other waterways 
throughout the country. The American River does not, for example, function primarily as a 
conveyance system for commercial boat transportation, and possesses a wide spectrum of differing 
characteristics, and as such, requires specifically tailored, and equally unique treatments to achieve 
the best results. 

Any USACE projects executed elsewhere, such as on the Missouri or Mississippi Rivers, 
should undergo massive adaptation, involving extensive targeted research of California’s 
unique waterway uses and needs (including California species protection), before being 
applied in California rivers. The currently proposed project requires even more adaptation 
and targeted assessment. 

I do not believe this project (as-is) sufficiently encapsulates all the many special components 
that would be required to effectively mitigate erosion issues without inadvertently inflicting 
other, equally serious issues (such as the loss of vital species and large-scale, natural erosion 
control provided by riparian vegetation). 

PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND PERFORM MORE TAILORED RESEARCH. 

PLEASE WORK WITH MORE CALIFORNIA RESOURCE ENTITIES TO INCORPORATE 
RELEVENT AND LESS DESTRUCTIVE SOLUTIONS. 

 Wild and Scenic Protected 

The Lower American River is fully protected under the Wild and Scenic Act, which classifies it as a 
water system that “possess extraordinary scenic, recreational, fishery, or wildlife values [that] 
shall be preserved in their free-flowing state, together with their immediate environments, for 
the benefit and enjoyment of the people of the state.” —California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 1972. 

National Wild and Scenic River System | Rivers.gov describes the American River’s unparalleled 
recreational importance as it exists in its current state, “This short stretch of river, flowing through the 
city of Sacramento, is the most heavily used recreation river in California. It provides an urban 
greenway for trail and boating activities and is also known for its runs of steelhead trout and salmon.” 

https://www.rivers.gov/
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Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 4 

The methods proposed by USACE’s project (as-is) DO NOT COMPLY with the protections granted 
under the Wild and Scenic Act. This project would significantly and negatively impact the 
river’s “free-flowing state, together with [its] immediate environment”.  

Furthermore, Section 6.3 of the USACE Erosion Protection Report of the American River Common 
Features GRR Report states, "The rock trench design concept (depicted below in Figure 6-1) comes 
from the Windrow trenching method of erosion protection widely used along the Mississippi and 
Missouri Rivers”. This was referenced as if it represented what USACE has implemented in both the 
Wild and Scenic portion of the Missouri River, and the long, navigable sections in need of their 
continued monitoring and structural maintenance. However, USACE DOES NOT IMPLEMENT 
THEIR “LAUNCHABLE ROCK TRENCH” METHOD IN THE WILD AND SCENIC PROTECTED 
PORTION OF THE MISSOURI RIVER, which is more characteristically comparable to the 
lower American River. 

How was it then justified as a viable method to be used in the Wild and Scenic portion of the 
American River? USACE had already set a precedent for non-use of this method in Wild and 
Scenic portions but are unjustifiably applying it here. This is a very consequential 
inconsistency that must be further investigated. 

PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND REEVALUATE METHODS THAT SIGNIFICANTLY 
REDUCE IMPACTS TO PROTECTED ELEMENTS OF THIS WILD AND SCENIC AREA. 

PLEASE BE FAIR AND CONSISTENT IN COMPLYING WITH THE WILD AND SCENIC ACT. 

 Other Urgent Concerns 

Again, I appreciate your time and understand there are many lengthy comments to review, but I’d 
like to ask for your continued attention as I outline the equally serious concerns I have with the 
proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

 Erosion is actually minimal in USACE’s Contract 3B 

• Advanced, modern modeling more accurately predicts low water velocities at the levees. 
• Modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrate the 

protective effect of trees when included in the models. 
• While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, the data presented for Contract 3B show no 

seepage risk for this zone and there is inadequate evidence for urgent erosion issues. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND USE MORE MODERN, UP-TO-DATE MODELS 
TO MORE ACCURATLY DETERMINE THE DEGREE OF EROSION FIXES NECESSARY. 

 Upcoming Folsom Dam Improvements Not Considered 

• According to the USACE website, “The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Sacramento District is 
moving forward with the Folsom Dam Raise Project to help further reduce flood risk in the 
Greater Sacramento area. The Dam Raise Project has prioritized completion of the 
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Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 5 

remaining flood risk reduction elements of the overall project, which include raising the 
existing crest elevation of Dikes 1 through 8, MIAD, LWD, and RWD by approximately 3.5 
feet. This work is expected to enhance utilization of Folsom Lake’s existing 
surcharge flood storage space and increase the temporary water storage space that 
can be used during flood events.”–https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-
Works/Folsom-Dam-Raise/ 

• The project modeling was designed under the premise of 160,000cfs releases from the 
current, pre-improved Folsom Dam. When the dam improvements are in place, the 
maximum release will significantly decrease to 115,000cfs. 

• According to the USACE website, preparation and construction for the Folsom Dam 
Raise Project have already begun and is scheduled for completion in 2027. 

• Improvements and resulting changes in flow volumes, especially “during flood events”, 
must be incorporated into USACE project models to effectively evaluate the degree of 
erosion fixes necessary 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT UNTIL FLOW-ALTERING FOLSOM DAM 
IMPROVEMNTS ARE COMPLETED 

• USE MODELING THAT ENCORPORATES THE SOON-TO-BE LOWER FLOW 
VOLUME. 

 Riprapped Riverbanks Present Significant Negative Consequences 

• Significant Impacts to American River Recreational Beneficial Uses: The proposed 
installment of riprap will make river access, and very popular recreational activities (e.g., 
swimming, fishing, birdwatching, watercraft deployment, etc.), difficult and potentially 
dangerous, if not completely impossible, for miles of the project area. 

• The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational 
features, except the bike trail. 

• Non-compliance with Wild and Scenic Act: The riprap revetment element of this project 
would significantly and negatively impact the river’s “free-flowing state, together with [its] 
immediate environment”, a protection offered by the Act. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO EVALUATE METHODS THAT PRIORITIZE 
THE PRESEVATION OF RECREATIONAL BENEIFIAL USES. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO EVALUATE USING NATURE-BASED 
SOLUTIONS TO COMBAT EROSION. 

 Significant Impacts on Wildlife and Critical Habitats 

• Riprap hinders natural riverbank vegetation growth, and stifles tree growth. 
• Major loss of habitat for many important species. The biodiversity of this ecosystem is 

complex and interconnected and is heavily used by wildlife. 
• Major loss of 200+ old “heritage” trees, precious to this area’s human and creature 

inhabitants alike. 

• Clear-cutting disrupts the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local and migratory bird 
populations. 

https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Folsom-Dam-Raise/
https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Folsom-Dam-Raise/
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• Substantial loss of shade from the mature canopies along the river’s edge may lower the 
survival rate of various species of salmonids. 

• The petition for listing the western pond turtle imposes additional requirements on the 
environmental analysis and mitigation. 

• High levels of noise and vibrations will disturb natural animal behaviors such as nesting, 
spawning and feeding activities. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO EVALUATE USING NATURE-BASED 
SOLUTIONS THAT ARE MORE PROTECTIVE OF INVALUABLE WILDLIFE AND 
CRITICAL HABITATS. 

 Significant Impacts to Mental Health and Green Spaces 
• Trees and vegetation are important elements of green spaces, which have been scientifically 

linked to improved mental health, stress level reduction, enhanced mood, and increased 
feelings of well-being. The removal of trees proposed by this project will lead to great loss of 
these beneficial green environments. 

• According to the California Department of Public Health, “As communities become increasingly 
more urban, parks and the protection of green and open spaces within cities increase in 
importance. Parks and natural areas buffer pollutants and contribute to the quality of life by 
providing communities with social and psychological benefits such as leisure, play, sports, and 
contact with nature. Parks are critical to human health by providing spaces for health and 
wellness activities.” 
https://data.chhs.ca.gov/dataset/park-beach-open-space-or-coastline-access 

• The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services states that the lack of green space is one 
of the most important causes of childhood obesity, and the need for green places to protect 
children’s health is becoming more recognized and apparent. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO CONSIDER METHODS THAT AVOID SERIOUS 
IMPACTS TO GREEN SPACES AND HUMAN HEALTH. 

 Significant Air Quality Impacts on Human Health 
• As the proposed USACE project currently stands, each construction site would have an 

estimated 100+ daily truck trips that travel through residential communities over the span of 2+ 
years. USACE claims less than significant impacts of air pollution on sensitive receptors. 
However, the OEHHA guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction 
projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, page 8-18). 
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf 

• The use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated 
for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in 
the surrounding foothills. Transportation of 100+ truckloads of such rocks per day, and the 
associated dust, within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND PREPARE A CONSTRUCTION HEALTH RISK 
ASSESSMENT (HRA) TO PROVIDE SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT THE PROJECT 

https://data.chhs.ca.gov/dataset/park-beach-open-space-or-coastline-access
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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WOULD NOT EXPOSE RESIDENCES TO DIESEL PM EMISSIONS, NOR ASBESTOS 
CONTAMINATION, AT LEVELS RESULTING IN SIGNIFICANT HUMAN HEALTH 
IMPACTS. 

 Significant Impacts to Environmental Justice 

• The American River Parkway sees more than 5 million visitors annually, which is more than 
Yosemite! Both locals and travelers from far and wide come to enjoy the one-of-a-kind “Crown 
Jewel of Sacramento”. 

• It provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little to no cost 
or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics and 
events on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO CONSIDER METHODS THAT AVOID SERIOUS 
IMPACTS TO ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE RIGHTS. 

 My Personal Connection and Final Pleas 

The American River’s Wild and Scenic river designation was based on “recreation” and 
“anadromous fish”, wherein the definition of “recreation” includes intrinsic values that 
include a person’s enjoyment and value of nature and wildlife and woods in all forms. 

For this reason, I wanted to briefly share with you my personal connection to this one-of-a-kind, 
precious area with the hope that you’ll hear my heart as the last item of evidence among the many 
extremely important and valid points I’ve presented in this letter, requesting the postponement and 
reevaluation of the destructive and unnecessary elements of this proposed project.  

I moved over a year ago to, and still reside in, an apartment complex adjacent to the proposed 
USACE Contract 3B project portion of the American River. My father had just passed unexpectedly, 
and I’d just escaped an emotionally abusive husband of ten years. However, this is not a sob-story 
because I now have the mental stability and quality of life that I’d been seeking my entire existence. 

I owe this to the Parkway. To the heritage trees whose souls connect to mine, and whose branches 
on which the happy, fat squirrels chase each other about; and whose trunks so generously house 
the busy, little woodpeckers and so many others. To the wise Great Blue Herons and the snow-white 
Great Egrets who so stealthily fish at the water’s edge. To the turkey vultures that take to the skies 
and glide about the breeze with ease and majesty.  

I owe this to the salmonids whom I love to watch wiggle up the shallow riffles with shear tenacity; 
and to the sea lions who occasionally follow them up in higher flows. To the many wonderful, good-
willed, nature-loving people I’ve met along the Parkway. To the irreplaceable summer raft-floating 
adventures with friends and loved ones. To the peace and love that emanates from every piece of 
this Wild and Scenic area, so rightfully designated. 

Please allow my voice, and those of my community’s, to be heard and taken seriously. I’m not 
asking USACE to stop providing erosion fixes, where necessary, or discontinue projects altogether. 
I’m simply asking that they postpone and reevaluate their proposed project to better address and 
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incorporate all the many valid points I’ve presented in this letter, and those of my community’s letters 
as well. 

Please support my request for re-evaluation of the overall necessity for this proposed project taking 
place in this beautiful Wild and Scenic protected area. Please evaluate and seriously consider 
alternative methods and solutions that are more targeted, less destructive, more ecosystem-
conscious and wildlife-protective, that also utilize the natural erosion protection benefits that the 
existing trees and riparian vegetation already provide; and those that are less negatively impactful to 
human health, mental health, recreation, and all those who currently thrive and depend on this one-
of-kind, easy-to-access and easy-to-appreciate area. 

Please heed our requests and desperate pleas. 

Thank you for your time. You are appreciated! 

Candice Heinz 
Environmental Scientist 
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Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project

John OConnor <johnrusselloconnor@gmail.com>
Thu 2/22/2024 12:27 PM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from johnrusselloconnor@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 
the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B 
and 4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave.  

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 
proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board:
Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 
close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project;
Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur;
Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 
expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 
and at other public forums.  Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 
concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 
flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses.  The US Army Corps of Engineers 
presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 
communicate as soon as possible”.  It is necessary this goal be accomplished now.

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 
this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain 
further understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate.

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, 
to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south 
bank alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based 
on minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 
protective effects of trees.  I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 
American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and 
details for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where 
data were collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to 
February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review 
and comment, and there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially 
considering the fact that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the 
American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years 
during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to 
put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing 
methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have 
yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach
(parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows.

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 
USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway!  I oppose the 
extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 
wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and 
access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird 
and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the 
loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles 
of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway 
users.  If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods 
should be used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-
technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment.

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 
approach.

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 
and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 
support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 
this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway.  I urge you to stand up for this 
special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 
that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B.

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 
data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues.   The O.W. Erlewine 
Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 
one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 
pristine areas endangered by the proposed project.  Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist 
in the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”.  Sacramento’s
“jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for future generations!

Thank you.



From: Brown, Josh@DWR 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 
Subject: [EXT] FW: American River Common Features public comment 
Date: Thursday, February 22, 2024 2:31:16 PM 

-----Original Message-----
From: Mechele Palmer <mechpalmer@icloud.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 11:08 AM 
To: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 
Subject: American River Common Features public comment 

[You don't often get email from mechpalmer@icloud.com. Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

Please keep tree removal to a minimum along the American river during flood protection 
work. It's important to the whole community that a natural place be protected now and into the 
future. 

Sent from my iPad 
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[UPDATED] Central Valley Flood Protection Board  (Click to view/send)

Mary Swisher <maryeswisher@gmail.com>
Thu 2/22/2024 1:00 PM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from maryeswisher@gmail.com. Learn 
why this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 
the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 
4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave.

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 
proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4.

And, I respectfully request that your Board:
Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 
close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project;
Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur;
Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 
expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 
and at other public forums.  Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 
concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 
flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses.  The US Army Corps of Engineers 
presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 
communicate as soon as possible”.  It is necessary this goal be accomplished now.

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 
this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further 
understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate.

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 
the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank 
alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 
minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 
protective effects of trees.  I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 
American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 
for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were 
collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 
1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and 
there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many 
aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

INDIV-719
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 
construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at 
risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the 
Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 
the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 
Control Projects), will fare in high water flows.

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 
USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway!  I oppose the 
extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 
wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 
for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and 
wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 
dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 
destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users.  
If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 
used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 
encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment.

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 
approach.

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 
and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 
support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 
this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway.  I urge you to stand up for this 
special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 
require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B.

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 
data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues.   The O.W. Erlewine 
Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 
one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 
pristine areas endangered by the proposed project.  Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in 
the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”.  Sacramento’s “jewel’ 
deserves the utmost care now and for future generations!

Thank you.
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Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project

Linda <lindabkingsley@comcast.net>
Thu 2/22/2024 12:52 PM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[You don't often get email from lindabkingsley@comcast.net. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of
the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B
and 4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave.

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the
proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4.

And, I respectfully request that your Board:
Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the
close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project;
Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur;
Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been
expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters,
and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions
concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future
flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers
presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and
communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now.

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have
this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain
further understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate.

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to
the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank
alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on
minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the
protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the
American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details
for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were
collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over
1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and
there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many
aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during
construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at
risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the
Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how
the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion
Control Projects), will fare in high water flows.

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the
USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the
extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare,
wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and
access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird
and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the
loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of
habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users.
If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be
used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical
techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment.

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and
approach.

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status,
and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not
support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in
this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this
special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that
require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B.

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting
data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine
Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also
one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from
pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in
the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’
deserves the utmost care now and for future generations!

Thank you.
Linda Kingsley

Sent from my iPhone



 

From: Zilan Chen 
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB 
Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB 
Subject: [UPDATED] Central Valley Flood Protection Board  (Click to view/send) 
Date: Friday, February 16, 2024 6:15:47 PM 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from zilan.chen8@gmail.com. Learn why this is 
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of the public 
who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank 
erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the proposal and not 
proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 
Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the close of the 
comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 
Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 
Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been expressed by so 
many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, and at other public forums. 
Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions concerning the proposed removal of nearly all 
trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful 
responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to 
“Communicate, communicate and communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have this project 
listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further understanding and 
support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the 
Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank alone) for 
“bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on minimal, overgeneralized 
“data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the protective effects of trees. I strongly question 
whether this work is necessary along this section of the American River. The plans shown on the USACE website 
and presentations lack sufficient data and details for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear 
regarding what and where data were collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the 
extension to February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review 
and comment, and there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact 
that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 
construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high 
water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes 
along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around 
Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water 
flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the USACE 
erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the extreme destruction 
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of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this 
pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog 
walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other 
uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, 
equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to 
sustain our astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by 
recreational Parkway users. If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative 
methods should be used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical 
techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, and in 
turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not support the USACE 
claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in this zone; and instead it would 
destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of the American River Parkway, 
and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive 
alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting data and 
fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has 
been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also one of the proposed staging areas for 
heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. 
Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to 
our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves 
the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 

Sent from my iPhone 



 

 
     

 
 

            

 

     
 
 

  
  

     
 

     
       

   
            

 
     

 
                  

                 
                  

                       
                      

                   
                 

                  
                  
      

 
                  

               
                  
             

 
                  

 
 

 
   

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:36 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Corps Flood Protection Project slated for the American 

River 

From: Ed Harper <calidris@surewest.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:07 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Corps Flood Protection Project slated for the American River 

To Whom it may concern: 

I am shocked by the poorly drafted project replete with errors that is designed for the American River 
Parkway. Furthermore, there has been little opportunity, given the time restraints, to sufficiently address the slated 
project. The community deserves to have their concerns addressed. Surely there is overwhelming opposition to the 
project as it is presently outlined. We value our riparian areas and the American River Parkway is a living jewel. The 
trees that define the area must be treasured, not destroyed. The U. S. Army Corp should be actively working to protect 
and restore vital riparian areas rather than destroying them. Given our knowledge about climate change, we know how 
essential trees are. Riparian corridors provide essential habitat to the vast majority of birds and terrestrial 
mammals. Destroying trees along the American River would have a profound and deleterious impact to the salmon 
fishery since trees help keep the waters cooler, provide food resources for young salmon, and enhance habitat and 
survival of young salmon. 

Please keep in mind "No natural landscapes of California have been so altered by man as its bottomlands"
(Bakker 1972). The once-lush riparian forests, forming natural vegetation corridors along many of the Central 
Valley's watercourses, are mostly gone today. These forests were, in Thompson's words, ". . . modified with a 
rapidity and completeness matched in few parts of the United States" (Thompson 1961).” 

Please listen to my pleas. No destruction to our valued riparian areas of the American River Parkway. 

Sincerely, 

W. Edward Harper
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:32 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Nanci Kuzins <nkuzins@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:05 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for 
a much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 
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The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced 
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modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles 
of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 
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I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 
Nanci Kuzins 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:32 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Alia Shah <aliashah1113@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:45 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: publiccommentarcf16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 
The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

The American River Parkway is such a valuable resource to the city of Sacramento. It is the place I go to support my mental wellness. 
Connecting with the trees and nature help me to recover from PTSD and this sanctuary is absolutely important to my mental health and 
wellbeing and for many, many others. It is a resource and a sanctuary for so many birds and so much diverse wildlife. It is a wildlife 
habitat that is home to so many creatures and animals. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see 
adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety 
along this section of the American River. 
I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts 
of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to 
consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including 
considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 
The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained 
approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” 
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EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, including the need for 
large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting 
equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of 
additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it 
impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range 
of other design choices have not been meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-
containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day 
of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine 
Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an 
identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the 
age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third 
trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration 
site with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to 
be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need 
to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 
2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location 
that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive 
receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two 
months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the 
Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to 
Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health impact. This has not been provided. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze 
over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that 
this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and 
modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, 
and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this 
extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), 
there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in 
mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, 
especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for 
any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the 
erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that 
likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of 
trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the American River. This 
calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not 
been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural 
armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years 
during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. 
The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed 
areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 
(We understand a recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 
storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to 
“launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of 
vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment regarding 
repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American 
River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected 
Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational 
use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only 
acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 
I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality 
and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, 

2 



                      
                     

                     
                     

                      
                   

                    
                   

                    
                     

                  
                     
                  

                    
                   

                     
                     

               
 
                     

                    
            

 
                      

                      
                

 
                     

                     
 

 
                 

                       
                

          
 

                   
                   

              
 

                     
                

                   
   

 
                  
                    

               
                     

                       
                     

    
 

                     
                    

                    
      

 
  

 
  

photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access 
dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, 
let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has 
not adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, 
owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is 
inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
(Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly remarkable 
recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of 
public parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of 
Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and 
sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values 
such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an 
aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian 
forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and 
Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but 
stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive 
alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 
years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity 
over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks damaged by USACE 
erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American 
River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people 
of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The 
proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) 
impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor 
are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures 
be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including the use of 
smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 
encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were 
not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 
The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an 
adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable 
need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must 
be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The 
Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions 
under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far 
greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Alia Shah 
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February 23, 2024 

Mr. Guy Romine 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Guy.K.Romine@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Josh Brown 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board/California Dept of Water Resources 
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 170 
Sacramento, California 95281 
Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov 

Submitted via email: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil and PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Re: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
(SEIS/SEIR)  December 2023 Report and Appendices:

 Comments from the College Greens East Townhome Owners Association (CGETA) 

Dear Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown: 

Our comments focus on the Lower American River (LAR) components of the draft SEIS/ 
SEIR, particularly LAR Contracts 3B and 4B. 
We respectfully request that you do not move forward with the plans described in lower 
American River 
Contracts 3B and 4B (“Project” or “Proposed Project”). This Project should instead be 
significantly revised in order to avoid the loss of riparian forest, and its associated values, 
along the lower American River, and to avoid the harmful short and long-term impacts to the 
community’s health, structures, property and safety, due to the construction-related activities 
that would be associated with the Project. 
Board of Directors Responsibility for 64 Homes. 
We, the Board of Directors, are writing on behalf of the College Greens East Townhome 
Owners Association (CGETA). Located along Rio Bravo Circle, it includes 64 separately 
owned, two-story townhomes, 4 or 6 units per building. The Buildings form an “L”, with half 
the units backing up to the Rio Bravo levee and half backing up to Larchmont Park, so nearly 
all units will be impacted by the proposed work and truck routes. The Board represents these 
64 units and owners, and has a fiduciary responsibility to them. While much of our comment 
letter addresses impacts to the regional treasure of the American River Parkway and its values 
to people (and wildlife) from all over the greater Sacramento 
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region (and beyond), we the Board of Directors must also address some specific concerns 
affecting the CGETA residents as part of our fiduciary responsibilities. 

Property Damage, Noise, Vibration, Dust, Air Pollution, Carcinogenic Diesel Exhaust. 
Because the CGETA units share common walls and roofs, the Board has fiduciary responsible 
for maintaining structural integrity, roofing, paint, and insurance requirements of these 64 
units. We are also concerned with impacts to the residents’ health, safety, and well-being as 
part of our duties to maintain the quality of the community. All of our residents will be 
significantly adversely impacted by both the short-term and long-term aspects of the Project 
under Contract 3B and 4B. 

We are concerned about the proposed truck route from Folsom Blvd, along Mayhew Drain, 
and travel the Rio Bravo levee extremely close behind the townhomes, with potentially a 
hundred truck trips per day, and then dumping the rock loads at the rivers edge. Based on 
reports of what occurred in the construction areas of the prior contracts near Howe/Sacramento 
State University, we understand that the noise, vibrational shocks, and dust from the rock 
dumping were severe enough to break windows and damage structures, and windows had to be 
kept closed. The Board is concerned about potential property damage to the townhomes, and 
also the mental health, dust, and carcinogenic diesel exposure of our residents, which include 
the elderly and very young children, in both cases with nowhere else to go during the long 
days of dust, noise, and vibrational shocks. Toxic diesel exhaust will be very close and at the 
2-story height. And we wonder -- could heavy truck traffic cause stress damage to the levee 
(which we all rely on for flood safety)? Given most of the work is further west, is it necessary 
to continue to bring trucks in from Mayhew, or could other access be arranged (perhaps at 
Larchmont Park where there’s already a staging area), to avoid loaded trucks passing for the 
duration of multiple revetment sections? The risk of potential structural damage to homes 
continues the longer the truck traffic continues. 

The Board has a fiduciary duty to the association to request that you find another route. We 
question whether this “potential erosion” work is even necessary for flood safety, and could 
just as likely make us MORE vulnerable during high flow events, compared to no work at all. 

“Access ramps” have additional impacts not disclosed, and which threaten a beloved 300 
year old Valley oak that cannot be “mitigated”. 
We are extremely concerned about the “access ramps” that may be added behind the 
townhomes, which were indicated on earlier draft maps but are NOT shown in the draft SEIS/ 
SEIR. When we requested the latest ramp information, we were told it could not be provided 
until the final SEIS/SEIR. This makes it impossible to know exact impacts regarding 
additional tree loss and visual/aesthetic impacts. Preliminary maps that showed the “access 
ramps” in the Mayhew/Rio Bravo/Larchmont zone showed them endangering many additional 
trees, and in particular threatening a beloved 300 year old Valley oak (older than our nation) in 
the Parkway behind the townhomes. This majestic giant is an irreplaceable visual treasure for 
the entire length of homes, as well as providing outstandingly remarkable value for bird and 
wildlife observation, photography, and enjoyment. The permanent loss of such a landmark tree 
would be a significant impact to our townhomes and the Parkway users. Its status cannot be 
determined due to the lack of “ramp” coverage in the draft SEIS/SEIR A bald 
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eagle frequents the area, and a bobcat was recently sighted under this oak. The loss of nesting 
cavities in large trees for owl, wood ducks and mergansers is not acknowledged or mitigated. 

As discussed in the incorporated comment letter from Joshua Thomas (Ref 1), the California 
Supreme Cort said an “EIR is intended to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the 
agency has in fact analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action” (under 
CEQA) The omission of ‘ramps” and the inability to determine the fate of an irreplaceable 
300-year old heritage oak for a Project of questionable efficacy for its stated purpose in 
“improving” flood safety, is inconsistent with that intent. Viewing with one’s own eyes the 
denuded landscapes around Sac State does not calm an “apprehensive citizen” to hear 
nonspecific assurance that USACE is designing these projects to “minimize” loss to 
vegetation and heritage oaks. 

Equipment staging, and blocked access. 
Use of the north end of Larchmont Park is planned for equipment staging, with access blocked 
to the river, for two (or more) years. There is also no assurance in the SEIS/SEIR which/ 
whether trees in Larchmont Park will be saved. 

If prior work near Howe is an indication, chain-link fencing may be planned to completely 
block off access from Larchmont Park (and homes) to and perhaps along the levee and the 
river during the Project duration, potentially from the time of “vegetation clearing” to two 
years more for construction activity. It would appear that our residents would be completely 
blocked from walking to any river trails, with dogs or canoes or kayaks, for two and a half 
years. Areas just east of Mayhew would have available trails, but if Mayhew Drain and levee 
access is blocked on the east end for truck traffic, those would not be accessible. On the west 
end it appears work may block all the way to Glenbrook Park. This effectively eliminates 
ALL river access on foot both ways for over two years. This is unnecessarily severe 
elimination of ALL foot access to trails and cooling waters in both directions. It should not be 
necessary to block access so completely. We ask that you keep foot access open behind the 
townhouses at the east end of Larchmont Park, and at the east end of the townhouses, and 
allow use of the levee to connect across the Mayhew foot bridge to the trails east of Mayhew 
(which are not in the construction zone). We ask that you not chain-link in any way that 
blocks that ability to connect to the Mayhew footbridge and the trails east of it. 

Inadequate Notification. 
It is disturbing that the only notification for this extremely destructive proposal was a postcard 
addressed to “Postal Customer” without any meaningful indication of the magnitude and 
severity of the proposed degradation of the American River Parkway, and received barely 
ahead of the SEIS/SEIR release. The CGETA townhomes are “adjacent parcels” to the 
Project. Isn’t there an obligation under CEQA to provide a first-class, name-and-address letter 
of notification with a meaningful description of the impacts, to all adjacent parcels? Many 
CGETA owners remember receiving more personalized notices for prior projects (like the 
slurry walls), and there were on-site community meetings held at Erlewine school with 
USACE and SAFCA technical leads to answer people’s questions, show diagrams, and 
discuss alternatives. 
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   Riprapped banks will ruin access for the community, and create liability. 
There are still original owners from 1978, and many others have lived here over 35 years (and 
counting). Turnover tends to be quite low, and we know of many cases where buyers waited 
several years for an opportunity to purchase here. Many people tell how they specifically 
moved here or purchased their home here to be near the American River Parkway. The 
community makes significant use of Larchmont Park, its safe paths children use to get to 
Erlewine Elementary School, and residents are just steps from the American River Parkway and 
its shaded and waterside trails, beaches, paddling access, picnic spots, bird and wildlife 
observation and photography, fishing, swimming, and opportunities for mental refreshment and 
solitude. This is a community where neighbors regularly meet each other walking, dog walking, 
pushing stollers, taking small children to the waters edge, as well as taking canoes, kayaks, and 
paddleboards to the water. Riprapped banks will permanently ruin waterside access. Trying to 
walk across will create liability for injury. 

Wilderness quality experience. 
The miles of connected unpaved, natural footpaths (designated free of motorized use or bicycle 
use) lined with mature trees and abundant wildlife provide not only recreation, but for many it 
is a vital, wilderness-quality experience that restores the physical and mental well-being of 
people from the stresses of urban living and summer heat. Paddling on this river segment has 
scenic vistas with no visible sign of urban surroundings. This is incredibly rare in the midst of a 
major urban area. These vistas will be permanently degraded. 

Trails, Beaches, and Watercraft Access Must be Mapped, Maintained, Restored. 
There are dozens of social trails, beaches, and water access locations, which are vital to our 
community and the outstandingly remarkable recreation value of the Wild and Scenic 
designation of the American River Parkway, yet there is zero mention of them in the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, and therefore likely no plan for returning them. That is a significant impact that is 
omitted from the SEIS/SEIR. The incorporated Trails, Beaches letter (Ref 2) includes a citizen-
science map of the many affected trails and beaches. 

Thousands of people use this particular forested area every year for fishing, wildlife-watching, 
hiking, swimming, canoeing, kayaking, paddle boarding, tubing, picnicking, relaxing, and to 
escape the urban environment and summer heat. This Project under Contract 3B and 4B 
threatens to devastate those very values, not just in the short-term but for far greater than the 
life of the Project, and in many cases forever changing the wild character of the American River 
for both people and it astonishing wildlife in the midst of a million people. 

The Project in this section has not been demonstrated to be necessary or beneficial. 
Studies show that the large trees USACE will remove to install the launchable rock features 
provide highly effective (and self-renewing) natural armoring against the flow velocities of a 
200-year flood event (Ref 3). By removing trees, USACE may make us less safe. The Project 
3B-south components at the east end of the Project need to be halted until there is clear 
demonstration of the need for the Project and demonstration of the actual benefit of the Project. 
Rather than robust justification, we see overgeneralized data, out-of-date modeling, and risk 
estimation methods that involve so-called “expert opinion elicitations.” This opinion method 
had widely differing opinions (and great potential for bias) regarding the need for such massive 
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revetment work, yet these weak methods are used to justify obliteration of treasured resources, 
without thorough consideration of all feasible alternative methods, in light of many new 
nature-based solutions being introduced in other USACE projects. Some opinions recommend 
no need for large-scale engineered intervention here at all. 

This section has already withstood high flows, without threat to levees. This reach has already 
withstood velocities of the same magnitudes modeled for the design flow of 160,000 cfs, 
without threat to the levees. They can be expected to withstand an event of this size. If a high 
flow event were to occur and cause some new erosion, then surveys after the event could 
evaluate whether any erosion “spot fixes” are needed. 

Do monitoring and maintenance of erosion spots; avoid all-at-once destructive revetment. The 
spring annual erosion surveys can be used to determine if, where, and when spot maintenance 
might be warranted. This would avoid the all-at-once revetment resulting in wholesale 
destruction that’s being proposed for miles of prized mature riparian forest habitat. 

Halt Contract 3B pending Folsom Dam Raise and evaluation of prior contract work. 
As discussed in the letter by William Avery, “Put C3B on hold until Folsom Dam Raise 
Project is complete”, February 14, 2024, (Ref 4) and until we see how the prior revetments 

actually fare in high flows.  Photos 
from that letter show erosion at the 
revetments in the downstream prior 
contracts near SacState. 
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This calls into question the vulnerability to damage of these revetments during the years of 
construction, and lasting for many years given the exceedingly slow rate of vegetation 
regrowth beyond isolated plantings. Contract 3B should be halted until the Folsom Dam Raise 
is complete, AND until we see how prior work near SacState fares in high flows. 

Wait for the Folsom Dam Raise completion. 
Once the Folsom Dam Raise projects are complete (2027), SAFCA has said the water control 
manual will be revised to indicate that for a 200 year event the maximum needed release will 
be 115,000 cfs, not 160,000 cfs. This means the year Contract 3B would finish, it will be 
overdesigned for 160,000 cfs, but will have left the Parkway bare of trees. 

Worse, the Contract 3B denuded, bare-soil stages of new construction would be happening in 
the years BEFORE the Folsom Dam Raise begins to provide extra storage capacity, so it might 
still need to release 160,000 cfs. The area would be vulnerable without natural trees, just when 
releases might still be planned for 160,000 cfs. 

The Contract 3B timing may put us at MORE EROSION RISK than no work at all. 
We ask that you halt Contract 3B. The Folsom Dam Raise project must be completed first. 
Otherwise, the timing of Contract 3B makes us more vulnerable than no work at all. (Later, 
reassess Contract 3B and consider nature-based solutions). 

Worrisome “always strive for more” policy (and why is 92,000 cfs mentioned?) 
A key flood agency was quoted regarding a policy that will “always strive for more” in terms 
of flood control, which included alluding to designing for higher and higher flows to be 
released through the levee channels. In fact, there appears to be a foretaste of this in the 
mention of flows of 192,000 cfs in the new “Contract 4B” scoping included in this draft SEIS/ 
SEIR. Where is this number coming from a new design goal? A “500 year flood? But as these 
design flows go higher and higher, in what can never be perfect safety, it leads to a “vicious 
cycle” of needing to raise and armor levees to withstand more spillway releases, and so on. 
Whentaken to its “logical conclusion” this philosophy eventually points to a bareconcrete 
channel being the only option in short, the LA River. 

But in recent times, there is movement now to reverse the LA River. This is not the time to 
create more concrete river channels. As noted in Joshua Thomas letter (Ref 1), many natural 
options for various trees, grasses, and round cobble can withstand flow velocities in the ranges 
needed in this relatively straight stretch of river. 

Even concrete channels have backfired 
And as discussed in the Joshua Thomas letter (Ref 1), even a concrete channel approach on the 
San Lorenzo River near Santa Cruz didn’t work out as expected by USACE, and the yearly 
sediment build-up that must be dredged out every year incurs very high cost to the city. 

New ways to consider risk, embrace creative ideas 
At some point, there is a societal limit for attempting to reduce risks toward zero. As with 
many things in life, simply being alive comes with risk from all sorts of things and as a society 
we land on a tolerable level of risk to avoid the extreme constraints needed to move 
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even closer to zero risk. Most of us have rejected the option to live in hardened underground 
bunkers to keep us safe from all sorts of natural and manmade hazards. We weigh exactly 
what things we value would have to be sacrificed in order to further reduce risk. Given the 
societal movements like the one to reverse the LA River, there is a growing recognition of the 
value of nature and natural places. And fortunately, with some creative advances, we often get 
better at keeping what we value AND finding options that reduce risk. Engineering with 
Nature publications and nature-based solutions to flood protection are ripe with possibilities. 
Engaging with organizations and volunteers can generate new ideas. How can we add more 
“space” to the system? Could the Folsom South Canal be adapted for flood bypass purposes? 
Could PG&E and SMUD be paid for dam modifications elsewhere in the American River 
watershed? 

Levee, weir, bypass, and Folsom Dam upgrades have already improved flood safety. 
The launchable rock toes/trenches proposed in Contract 3B are for “potential bank erosion” 
NOT new direct work on the levees. Prior projects have already improved our flood safety 
dramatically. Levees have been fortified by 60 to 70 foot deep slurry cut-off walls inside 
bringing seepage risk in this area to zero. Improvements have been made to weirs, bypasses, 
the Mayhew Drain, etc. The new auxiliary spillway at Folsom Dam (and new operating 
procedures) allow for early release of water if a storm is forecast, to make space in the 
reservoir. The Folsom Dam Raises (dikes, etc.) are in progress for completion in 2027. Annual 
erosion surveys and spot maintenance can be implemented, instead of Parkway destruction. 

Inadequate analysis and mitigation, inadequate alternative methods 
An incomplete and insufficient environmental analysis is provided by the 2016 General 
Reevaluation Report (GRR) and the 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR. (Ref 1, Ref 5). Both use 
biased data and outdated modeling to justify one-size-fits-all riprap erosion measures to the 
exclusion of less environmentally destructive bioengineering alternatives. The analysis ignores 
or minimizes some important environmental impacts. It offers inadequate mitigation on-site 
(replanting with an entirely different species mix – e.g., willows and coyotebrush – that do not 
provide the same wildlife habitat as the lost mature trees). Off-site mitigation at a site 10 miles 
away does not serve the wildlife or the wildlife corridor needs in this area. We ask USACE to 
invoke less destructive erosion control measures that are better justified by more up-to-date 
modeling and more complete data. Neither the General Reevaluation Report (GRR) nor the 
2023 Draft ARCF SEIS/SEIR seriously consider measures that might limit habitat destruction 
on the Lower American River. 

The new directives for USACE to utilize nature-based solutions need to be brought to bear. 
There are growing examples within USACE’s own erosion research arm, ERDC. We ask 
USACE to find options that retain existing trees for their natural erosion protection, and/or 
employ alternative methods that use small equipment for “spot fixes” with rounded cobble, 
instead of mile-long clearcutting and installation of launchable rock toes and trenches. 

Impacts cannot be called “significant unavoidable” if alternatives make them 
“avoidable” 
Implementing alternative methods like these for addressing potential erosion would have far 
less environmental impacts. That calls into question characterizing the impacts as significant 
“unavoidable”. 
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Decision to use launchable rock toes/trenches is flawed, and it compounds problems 
It is acknowledged that launchable rock toes and trenches have issues with erosive “scouring” 
at their ends --one of the very concerns for “scouring” they are suppoded to be preventing. It 
also leads to the practice of wanting to join one after another to avoid end scour. This harmful 
policy to use long continuous stretches of these devastating revetment methods in a Wild and 
Scenic River everywhere without prior revetment, is a policy that is no longer consistent with 
the high level directives to USACE for whole ecosystem approaches, nature-based solutions, 
engagement of the community and other agencies, and making ecosystem priorities co-equal 
with the mission for flood control. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches and 
adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment introduces a 
compounding set of significant adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving 
equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and 
levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that 
are known to be needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible 
for the public to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This 
is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been meaningfully presented 
that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Water vs. land 
We are also concerned that as the design stages progressed, there appeared to have been a 
decision to move to land-based installation rather than thoroughly explore/utilize potential 
water-based installation, in a seeming trade (“balance”?) between fish impacts and riparian 
impacts in this upper 3B area. The launchable rock toes/trenches, using land-based installation 
methods, are highly destructive of riparian habitat. These choices and trades should be 
revisited, along with the decision to use long stretches of launchable rock toes/trenches at all, 
because if much more targeted “spot fixes” for erosion were used, there would be less need for 
such long stretches of damage that impact either fish or riparian habitat. This would allow 
more options and flexibility in the “balancing”, and overall lesser impacts. 

This level of proposed destruction is not necessary. 
We do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank 
erosion concerns. In fact, we do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly 
destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along 
this section of the American River. 

We are writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4B. A much 
MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4B must be presented. 

8 

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box
23

devbar2454
Text Box
24



We do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor 
considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including consideration 
at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain 
“significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 
measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 
The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would 
result in far less environmental damage. 

Serpentine has not been addressed. 
The use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated 
for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in 
the surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the 
associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Diesel Air Quality Risk. 
Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel 
trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately 
addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified 
carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more 
sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years 
old, they are 10 times more sensitive).(Ref 6). The proposed project is large with 100 daily 
truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. 
Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 
2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not 
adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks to 
be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will 
remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 
measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 
Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have 
over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through residential communities. 
The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. 
However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction 
projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE 
should have prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, 
the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not 
expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health impact. 
This has not been provided. 
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Inadequacies in data to support claims. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the 
Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the 
American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. We incorporate by reference the 
comments by William Avery et al. (Ref 5). From an engineering perspective there is incomplete 
and inadequate documentation to support a project with such destructive impact on natural 
resources. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, 
overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and 
very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often inconsistent 
among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. We 
do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this upriver extension and the Based on the 
data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General 
Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. 
While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, 
the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-
seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees 
years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion 
analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-
resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows 
used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in 
slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling 
recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. We strongly question whether this Project is 
necessary along this section of the American River. This calls into question whether the 
environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has 
not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Proposed methods can make us more vulnerable, not safer. 
Further, we believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which 
currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave 
behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during 
construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings could actually make 
us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State 
University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water 
flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the 
far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Planting benches may be lost when launchable rocks launch. 
Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed 
launchable rock toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” 
may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to 
erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment 
regarding repair and replanting in such events. 
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A surgical approach is needed in this Protected Area. 
We strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more 
miles of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, 
ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American 
River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human 
recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A 
“surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data 
justify the need 

Inconsistency with Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and Outstandingly Remarkable Values. 
We object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the 
Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, 
picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, 
solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the rivers edge. Riprap 
will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if 
not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis 
has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, 
riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails, used by thousands of people from all over the region. 

Our unique wildlife is part of the outstandingly remarkable recreation value. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our 
astonishing wildlife in the midst of an urban area, which is highly valued by recreational Parkway 
users. (Visitors are amazed to find families of otters, owls, beavers, visiting bald eagles, deer, 
migratory birds, cavity-nesting ducks in trees, and so much more). 

This is a finite, bounded habitat that must be protected to stay viable. 
This destruction of the wildlife corridor threatens the sustainability of our unique wildlife 
experience. This is a finite, bounded habitat, making it vulnerable to loss. Displaced wildlife have 
no vacant territory to absorb them. The cumulative effect of past and proposed destruction 
threatens the viability of the wild character of this entire American River ecosystem. Allowing 
methods that obliterate the established landscape and dense, mature trees, which provide vital 
habitat in this finite, bounded area, threaten our unique wildlife. This is inconsistent with the 
provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation 
Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public 
parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the 
urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush 
riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes 
this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service 
noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and 
natural character, geologic, historic, fish and 
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wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value 
of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower 
American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower 
American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment 
responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River 
Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

Heritage oaks will never regrow to centuries in age over jagged quarry riprap. 
We object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including 
potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than 
our nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, 
quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. The cumulative effects with 
this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks damaged 
by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the 
most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

Environmental justice not adequately addressed. 
The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational 
opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and 
walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. 
All summer, the popular spots bring families to swim and spend time at no cost. The proposed 
methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This 
environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental 
analysis. 

Inconsistency determination and strong conditions are needed for more targeted 
methods. 
I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong 
conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, 
rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and 
vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When 
there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used 
to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods 
should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-
place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the 
National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These 
alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis 
and approach. 
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The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are 
deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-
grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate 
environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. 

A much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

We respectfully request that you do not move forward with the plans described in lower 
American River Contracts 3B and 4B (“Project” or “Proposed Project”). This Project should 
instead be significantly revised in order to avoid the loss of riparian forest, and its associated 
values, along the lower American River, and to avoid the harmful short and long-term impacts 
to the community’s health, structures, property and safety, due to the construction-related 
activities that would be associated with the Project. 

Regional treasure deserves far greater care. 
The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it 
was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a 
“Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under 
USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to 
come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

/s Board of Directors of College Greens East Townhome Owners Association (CGETA) 
Joe Sheffo, President, CGETA Board of Directors 
Mary Beth Schwehr, Vice President, CGETA Board of Directors 
Michelle Peattie 
Bing Stolzenberg 
Susan Mills / Bryann Shim 

CC: Susan Rosebrough-Jones, National Park Service 
Barbara Rice, National Park Service 
Harry Williamson, National Park Service 
Liz Bellas, Director, Sacramento Regional Parks 
KC Sorgen, Senior Planner, Sacramento Regional Parks 
Jonah Knapp, Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
Supervisor Rich Desmond 
Dr.Ami Bera, US House of Representatives, and Matthew Ceccato 

References, incorporated by reference herein, letters we also support: 
(Ref 1) Joshua Thomas, “Letter which reviews the environmental analysis and alternatives 
provided within the December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
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Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common 
Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project”. February 22, 2024 

(Ref 1) Willaim E. Avery, “Map, maintain, replace social trails and beaches, small watercraft 
put-in and take-out points, use only round cobble and gravel for these access points”, 
February 13, 2024. 

(Ref 3) Willaim E. Avery, “Contract C3B will result in loss of natural vegetative armoring 
and unmitigated loss of heritage oaks and riparian habitat, please suspend or redesign bank 
protection elements of C3B”, February 20, 2024. 

(Ref 4) William Avery, Put C3B on hold until Folsom Dam Raise Project is complete”, 
February 14, 2024. 

(Ref 5) Willaim E. Avery, Joshua Thomas, Gerald William Brattain; “Comments Regarding 
American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) December 2023 Report and 
Appendices; Specific Comments Pertaining to Hydrology, Erosion, etc.", 9 February 2024 

(Ref 6) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), Air Toxics Hot Spots 
Program, Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, February 2015. 
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:30 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ed Corominas Real Estate Group <edcreates@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:58 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE PARKWAY AND THE WILD AND SCENIC 
AMERICAN RIVER]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
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21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
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overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles 
of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Ed Corominas 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:27 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Stan P <srphillippe@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:54 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

 Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources
(DWR) Comment Recipients:

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR
environmental analysis, American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR,
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

The American River Parkway is very important to my family, neighbors and
me. We live near the proposed project area and walk or bike on the
Parkway almost daily. I've taken many thousands of photos of the Parkway,
river and local wildlife and led nature tours over nearly 40 years I've lived
here. I served eight years on the Board of Directors of the AR Parkway
Foundation and have donated thousands of dollars and many volunteer
hours helping the Parkway. I've picked up litter, removed invasive plants,
repaired infrastructure, and promoted the Parkway in a number of other
ways. The AR Parkway is unique among urban parks and rivers.
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I do not support the methods being proposed with this project. I feel that the 
environmental analysis doesn't adequately characterize the significant 
impacts. This is a Wild and Scenic River. It deserves a much less 
devastating approach. The Corps has experience in designing with nature 
that should be used here, of all places. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 
California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft 
SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. 

My additional specific concerns and comments include the following: 

I understand the recent modifications to Folsom Dam will result in less flow 
than the 160k cfs the Corps considered for the current project being 
proposed for the river. The analyses using 160k cfs should be revised to the 
new design flow, which I understand is considerably less. 

Maps in the EIR/EIS and appendices are often unreadable. Street names 
left blank. It's hard to tell where the exact project elements will be. This 
needs to be corrected, preferably with interactive figures and maps. 

Public outreach has been nearly non-existent. Key groups like the American 
River Parkway Foundation should have been consulted. The Corps should 
have briefed such local stakeholder groups to gain insight into the Parkway 
and river use. We only recently heard of the projects even though we are on 
the Parkway almost daily, often in the affectecd project areas. The only 
notices I've seen have been flyers placed by residents in the past week. 
When I mention the project to people using the Parkway, many are still 
unaware and are shocked to learn that the ugly disaster that was 
constructed by the Corps near H Street is being proposed here. 

Many of the trees proposed for removal have been through numerous high 
river flow events. Why do they need to be removed now? 

The rip rap banks are incompatible with swimming, rafting and other water 
activities. The AR Parkway has more visitor-days than nearly every National 
Park in the country. This project as designed would severely curtail many 
uses by eliminating little swimming and paddling and hiking areas 
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The project will interfere with the many species of wildlife found on the 
Parkway, each of which have their own seasonal needs. The proposed 
project can't accommodate all the varying needs and will additionally 
interrupt wildlife corridors. 

What about future projects for the AR? Is the long-range plan to 'work your 
way up' the river? If so, ALL FUTURE PROJECTS contemplated on the 
river should be described and the cumulative impacts thoroughly 
considered. People upstream to Folsom Dam should be part of the 
outreach. 

In the past few years, there has been extensive planting of elderberry areas 
that would be destroyed by the proposed projects. How does the Corps 
explain the lack of coordination that now proposed to bulldoze those areas? 
Given this, how are we to trust the Corps ability to manage the project 
responsibly? 

The areas of the Parkway upstream of Watt Ave are sensitive riparian 
habitat, and are to be protected under the Parkway Plan. 

What is proposed for the many mid-channel islands and inlets? 

The Corps has published guidance on designing with nature in mind. Why 
do the designs we're seeing now not reflect the best of those methods, as 
they should for a Wild and Scenic River and highly used urban parkway? 

Because so many people are affected and are still unaware of the proposed 
projects, more time should be given for people to learn about it and for 
improved analyses to be done. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. Polls consistently mention it as THE best attribute of our City. 
These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations 
to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. We don't 
want more "H Street designs" on the river! 

Thank you, 

Stan Phillippe 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:36 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Susan Fossum <fossumsusan@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:58 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: jonah.knapp@CVFlood.ca.gov; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; Bellas. Liz <bellase@saccounty.net> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources
(DWR) Comment Recipients:
My comments in this email letter focus on the lower American River
projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.
I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft
SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. I have lived in Sacramento, near the
American River Parkway, for almost 50 years now. I have hiked, biked
with my husband and 2 sons (they actually learned to bike on the
Parkway) during that time and have over the last 30 years ridden my
horses on the equestrian/hiking trail as part of a volunteer patrol that
works in concert with Sacramento County Regional Parks Rangers as an
extra pair of 'eyes and ears' on the Parkway. During this time I have
become intimately involved with the dirt paths that meander through
the beautiful oaks, sycamores and other trees, bushes that line the
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shores of the river providing necessary and essential habitat for the 

birds/waterfowl and marine life of the American River. My belief is that 
the forward progress of the current draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 

Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B, will seriously impact the integrity of the 

entire Parkway, the wildlife that call the Parkway their home, and those 

recreational users, including myself, who value the recreational 
opportunities that exist. My belief is that the actions proposed by the 

Corps are not in compliance with policies laid out in the American River 
Parkway Plan nor the Natural Resources Management Plan that is a 

supplemental document within the Parkway Plan. 
I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 

potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the 

environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated 

to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 

“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods 

on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 

impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 

(see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The 

draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 

environmental impacts) are not presented. 
I am in support of the critique document provided by Director Liz Bellas, 
Director of Sacramento County Regional Parks, signed and dated 

February 23, 2024. I would ask that the Corps engage with Sacramento 

County Regional Parks and use the Natural Resources Management 
Plan to take a comprehensive look at all the natural resources and 

recreational opportunities that would be impacted by the current 
proposed actions of Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 
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I request that the Corps re-engage and stand-up the Bank Protection 

Group as well as the Technical and Resource Advisory Committee 

(TARAC) to re-evaluate the integrity and thoroughness of the project 
proposals and actions. 
The American River Parkway is often called 'the Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento' and your decisions will affect this irreplaceable treasure 

for generations to come and should reflect the care that this public 

asset deserves. 
Sincerely, 
Susan Fossum 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:34 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on USACE Proposal 3B 

From: Ben Eastvold <beastvold@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:58 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on USACE Proposal 3B 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I know many people have already written about the specifics of the proposal and their concerns. I, too, am concerned 
and really hoping we can plan a way forward everyone can feel good about. 

With that said, my concern lies more with the manner this project is going forward. It seems as if there is very little 
effort to win over the public and stakeholders. As one who uses the riverfront walking trails regularly, I want to be 
excited about how this project will help the community and the added benefit it will bring. That hasn't happened yet. 

In the KCRA interview with William Polk, Senior Project Manager, American River Erosion, he did little to assuage the 
concerns of members of our community and instead just told us this is continuing to move forward. 

More effort needs to be given towards public outreach. Not just giving out information, but helping us sees the value 
this project will bring. We need some persuasion. I want this to be a win-win scenario - we do necessary work to protect 
our river and levees, AND bring added value to the communities this impacts. 

Sincerely, 

Ben Eastvold 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:31 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Carey Knecht <cknecht@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:56 PM 
To: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, 
and 4A and 4B. 

I am writing as a parent of a child who attends O.W. Erlewine Elementary School and also of an incoming 
kindergartener. The school is very close to Larchmont Park and has its playground along Whitewater Way, 
which appears to be one of the construction travel routes. I have concerns about the noise and pollution 
impacts on the children who attend this school, as well as on the overall community both around the school 
and along the truck routes. 

I have numerous questions below, and as you will see at the end, I would like to respectfully request (1) that 
greater analysis occur related to the impacts of noise and health impacts on the surrounding community, 
particularly to school children; (2) that additional project alternatives consider (a) a project with a much lighter 
footprint and less construction activity and (b) alternative staging and truck route areas that are away from 
residences and schools; and (3) that additional mitigations be added to better protect the school and 
community. 

I walk my child to school, and two to three times each week, I join him for lunch. As part of these activities, I 
witness the extensive use of outdoor spaces at O.W. Erlewine. The school is not a single building with indoor 
hallways connecting different spaces. Instead, the school classrooms are set up “motel-style,” accessible via 
an outdoor sidewalk. Students, teachers, and administrators travel outdoors between the office, classrooms, 
and a lunchroom / auditorium. 

The daily routine of the school involves students spending significant time outside. In the morning prior to the 
starting bell, students play outdoors and then line up at the designated time, in an outdoor paved area. They 
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travel to their classroom along outdoor sidewalks. Both recess and physical education occurs outdoors. At 
lunchtime, or at other times for school assemblies, they travel to an auditorium / lunchroom via this same 
outdoor path. Although many students eat indoors, a subset of students, including my son typically eat 
outdoors under an overhead awning. For those who do eat indoors, the lunchroom generally has its doors 
open. This can increase ventilation, reduce the spread of respiratory illness, and increase the ability of school 
staff to monitor children’s movement as they finish eating lunch and head to recess. The school also has 
outdoor garden areas. During the after-school hours, the City of Sacramento’s “4th R” program makes 
additional use of the playground. 

At this school, two kindergarten classrooms and the kindergarten playground are on the northeast side of the 
building, making them the closest areas to Larchmont Park. When my son was a kindergartener, in addition to 
recess, these young children would gather in a circle at the end of their school time to sing a song before they 
adjourn. 

I am saddened and concerned to imagine the impact on the children and their daily routine during the years in 
which this construction would occur, especially as I consider sending my younger child to the school. What will 
be the impact on daily life at the school and the health of the students and faculty to have heavy-duty truck 
trips delivering truckloads of rock and off-road construction equipment operating in the background? 

It is my understanding that this school serves a population that is socioeconomically diverse. According to the 
2022-2023 O.W. Erlewine School Accountability Report Card, 69 percent of the school’s students are 
socioeconomically disadvantaged, and 20 percent of the students have disabilities. Not only does O.W. 
Erlewine appear to receive funds under Title 1 (“Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged”), 
but 67.7% of students are eligible for Free or Reduced Price Lunch, which requires a family population to be 
below 1.85 times the federal poverty level, according to the California Department of Education’s “Unduplicated 
Student Poverty – Free or Reduced-Price Meals Data 2022–23” file for the most recent year available (2022-
2023). 

I have the following questions and concerns about the students’ and staff members’ proximity to the 
construction activities: 

1. How far from the school will the staging area be situated? The area seemingly designated on the map 
as an area for use as a staging area is one of the sections of the park that is very close to the front of 
the school. Utilizing Google Maps aerial imagery, my best estimate is that it would start less than 300 
feet from the school’s front flagpole (possibly significantly less). 

2. How far from the school will the construction along the river occur? Again utilizing Google Maps aerial 
imagery, it appears to me that the top of the levee and any truck travel there would be between 400 and 500 
feet from the school’s front flagpole, and that the water’s edge might be approximately 600 feet. 

3. How far from the playground and outdoor physical education area will the truck travel along Whitewater 
Way be? 

I have the following questions about the noise that will occur due to truck travel and staging-area activity: 

4. What are the average and loudest sound levels that will occur during the school day in the staging area 
of Larchmont Park and along the truck travel routes? 

5. What are the typical impacts of this noise level on human activity? For example, will the kindergarteners 
still be able to sing end-of-class songs outdoors if the teacher would like to do so? 

6. Did the SEIR/SEIS or original Common Features EIR/EIS analyze the impact of this noise level on 
students' and teachers' mental and physical health, both via any acute noise and also any impacts of chronic 
loud noise? 
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I believe that the noise impact could be significant. For instance, the World Health Organization lists the 
following impacts of noise on children. 

“Impairment of early childhood development and education caused by noise may have lifelong effects 
on academic achievement and health. Studies and statistics on the effects of chronic exposure to 
aircraft noise on children have found: 

 consistent evidence that noise exposure harms cognitive performance; 
 consistent association with impaired well-being and motivation to a slightly more limited extent; 
 moderate evidence of effects on blood pressure and catecholamine hormone secretion.” 

I also have concerns about the air quality impacts that could result. Air pollution from construction activities can 
create health risks, particularly for children, as their respiratory systems are still developing. As they play and 
exercise, children inhale deeply. I am particularly interested in the impacts on the youngest children, such as 
my incoming kindergartener, as the kindergarten classroom is closest to the staging area. Here are some 
questions I have about the health impacts: 

7. What analysis was done related to the health impacts of exposure to the dust and emissions? How did 
that take into account the risks to the students who are youngest and/or otherwise most vulnerable? 

8. In particular, what analysis was done related to the health impacts of Diesel Particulate Matter? 

9. To what extent was the proximity of the school to the staging and construction areas considered? For 
some pollution types, the concentrations decrease with distance from the source. (See for instance: 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1352231002003540.) How do the distances noted 
above relate to the distances over which air pollution concentrations decline? 

10. To what extent was the background level of air quality and health burdens in the area considered? 
Exploring the Climate & Economic Justice Screening Tool (CEJST) (https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/), I 
noticed that in census tract 06067009106 where the school is located, the level of inhalable particles, 2.5 
micrometers or smaller (PM 2.5) is in the 98th percentile, the amount of diesel exhaust in the air is already at 
the 57th percentile, and the share of people who have been told they have asthma is 65th percentile. 

11. To what extent do the socioeconomic disadvantages experienced by a majority of the students increase 
their susceptibility to risk from both noise and air quality impacts and how was this addressed in the analysis? 

I believe a thorough analysis of the health risks from the noise and pollution generated by this construction 
activity may reveal that the significance of these impacts on health and on environmental justice has been 
understated. 

I would also like to request that additional project alternatives consider a project with a much lighter footprint 
and less construction activity. For instance, an alternative could consider replacing the heavy emphasis on rip-
rap with a project design focused on bioengineering, nature-based solutions, green infrastructure, and 
monitoring of the levee and riverbank conditions to address any small areas where maintenance is needed. In 
addition, I would like to request that alternative staging and truck routes be considered. 

Finally, I would like to suggest that additional mitigations be examined to better protect the school and 
community, such as the use of "cleaner" trucks and equipment, upgrades to the air filters or sound buffering in 
the school, and free medical services to any students or school staff who may experience any health 
incidences that could be related to these exposures, such as an asthma attack. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and of other comments from concerned residents. 

Carey Knecht 

3 

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box
6

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box
7

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box
8



 

 
     

 
 

          
        

        

 

      
 

  
  

     
 

     
       

    
           

             
  

 
                   

               
 

                
          

 

Dorff, Becky 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:29 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River 
Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, Ca 

From: Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:53 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, 
Sacramento, Ca 

Correction: For my comment (Joshua Thomas, February 22, 2024), footnote 137, I cited page 144 of An Island Called 
California. The correct citation is page 146, which I've provided a picture of below. 

Elna Bakker, An Island Called California: An Ecological Introduction to its Natural Communities, Second Edition, Revised 
and Expanded (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984), 146. 
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On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 4:44 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

Jeffrey F. Mount, California Rivers and Streams: The Conflict Between Fluvial Process and Land Use (Berkeley: University 
of California Press, 1995), p. 105, 302, and 304. 
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On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 4:34 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

O. S. Scheifele, 1928. “Protection of River Banks and Levees.” The Canadian Engineer. 
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On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 3:22 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

Central Valley Flood Protection Plan Conservation Strategy (November 2016), Appendix D. Vegetation Management 
Strategy 

Annalisa Louise Batanides Tuel. 2018. “Levee Vegetation Management in California: An Overview of Law, Policy, and 
Science, and Recommendations for Addressing Vegetation Management Challenges,” Environs 

On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 3:17 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

J.P. Dwyer and D.R. Larsen, 1997. “Value of Woody River Corridors in Levee Protection Along the Missouri River in 
1993.” 

Elizabeth A. Cook, 2003. “Missouri River Flood of 1993: Role of Woody Corridor Width in Levee Protection.” Journal 
of the American Water Resources Association. 

Rood, S. B., Bigelow, S. G., Polzin, M. L., Gill, K. M., and Coburn, C. A. (2015). Biological bank protection: trees are 
more effective than grasses at resisting erosion from major river floods. Ecohydrol., 8: 772–779. Doi: 
10.1002/eco.1544. 
Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy 
Act Regulations,” (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 

People ex rel. Department of Public Works v. Bosio, 47 Cal. App. 3d 495 

California Oaks Foundation, “Care of California’s Native Oaks” in Bulletin of the California Oak Foundation (Oakland, 
2016) 
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Executive Office of the President, Council on Environmental Quality, Memorandum for heads of Federal 
Departments and Agencies, January 14, 2011 

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Designation of Five California Rivers in the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System 

Evaluation Report on the Eligibility of Five California Rivers for Inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System 

On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 3:00 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

MBK Engineers, “2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report,” (May 2018) 

On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 2:58 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear United States Army Corps of Engineers and CA Department of Water Resources public comment recipients, 

I am submitting the following documents to make them part of the project record. 

FEMA, Engineering with Nature: Alternative Techniques to Riprap Bank Stabilization 

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: 
GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED 
DECEMBER 28, 2018, 15126.6(a). 

We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou (April 20, 2022) 78. Cal.App.5th 

Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors, 8 Cal. 3d 247 

HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, “Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment: Subreach 1, 3, 
and 4,” (2019) 

MBK Engineers, “2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report,” (May 2018) 

8 

mailto:joshjhthomas@gmail.com
mailto:joshjhthomas@gmail.com


 

 
     

 
 

         

      
 

  
  

     
 

    
       

   
         

 
   

 
                

  
 

             
 
               

 
                    

                    
 

  
 

 
   

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:39 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Parkway Devistation on the American River 

From: Jhilleg102 <jhilleg102@aol.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:58 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Parkway Devistation on the American River 

Corp. of Engineers, 

Survey, evaluate and assess the damage this Project has caused between the Guy West and Howe 
Ave. bridges. 

The lower release gates from Folsom Lake greatly reduce the chance of flooding. 

I urge you to pause and consider alternative and less destructive and less costly designs. 

I lived adjacent to the levy witness the American rise to within three feet of cresting the levy. 1n 1986. 
This event make me fully value of flood control. I am a former employee of the Corp in Washington 
D.C..

Respectfully, 

JON A. HILLEGEIST 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:34 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Oppose Devastation Along American River Parkway the 

wild in Scenic Jewel of Sacramento 
Attachments: 20240221_162011.jpg; 20240219_111107.jpg 

From: Naomi Ennis <stopparkwaydevastation@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:57 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Oppose Devastation Along American River Parkway the wild in Scenic Jewel of Sacramento 

Hello, 

I agree with the attached documentation provided by Dr. Michelle Stevens & Joshua Thomas. 

I have attached several photos that show the erosion that has happened within the last 2 months 
in the project work area that was completed by the US Army Corps of Engineers. This erosion was 
not happening before the project work the project work was supposed to make the riverbank 
stronger and less prone to erosion but the opposite has happened. 

In addition, I am writing to ask that you and Sacramento County officials persuade the US Army 
Corp of Engineers to perform a MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the 
Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway for bank 
erosion protection. The USACE claim that this protection is needed is based on minimal, 
overgeneralized data. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 
American River. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years 
during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as 
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likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the brute force 
bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American 
River. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 
Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. I do not 
support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are needed for flood 
safety. 

This new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by 
the USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I 
object to the extreme destruction of trees (including potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); 
loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss 
of quality and access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle 
board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the 
river's edge, including the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and 
rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to 
sustain our astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, 
and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. If erosion spot fixes are needed at some 
locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used (such as in-place use of 
stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), 
and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis 
and approach. 

As you know, the American River is often called the Crown Jewel of Sacramento. Please do not let 
our jewel be stolen from us! 

We need your support as you coordinate with Sacramento Regional Parks regarding the American 
River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, and I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of 
the American River Parkway and make a determination of inconsistency with the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and 
less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Thank you. 
Naomi Ennis 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:42 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Christie Vallance <christiev44@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:59 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: My comments focus on the lower American 
River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 
4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. The American River Parkway is very important to me 
and as a wildlife corridor. 

Concern: 

I recently noticed in your International Guidelines on Nature and Nature Based 
Features for Flood Risk Management under your Engineering with Nature 
Program, that for your projects there was a focus on gathering community 
support with “early and frequent engagement with stakeholders and affected 
communities.” (p 23). Can you explain the methods you used to conduct early and 
frequent engagement with our community? Can you share the notifications 
materials beyond the postcard received in December of 2023 with select neighbors 
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that helped reach out to the community? Can you also share the neighborhoods 
identified that received these postcards and can you confirm whether the RiverBlu 
or Apex apartment residents received notification of your work, and if not, the 
reason? Can you share if any postings were placed publicly along the river to help 
inform the public? 

Respectfully, 
Christie Vallance 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:40 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Concerns with disrepancies on velocity models impacting 

PRoject 3b for USACE work on American river 

From: Alicia Eastvold <aliciaeastvold@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:58 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; 
Barbara_Rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; PatHume@saccounty.gov; 
SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Concerns with disrepancies on velocity models impacting PRoject 3b for USACE work on 
American river 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment
Recipients & Related Agencies:

As a concerned citizen, I wanted to understand Project 3b for the lower American River. From the USACE reports and 
presentations I learned that the measures are built off the premise that there is significant erosion occurring at the 
riverbanks for this area. I went to study this further with yourUSACE’s ARCF GRR Appendix C on Erosion Protection 
Analysis which makes up the premise of the USACE’s design for Project 3b. When I reviewed the images of hydraulic 
models on Pg 41, and 42, they appear to show a very different data than other models. I noticed that the Lower 
American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report of 2017’s velocity contours shows very different data (image 
attached). Can you explain why these show such significantly different data for velocity along the riverbank? Can you 
explain how your project plan is informed by this information? 

See below images for comparison. 

Thank you, 

Alicia Eastvold 

Larchmont Resident 

Image from USACE's GRR Report: 

INDIV-735

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box
1

mailto:SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov
mailto:SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov
mailto:SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov
mailto:PatHume@saccounty.gov
mailto:RichDesmond@saccounty.gov
mailto:hbwillia44@gmail.com
mailto:Barbara_Rice@nps.gov
mailto:Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov
mailto:SorgenKC@saccounty.gov
mailto:BellasE@saccounty.net
mailto:Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov
mailto:PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:aliciaeastvold@gmail.com


    
      

 
 

Alternate study that shows 
significantly different velocities at river. 



 

 
     

 
 

           
      
          

 
         

      
 

  
  

     
 

     
       

          
   
  

    
               

  
 

     

                  
  

                    
          

                      
           
                     

      
             
                   

                   
                  

                
         

               
                

                 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:29 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comment on American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft SEIS-SEIR - December 2023 
Attachments: Wildlife at Kassis_022124docx (1).pdf; ARCF DSEIS BRECA comments F (1).pdf; M-24-03-

Advancing-Climate-Resilience-through-Climate-Smart-Infrastructure-Investments 
Budget Office of the White House.pdf; 164986 Dry Creek Enhancement.pdf 

From: Brenda Gustin <bkgustin@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:49 PM 
To: Central Valley Flood Protection Board <Questions@cvflood.ca.gov>; Jane Dolan <Jane.dolan@cvflood.ca.gov>; 
Michael.Wright@cvflood.ca.gov; Greg.Harvey@cvflood.ca.gov; Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov; 
Kathryn.Baines@cvflood.ca.gov; Amber.Woertink@cvflood.ca.gov 
Cc: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comment on American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft SEIS-SEIR -
December 2023 

Thank you for your work. 

I am here to comment as a Volunteer of Preserve the American River regarding the American River Common 
Features Project. 

As our local, non-Federal Agency who will review this project, we implore you to help the residents of this city 
understand and work with you and the Army Corp by: 

1. Taking the time to review the copious number of public comments and reports submitted thus far.
2. Re-open the Public Comment Period.
3. Hold an on-site meeting to discuss this proposal with attendance by the professionals who will
implement this project to answer questions.
4. Hold a workshop after the on-site meeting.
5. Hold a Public Hearing for testimony to be recorded on the Public Record.

This proposal by the US Army Corp of Engineers (Corp) now covers 73 acres of riparian tree canopy and 
appears to project the destruction of significant aspects of the ecological diversity living along and in the river 
which is irreplaceable. The American River Wildlife Corridor extends 23 miles along this Federal and State 
Designated Wild and Scenic River covering 5,000 acres. 

Mitigation measures have not been fully established to satisfy the needs this project will produce. 
Documentation such as the recent study by Biologist, K. Shawn Smallwood of the Kassis property upstream 
and the American River (see attached) provides detailed information on the need to protect and preserve this 
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unique habitat. In fact, the Kassis property is the Central Valley Flood Protection Board’s Designated Floodway 
and can be utilized to mitigate loss of habitat and support higher flows in the river. This might help the Corp 
implement their Engineering with Nature Program and disburse high flows into the floodway. 

Please slow this project down. Expediency doesn't make for a better project. 

While it is imperative to protect our city from future flood incidents, our evaluation of the project proposal 
reveals excessive measures are planned to address potential streambank erosion. Documentation presented 
does not provide adequate justification for these highly destructive actions as “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. The public has not been sufficiently 
informed nor acknowledged as a well-informed local source of information and expertise acquired over 
decades of observation. The Corp stated in your last workshop their goal to "Communicate, communicate and 
communicate as soon as possible". To date, that has been us asking questions without specific answers. 

Our desire is to help the Army Corp accomplish their goal to "Communicate……..as soon as possible." We are 
committed to collaborating and are proving our abilities through reports, emails and public comments being 
submitted daily. 

As our local, non-Federal Lead Agency, please facilitate a partnership with the Corp and us. Please require the 
Corp to provide a clear proposal with specific information to evaluate whether more suitable efforts are 
appropriate. Right now, it is not even clear which trees will be removed or will stay. This basic information 
needs to be provided. 

Please work with the Bank Protection Group, USACE and the public on a collaborative level to succeed with a 
sustainable, safe habitat utilizing nature-based solutions and “Engineering with Nature”. 

We know this can be done well and invite you to visit the American River Trees website to see the research, 
information and better ways to accomplish protection for our citizens from erosion by working with nature-
based solutions preserving the natural baseline of our Wild and Scenic River. There are substantial socio-
ecological benefits the American River provides to our ecosystem, its wildlife, the habitat and citizens who 
depend upon its present health and wellness. This website is ever-green and continues to be enhanced so 
please visit often. Bring us in to work alongside you. 

A great example of this type of collaboration done with USACE with more narrowly tailored measures is 
the Dry Creek Project in Healdsburg, California. The unique environment of the American River deserves this 
type of focused and professional attention. 

Let’s do it right now! Our City, your agency, USACE and the citizens have the ability, expertise and knowledge. 
There is no reason to repeat similar mistakes as were made in 1936 with the LA River. Having to step in 
decades later to correct known errors in judgment is not the legacy we wish to pass on to future generations. 
We can employ our talents to create a successful project aligned with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and 
the Biden-Harris administration's "Nature Based Solutions Roadmap" directing all of its agencies to implement 
nature-based solutions with each of its projects. The White House November 2023 Memorandum "emphasizes 
that nature-based solutions should not be an afterthought in the climate fight, but rather a starting point for 
building resilience, to ensure communities benefit from investments for decades to come." (see attached) 

Included with this Public Comment are a few letters and reports that have been submitted thus far. Mr. Josh 
Thomas’ Public Comment for your February 23, 2024 Board Meeting shows major erosion happening on 
USACE revetment projects near Sac State because of the ordinary high-water mark and ordinary February 
2024 rains. 

Please do take the time to review these and respond to our request to hold an onsite public meeting, a 
Workshop, and public hearing so that you will make an informed decision to deny the SEIS/SEIR and work on 
your project with USACE to revise these contracts utilizing their Engineering with Nature Program and live up 
to its byline: "the intentional alignment of natural and engineering processes to efficiently and sustainably 
deliver economic, environmental, and social benefits through collaboration." 
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Sincerely, 

Brenda Gustin 

Volunteer and Concerned Native & Citizen of Sacramento 

CVFPB 2-9-24 Meeting by Sergio Diaz.pdf 

Feb 9 2024 CVFPB Public Comment by Peter Spaulding.docx 

February 23, 2024 CVFPB Public Comment by Joshua Thomas.docx 

Josh Thomas' Public Comment to CVFPB Workshop 2.9.2024.docx 

USACE and DWR Comment by Josh.docx 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:53 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Naomi Ennis <stopparkwaydevastation@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:05 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR):

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to
me.

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE
PARKWAY AND THE WILD AND SCENIC AMERICAN RIVER].

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential
streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the
claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River.
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I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more 

appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 

project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach 

to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 

significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated 

to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 

impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply 

the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The 

analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach 

are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less environmental 
damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and 

trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior 
revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a 

hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment 
staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased need for 
mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” 

that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees 

that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design 

choices have not been meaningfully presented that could have very different and 

less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been 

adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such 

as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
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hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a 

quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of 
diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been 

adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter 
(Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state 

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 

16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel 
exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times 

more sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each 

restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation 

Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 

2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer 
under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the 

mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 

need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the 

local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better 
yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 

incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site 

may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through 

residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air 
pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends 

assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months 

(OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction 

health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide 

substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to 

Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health impact. This has not 
been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, 
to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side 

alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. 
The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, 
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overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and 

modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and 

were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based 

on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE 

claim that this extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods 

are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 

incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence 

justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it 
is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no 

seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, 
especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the 

levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. 
The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and 

fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of 
velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely 

did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow 

velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling 

recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates 

the protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question 

whether this Project is necessary along this section of the American River. This calls 

into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either 
appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and 

vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees 

and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more 

years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more vulnerable, 
not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows 

as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento 

State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will 
fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a prior 
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contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 

storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the 

installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-
site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the 

banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-
through on prior and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and 

replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes 

along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its 

outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which would 

extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated 

due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, 
aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical 
approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where 

data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine 

area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation 

(hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, 
and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river 
access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if 
not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the 

impacts to most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the 

environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens 

of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare 

shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that 
is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, 
bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued 

by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the 

secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the 

Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the 
5 



             
            

          
            

             
           
           

          
            

            
             

             
              

            
          

             
             

             
            

  

              
             
             

            
        

             
            
             

     

         
            

             
           

most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of 
Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush 

riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the 

riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the 

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values 

such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, 
geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment 
intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term 

impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly 

affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and 

Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said 

they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to 

make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and 

impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and 

less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for 
Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, 
including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than 

California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a 

cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total 
length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to 

almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality miles 

of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational 
opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, 
ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these 

6 



         
           

 

          
              

          
              

    

            
            

          
           
           

   

              
    

              
         

        
         

             
               

              
            

         

             
              
            

           
             

    

  

locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This environmental 
justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental 
analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, 
aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less 

than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires 

that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does 

not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 

alternative methods should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and 

nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, 
and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain 

and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were 

not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more 

targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result 
in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and 

develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the 

impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and 

only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with 

the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In 

addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 

2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a 

zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The 

proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable 

regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care 

that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 
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There must be a better US Army Corp of Engineers plan for American River 3B project

Laura Petty <laura@laurapettylaw.com>
Fri 2/23/2024 5:00 PM
To: RichDesmond@saccounty.gov <RichDesmond@saccounty.gov> 
Cc: PatHume@saccounty.gov <PatHume@saccounty.gov>; Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov>; Lief, 
Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

You don't often get email from laura@laurapettylaw.com. Learn why this is important

Dear Supervisor Desmond and Supervisor Hume, and Mr. Knapp and Mr. Lief,

I am writing to ask that you and other Sacramento County officials persuade the US Army Corp of 
Engineers to find a LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4.

The US Army Corps of Engineers Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. As I 
understand it, the Corp of Engineers plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway 
for “bank erosion protection”. They apparently claim this protection is “needed” is based on minimal, 
overgeneralized “data”. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 
American River. 

Further, I believe the proposal to leave bare dirt banks for 2 years during construction (and immature, 
isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as 
no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Corps of Engineers 
proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how the 
bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 
Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

I object to the extreme destruction of trees (including potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss 
of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality 
and access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, 
bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, 
including the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded 
trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our 
astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued 
by recreational Parkway users. If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less 
destructive alternative methods should be used (such as in-place use of stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and all future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 
approach.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Please do not let 
our “jewel” be stolen from us!

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River 
status, and in turn answers to you in your role as county supervisors, as well as members of the SAFCA 
Board. I do not support the claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood 
safety in this zone; and it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 
special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 
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that require the Corps of Engineers to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather 
than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B.

Thank you.

Laura M. Petty
she/her/hers
Certified Criminal Law Specialist
State Bar of Cal. Board of Legal Specialization

This message is confidential and intended only for the person to whom it was addressed. If you are 
not the intended recipient, do not copy, distribute, or take any action related to this message. If you 
received this in error, please notify Laura Petty by email or by calling 805-242-2286.
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Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project

Patricia Prendergast <pprender22@yahoo.com>
Fri 2/23/2024 4:11 PM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

You don't often get email from pprender22@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and
listening to members of the public who are concerned about the US Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank erosion
protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave.

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of
Engineers to revise the proposal and not proceed with those components until
there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4.

And, I respectfully request that your Board:

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on
the proposal prior to the close of the comment period and prior to a vote on
the project;

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above
occur;

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and
concerns that have been expressed by so many members of the public at the
USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, and at other public
forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions
concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep
residents safe from future flooding potential have spoken up and require
respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers presented at your
February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and
communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished
now.
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Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been
posted and does not have this project listed, the extension of the public
comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further understanding
and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate.

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B,
extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to
bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank alone)
for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is
“needed” is based on minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use
advanced modern modeling to account for the protective effects of trees.
I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the
American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations
lack sufficient data and details for such a major construction project, and
documents are not clear regarding what and where data were collected to
warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to
February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in
December for public review and comment, and there is still not enough time
to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many
aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American
River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for
a minimum of 2 years during construction (and immature, isolated plantings
for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water
flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing
methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and
Scenic American River. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around
Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion
Control Projects), will fare in high water flows.

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American
River Banks damaged by the USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles.
Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the extreme
destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage
oaks); loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the
Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking,
biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird
and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the
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river’s edge, including the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved
access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat
destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our
astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory
birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. If erosion “spot
fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods
should be used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing
vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park
Service), and the use of smaller equipment.

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more
targeted analysis and approach.

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway
Wild and Scenic River status, and in turn answers to county, state, and
federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not support the
USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for
flood safety in this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the
Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of the American River
Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a determination of
“inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong
conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less
destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for
Contract 3B.

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the
responsible agencies presenting data and fostering a collaborative
environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine
Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been
used in the past and is also one of the proposed staging areas for heavy
equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from pristine areas
endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised
to assist in the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to
our region and our lives.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of
Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for
future generations!
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Thank you,
Patricia Prendergast
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Central Valley Flood Protection Board Friday February 23, 2004 Agenda Item # 6

Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com>
Fri 2/23/2024 8:26 AM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

You don't often get email from joshjhthomas@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Dear President Dolan and Board Members, 

Thank you for taking my comment and for all the great work you do keeping the Sacramento Region
safe from flooding. My name is Joshua Thomas. I am a Ph.D. candidate at UC Davis who just finished a
dissertation on the history of flood control in the Sacramento Valley. 

I want to address the Army Corps of Engineers false dichotomy between public safety and preservation.
The Corps likes to claim that to keep Sacramento safe from flooding, they must decimate habitats along
the Lower American River to install launchable riprap. Yesterday, William Polk of the Army Corps of
Engineers told NBC News that they were moving forward with their flood control plans as fast possible
even though they have yet to receive most of the public comments, some of which come from
Professional Engineers and members of the Bank Protection Working Group, who are asking for a
pause and redesign. This stated intent to move forward as fast as possible before even looking at the
public comments violates both the letter and spirit of the California Environmental Quality Act and the
National Environmental Policy Act, which state that the comment period is meant to help the public work
with lead agencies to develop plans that are less environmentally destructive. The Army Corps of
Engineers seems intent on treating the public review process as a cursory exercise. 

The Army Corps of Engineers in their comments to the public have stated that they ruled out less
destructive alternatives to riprap because river velocities are two high. They base this claim off of 2-d
hydraulic modeling. Recent Caltrans commissioned research looked at areas of the Lower American
River with dense strands of mature trees. Their 3-d hydraulic modeling showed that with dense strands
of mature trees, velocities along the banks were much slower than what 2-d hydraulic models show.  At
much slower velocities, the Army Corps of Engineers could consider less destructive measures,
including using smaller cobble or adding different types of vegetation. Removing trees to install riprap
may make us less safe, because river velocities will dramatically increase across the banks, exposing
them to greater risk of erosion for years to come, which is already coming to fruition on their recently
completed projects near Sac State. To ascertain less destructive methods for protecting our precious
Lower American River, I am asking that the Central Valley Flood Protection Board hold a public
workshop on Contract 3B and 4B of the December 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR, pause Contract 3B in the
meantime, initiate an independent peer review of the project, and reinstate the bank protection working
group. 

Sincerely, 
Joshua Thomas
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From
Kevin Flora and Ali Khosronejad. 2023. “Uncertainty Quantification of Bank Vegetation Impacts on the Flood Flow 
Field in the American River California Using Large-Eddy Simulations.” Earth Surface Processes and
Landforms. https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.5745: 7.

Also from the academic team which worked with Caltrans to come up with high-fidelity hydrodynamic 
modeling along the Lower American River. 

Incorporating vegetation into high-fidelity computational models is imperative for obtaining accurate 
modeling results. In this study, when trees were accounted for in large-eddy simulations, a drastic 
effect on redistributing the high-velocity flow away from the banks and increasing its magnitude near 
the center of the American River was observed.

-Kevin Flora, Christian Santoni, and Ali Khosronejad. 2021. “Numerical Study on the Effect of Bank Vegetation on 
the Hydrodynamics of the American River Under Flood Conditions.” Journal of Hydraulic Engineering: 
05021006-12. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0001912.

Here are pictures of major erosion that is happening on USACE revetment projects near Sac State because of the 
ordinary high water mark and ordinary February 2024 rains. 
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https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1061%2F(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0001912&data=05%7C02%7CJonah.knapp%40cvflood.ca.gov%7C5f7599f27f7e4ec21ad508dc348c2578%7Cb71d56524b834257afcd7fd177884564%7C0%7C0%7C638443023855810223%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2BSAF9J0xhe0rvEUfcWG1LEJFcYXwAfieoLbiKAg8ZkA%3D&reserved=0
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In the picture below, you can see that where there are trees, there is no erosion. 

Notably, academic research has shown that mature trees very effectively armor riparian banks against 
erosion, even more so than grass. You can see in the first picture there is no erosion around where 
USACE spared the tree. Rood et al (2014) recommended that "riparian forests should be conserved to 
provide bank stability and to maintain and equilibrium of river and floodplain dynamics."

-S.B. Rood, S.G. Bigelow, M.L Polzin, K.M. Gill, and C.A. Coburn. (2015). “Biological bank protection: trees are 
more effective than grasses at resisting erosion from major river floods.” Ecohydrol, 8: 772–779.
Doi: 10.1002/eco.1544.
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Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

Lori Ward <fosllori64@gmail.com>
Fri 2/23/2024 12:08 AM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from fosllori64@gmail.com. Learn why 
this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 
the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 
4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave.

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 
proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4.

And, I respectfully request that your Board:
Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 
close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project;
Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur;
Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 
expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 
and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 
concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 
flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers 
presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 
communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now.

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 
this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further 
understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate.

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 
the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank 
alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 
minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 
protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 
American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 
for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were 
collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 
1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and 
there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many 
aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 
construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at 
risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the 
Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 
the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 
Control Projects), will fare in high water flows.

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 
USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the 
extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 
wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 
for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and 
wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 
dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 
destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. 
If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 
used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 
encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment.

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 
approach.

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 
and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 
support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 
this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 
special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 
require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B.

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 
data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine 
Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 
one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 
pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in 
the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ 
deserves the utmost care now and for future generations!

Thank you.

In peace,
Lori Ward

Sent from my iPhone
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TIME SENSITIVE: Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B
Project

LESLIE WATTS <leslie.watts@prodigy.net>
Fri 2/23/2024 2:20 PM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov>; Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Cc: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; DWR Public Comment ARCF 16
<PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov>; richdesmond@saccounty.gov <richdesmond@saccounty.gov>; 
Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov <Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov>; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov
<Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov>; BellasE@saccounty.net <BellasE@saccounty.net> 

You don't often get email from leslie.watts@prodigy.net. Learn why this is important

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate the dedication of your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of the public who are
concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank erosion protection” on the
lower American River east of Howe Avenue.

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the proposal and not proceed with
those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and
4.

I respectfully request that your Board:

Conduct  workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the close of the comment
period and prior to a vote on the project;

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period beyond Feb. 23, 2024, to ensure the above occurs;

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been expressed by so many members
of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists
with detailed information and questions concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe
from future flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The USACE presented at your February 9, 2024
Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and communicate as soon as possible.” It is necessary this goal be
accomplished now.

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024, has been posted and does not have this project listed, the
extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further understanding and support USACE in their
above stated goal to communicate.

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave. to the Mayhew Drain.
USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank alone) for “bank erosion protection.”
The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced
modern modeling to account for the protective effects of trees. My neighborhood community strongly questions whether this
work is necessary along this section of the American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack
sufficient data and details for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were
collected to warrant such extreme measures. While we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided
just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and there is still not enough time to answer all the questions
posed, especially considering the fact that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American
River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during construction (and
immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. I
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strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic
American River. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of
prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows.

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the USACE erosion control
projects to 11 miles -- almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the extreme destruction of trees (including some
potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the
long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, bird and
wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of dozens of unofficial
much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is
vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by
recreational Parkway users. If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods
should be used, such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by
the National Park Service.

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach.

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, and in turn answers to
county, state, and federal officials when the USACE is involved. I do not support the USACE claim that this extension and the
methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you
to stand up for this special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the USACE to
find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B.

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting data and fostering a
collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has been suggested as a
meeting location as one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from pristine
areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in the organizing of public meetings
to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento.” Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves the utmost
care now and for future generations!

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.
Leslie A. Watts
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Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices

Harry Weller <hwastrel@sbcglobal.net>
Fri 2/23/2024 12:32 AM
To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov>; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov
<SorgenKC@saccounty.gov>; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov <Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov>; Kelvin.Lum@mail.house.gov
<Kelvin.Lum@mail.house.gov>; Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov <Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov>; BellasE@saccounty.net
<BellasE@saccounty.net>; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov <RichDesmond@saccounty.gov>; Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB
<Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov>; Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov>; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov
<SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov>; SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov <SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov>; 
Barbara_Rice@nps.gov <Barbara_Rice@nps.gov>; hbwillia44@gmail.com <hbwillia44@gmail.com>; PatHume@saccounty.gov
<PatHume@saccounty.gov> 

You don't often get email from hwastrel@sbcglobal.net. Learn why this is important

My respectful greetings to US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR).

I add my voice to the many concerned Sacramento area residents who treasure the American River 
Parkway and the related trails along the north and south banks.  Erosion control projects in the 
area, particularly east of Watt Ave., are described in the “2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR)", specifically Contracts 3B,
and 4B.

The riparian forest ecosystem in this area has withstood severe floods for decades.  There are historic
oaks which are thrived for over a century, which is strong evidence that this section of the river is not
subject to serious erosion. It is not clear why the SEIS/SEIR analysis does not use “modern, advanced
modeling for peak 160,000 cubic feet per second flow [which] predicts that water velocities are low
at the levees” in the lower American River (for example, on the south bank of the river in the general
area of Larchmont Park).  (quote from “List of Key
Concerns”, https://www.americanrivertrees.org/official-comments-to-usace).

The map of the area affected by Contract 3B shows that the riparian forest on the south bank of the
American River will be devastated, through a combination of actual re-engineering of the river
bank (“Construction Buffer”), and enormous related disruption of the woodlands simply to get the large
construction equipment to the river (“Construction Access”).  (Document: American River Common 
Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, California, Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV Figure 3.5.2-9.
American River Erosion Contract 3B South Site 4-1 Details) (link to
document: https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Portals/12/documents/civil_works/CommonFeatures/WRD
A16/Documents/SEIS-SEIR/ARCF_Draft-SEIS-SEIR_Dec2023.pdf).

You are no doubt already familiar with the many other very persuasive objections raised by the 
American River Trees organization and associated groups.

The assumptions that the SEIS/SEIR is based on need to be reviewed much more thoroughly, not just
by parties whose entire purpose is to design and perform large engineering projects, but by parties
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who are instead focused on what the cost/benefit ratio would be, and whether these projects are even
necessary in the first place.

Specific sites in the areas covered by these contracts may benefit from modest erosion remediation 
engineering, but it is not clear from the SEIS/SEIR that this much more limited, specifically targeted 
analysis was ever done.

No further work should be planned for these contracts until the numerous objections are considered,
and the merits of much smaller, much more reasonable amount of erosion control work are analyzed.

Regards,
Harry Weller, Sacramento resident, VOTER, and daily enthusiastic user of the American River
Parkway
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Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project

Pamela Hatton <pamelahattonito@icloud.com>
Fri 2/23/2024 1:25 PM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

You don't often get email from pamelahattonito@icloud.com. Learn why this is important

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate that you dedicate your time and expertise to serve on the Board and
listen to members of the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank erosion protection”
on the lower American River east of Howe Ave.   

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of
Engineers to revise the proposal and not proceed with those components until
there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion
Control Projects 3B and 4.  I respectfully request that your Board:

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the
proposal prior to the close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the
project; work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the
above occur; and work with other agencies to address the many unanswered
questions and concerns that have been expressed by so many members of the
public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, and at other
public forums. 

Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions concerning
the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe
from future flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. 
The US Army Corps of Engineers presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop
their goal to “Communicate, communicate and communicate as soon as
possible”.  It is necessary this goal be accomplished now.

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting today, February 23, 2024, has been
posted and does not have this project listed, the extension of the public comment
period is crucial to helping the public gain further understanding and support
USACE in their above stated goal to communicate.

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B,
extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze
over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank alone) for “bank
erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on
minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to
account for the protective effects of trees.  I strongly question whether this work is
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necessary along this section of the American River. The plans shown on the
USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details for such a
major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and
where data were collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we
appreciate the extension to February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just
before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and there is still
not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact
that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the
American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a
minimum of 2 years during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for
many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows
as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the
Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River.
We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University
and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high
water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River
Banks damaged by the USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of
the lower 26 miles of Parkway!  I oppose the extreme destruction of trees
(including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild
vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss
of quality and access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics,
kayak and paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many
other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of dozens of
unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These
miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our
astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory
birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users.  If erosion “spot fixes” are
needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be
used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use
of smaller equipment. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild
and Scenic River status, and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials
when the Army Corps is involved. This and ALL future erosion control projects
must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. I do not support
the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for
flood safety in this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the
Parkway.  I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of the American River
Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a determination of
“inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions
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that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive
alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B.

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the
responsible agencies presenting data and fostering a collaborative environment to
address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has
been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also
one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and
a short walk from pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor
Rich Desmond has promised to assist in the organizing of public meetings to
discuss this major impact to our region and our lives.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of
Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for future
generations!

And, yes, this is a “form letter,” but, as indicated by my modifications, I have read
it. AND I AGREE WITH THE ISSUES IT ADDRESSES.

Thank you,

Pamela Hatton
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American River USACE Contracts 3B, 4A, 4B

Lisa Howard <lisad_howard@yahoo.com>
Fri 2/23/2024 1:30 PM
To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil <arcf_seis@usace.army.mil>; DWR Public Comment ARCF 16
<PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 
Cc: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov>; BellasE@saccounty.net <BellasE@saccounty.net> 

You don't often get email from lisad_howard@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

I am writing today to share my concerns about planned work on the lower American River, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. I have serious concerns with the proposed project. 

Trees are an important stabilizing agent along rivers. Their root systems can bind together soil 
and strengthen the riverbank. Yet the USACE is proposing the elimination of more than 500 
trees, including heritage oaks, to create an artificial riprap. 

This would leave the banks bare for two years of construction and put us at more risk of erosion 
and flooding. Historically, levee failures are more associated with areas where riparian forests 
have been thinned or clear-cut.

Clear-cutting mature trees will also destroy wildlife habitat and remove carbon-sequestering 
trees at a time when we should be protecting mature trees that are already sequestering 
carbon and helping to keep our air clear. It would take decades for new growth to provide the 
benefits already being provided by the trees along the American River. 

Clear-cutting would:
- pose a threat to critical habitats for various fish species, including Chinook Salmon, Central
Valley Steelhead, and North American Green Sturgeon;
- disrupt the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local and migratory bird populations, many of
which have already seen drastic declines in number over the past few decades;
- destroy the shade from large canopies, which could affect the survival rate of various species
of salmonids;
- disturb natural animal behaviors such as nesting, spawning, and feeding activities

In addition, the American River is designated as a Wild and Scenic destination, and an 
artificial shoreline would detract from the natural beauty that earned the river that designation. 

I encourage you to:

- evaluate alternative methods that are more targeted and less destructive to habitat and
wildlife.

- consider "spot fixes," small equipment, and maintenance.

- support the use of stabilizing vegetation, aligning with the National Park Service's
recommendation.

Thank you for your consideration and your efforts to ensure the American River remains 
a healthy and beautiful part of Sacramento. 

Sincerely,
Lisa Howard
Rocklin, CA 
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To Whom it May Concern, 

I am writing this comment to critique’s USACE’s inadequate environmental analysis in the 2023 
Draft ARC SEIS/SEIR and to implore USACE to consider less destructive, alternative erosion 
control measures that are better justified by more up-to-date modeling and more complete data. 
The risk to our Wild and Scenic River, to endangered species, to precious resources of the 
American River Parkway, and to the safety of Sacramento Region are too great for USACE not 
to reconsider their current proposed measures for American River Erosion Contract 3B in the 
2023 Draft ARCF SEIS/SEIR. 

Neither the General Reevaluation Report nor the 2023 Draft ARCF SEIS/SEIR seriously 
considered measures that might have limited habitat destruction on the Lower American River. 
The “no-action alternative” in the 2023 Draft ARCF SEIS/SEIR is simply the proposal of the 
2016 GRR, which includes “bank protection” (i.e. riprap armoring) and launchable rock 
trenches.1 The 2023 preferred alternative is basically the 2016 preferred alternative with the 
addition of launchable rock toes and tiebacks.2 Launchable rock toes are functionally the same 
as launchable rock trenches except they are placed at rivers edge instead of higher up the 
bank.3 Tiebacks are riprap laid perpendicular instead of parallel to the river.4 No biotechnical or 
bioengineering alternatives were explored. The “choice” USACE offers the public is between 
riprap and more riprap. This choice, according to a USACE presentation to the Lower American 
River Task Force in December of 2023, will remove at least 685 trees between Howe Ave and 
Larchmont Community Park.5 

USACE’s choice to give the public essentially no alternative besides riprap makes a mockery of 
the review process. CEQ calls the alternatives section “the heart of the EIS.”6 This section, 
according to CEQ, is supposed to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives.7 CEQA requires that an EIR provide a range of alternatives to a project that “will 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.”8 Note that these alternatives do not 
have to attain all of the objectives of a project, but there must be a choice so as to “foster 
informed decision making and public participation.”9 While CEQA does allow the lead agency to 
limit the range of alternatives to “ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project,” it is clear the law intends that the public and decision makers 
should have an actual range of choices.10 Such intent was articulated by the Third District of 

1 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, 3-48. 
2 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-11, 3-25, and 3-26. 
3 Ibid, 3-29. 
4 Ibid. 
5 Lower American River Task Force, December 12, 2023. https://waterforum.org/wp-
content/uploads/LARTF-Dec-2023-Slides.pdf 

Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 
7 Ibid. 
8 CEQA, 15126.6(a). 
9 Ibid. 
10 Ibid. 

6 
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Appeal in We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou. In this case, the 
Court ruled that making project objectives so narrow “as to preclude any alternative other than 
the Project” violated CEQA.11 In particular, the Court scolded the County for ensuring that “the 
results of its alternatives analysis would be a foregone conclusion.”12 In making the alternatives 
a foregone conclusion, the County “transformed the EIR’s alternatives section—often described 
as part of the ‘core of the EIR’--into an empty formality.”13 By limiting the public’s choice to 
nothing but riprap and more riprap for Contract 3B, USACE’s has turned the public review 
process for the 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR into an empty formality. 

The alternatives of riprap or more riprap not only mocks the review process, it likely runs afoul of 
both the National and State Wild and Scenic River Acts. These facts require preserving 
protected rivers “in free flowing condition.”14 The national WSRA defines free flowing as 
“existing or flowing in natural condition without impoundment, diversion, straightening, rip-
rapping, or other modification of the waterway.”15 The WSRA allows for the existence of riprap 
on the waterway at the time of a river’s inclusion, but clarifies that “this shall not be construed to 
authorize, intend, or encourage future construction of such structures within components of the 
national wild and scenic rivers system.”16 The California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act only makes 
an explicit exception for the Eel River, declaring that “nothing in this chapter shall be construed 
to prohibit any measures for flood protection, structural or nonstructural, necessary for the 
protection of lives and property along the Eel River.”17 The fact that the California WSRA 
explicitly makes an exception for the Eel River indicates that the CWSRA was meant to prohibit 
the construction of new flood control measures, structural or non-structural, including riprapping, 
on all the other rivers included in the CWSRA system. 

USACE claims that river velocities ruled out less destructive alternatives, but that position is not 
justified by the technical documents they cite. USACE explained in a letter to Rene Hamlin in 
the 2016 Final EIS/EIR Public Involvement Appendix of the 2016 Final EIS/EIR that 

the proposed bank protection and launchable rock trench measures are the only two 
possible measures that could address the significant erosion problem on the American 
River. Other measures were eliminated from consideration because the river velocities 
render them infeasible. More information on the erosion problem on the American River 
can be found in the Erosion Protection Appendix to the GRR (GRR Appendix C, 
Attachment E).18 

11 We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou (April 20, 2022) 78.Cal.App.5th 
683. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Sec. 1(b). California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 5093.50. 
15 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Sec. 15(b). 
16 Ibid. 
17 California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 5093.57. 
18 ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016, Appendix F-Public Involvement. 
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The document USACE advised Rene Hamlin to read, the Erosion Protection Report, casts 
doubt on USACE’s one size fits all approach. The experts consulted in the Erosion Protection 
Report understood that for USACE to properly prioritize work, they would need “systematic and 
justifiable criteria for site stabilization.”19 For that to be achieved, USACE would need to analyze 
more borings due to a “high degree of variability in the bed materials.”20 USACE’s experts 
recommended analyzing more borings “to assure continuity of various layers,” and they warned 
USACE that “interpretations made of connecting the dots between borings could be 
erroneous.”21 Analyzing core borings could avoid needless devastation by accounting for “the 
horizontal and vertical location of the scour resistant clay” for project designs..”22 Instead of 
following their expert panel recommendations to analyze borings from erosion resistant 
places along the American River Parkway, USACE instead resorts to overgeneralized 
data to justify a one-size-fits-all approach to erosion protection. USACE relied on 2 
borehole samples to estimate erosion risk on the Lower American River, none upstream of 
Howe Avenue Bridge where USACE proposes to bulldoze 522 trees as part of American River 
Erosion Contract 3B South.23 The use of a borehole sample near Howe Avenue Bridge to justify 
work two miles upstream is especially egregious because the Erosion Protection Report 
indicates that the banks upstream of Howe Avenue consist of fundamentally different bed 
materials than the banks downstream of Howe Avenue. According to the Erosion Protection 
Report, the area between river mile 6.6-7.5 contains “broader areas of scour where the 
formation is likely more widely exposed in the channel bed or lies concealed beneath a thin 
cover of active channel only a few feet thick.”24 This unit “contains no bank resistance to lateral 
erosion and will not contribute to levee stability.”25 This is, in other words, an area with highly 
erodible bed materials. Thus, installing launchable rock toes or trenches at this location may be 
justifiable. However, the area upstream of Howe Avenue, especially the area near the entrance 
of SARA Park where the Corps proposes to install a launchable rock trench and launchable rock 
toe, contains significant amounts of erosion-resistant clay hardpan, which the technical 
documents refer to as the “Pleistocene Fair Oaks Formation.”26 The only modeling results 
USACE provides for the area containing Pleistocene Fair Oaks Formation, between RM 7 and 
RM 11, indicate that “for all the flows simulated the sheer stress in the reach with locally 
exposed hard material is below the critical stress for erosion of moderately resistant material 

19 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment E, Erosion 
Protection Report, 15. 
20 Ibid, 17. 
21 Ibid. 
22 Ibid, 15. 
23 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment C -
Geotechnical Report, p. 18. 
24 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment E, Erosion 
Protection Report, 32. 
25 Ibid. 
26 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment C -
Geotechnical Report, 25, 38.  American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation 
Report, Attachment E, Erosion Protection Report, 12, 31, 32. 
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(clay and cemented sand with silt).” Therefore, significant scour below this erosion 
resistant material/surface is not anticipated.”27 

Proposing destructive launchable rock riprap for Contract 3B after failing to follow their expert 
recommendations is inconsistent with the laws which aim to protect the environment in general 
and the Lower American River in particular. The American Parkway Plan requires designing 
erosion projects “to minimize damage to riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat.”28 “Minimizing 
damage” would also entail avoiding unnecessary work. Without carefully accounting for the 
erosion resistant areas of the LAR, USACE is proposing unnecessary erosion measures and 
therefore failing to minimize damage to the environment. CEQA makes it “a duty for public 
agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage where feasible.”29 According to the 
California Supreme Court, CEQA was intended to be interpreted in such a manner as to afford 
the fullest possible protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory 
language.30 It is not unreasonable for a lead agency to carefully determine where they can avoid 
environmentally destructive measures, especially when such determinations can be made by 
well-established methods recommended by that agency’s own consulted experts. Likewise, 
according to CEQ, NEPA “was enacted to promote efforts that will prevent or eliminate damage 
to the human environment.”31 Thus, the failure to follow through with the recommendations 
within its own technical reports is inconsistent with the National Environmental Policy Act, which 
also requires agencies to undertake new scientific or technical research when it “is essential to 
a reasoned choice among alternatives.”32 How could USACE make a “reasoned choice among 
alternatives,” including an alternative of taking no action, when it has ignored the 
recommendations within its own technical reports to analyze more boring samples from the 
LAR? Boring samples help evaluate the durability of riverbank segments. Clearly distinguishing 
between problem spots and durable spots would enable USACE to devise more targeted 
approaches for erosion work and avoid mass deforestation and devegetation caused by long 
stretches of launchable rock trenches and launchable rock toes. 

To determine risk of levee failure for each segment of the LAR, USACE contracted with HDR 
Ford Engineers, who elicited expert opinions to estimate probabilities of levee failure.33 

The expert opinions do not support USACE’s one-size-fits all launchable rock measures. 
USACE incorporates by reference the “Lower American River - Subreach 1, 3, and 4” technical 
memo but not the more expansive document from which the memo is based, “Lower American 
River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment: Subreach 1, 3, and 4.”34 This is a regrettable 

27 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment E, Erosion 
Protection Report, 24. 
28 Sacramento County American River Parkway Plan 2008, Section 4.16, p. 85. 
29 CEQA, 15021(a). 
30 Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors, 8 Cal. 3d 247. 
31 Executive Office of the President, Council on Environmental Quality, Memorandum for heads of 
Federal Departments and Agencies, January 14, 2011. 
32 National Environmental Policy Act, Sec. 106(b)(3)(B). 
33 HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, “Lower American River - Subreach 1, 3, and 4 Tier 
Classification,” Technical Memo - Nov. 13, 2019. 
34 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 10-1. 
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decision considering the latter document contains the full range of expert opinions for tier 
classification, including what they see as favorable conditions. By contrast, the technical memo 
only pulls opinions on the adverse conditions for tier 1 segments. For the highest risk tier 1 
segments, the technical memo almost completely excludes expert views on favorable 
conditions. Not including the document with the full range of expert opinions on both adverse 
and favorable conditions creates the illusion that there is consensus for USACE’s singular 
measure of launchable rock where none exists. Experts might have agreed on risk rating, 
although even this proposition is dubious. For left bank rm 9.8-10, one expert wrote “yikes” while 
another indicated he was a no-vote on intervention.35 Likewise, despite its tier 1 classification 
risk, one expert noted that left bank rm 10.4-10.5 segment had a history of good performance.36 

CEQA does not require “technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and 
a good faith effort at full disclosure.”37 CEQA also acknowledges that “disagreement among 
experts does not make an EIR inadequate.”38 However, it does require that the EIR “summarize 
the main points of disagreement among the experts.”39 Neglecting to cite “Lower American 
River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment,” as well as neglecting to summarize the 
substantial points of disagreement, is a disservice to the public and to policy makers, 
who have not been given sufficient information to determine the adequacy of USACE’s 
very limited proposals which do not include biotechnical and bioengineering 
alternatives. 

Experts notably lacked consensus about USACE’s overly broad assertion that the banks all 
along the LAR are subject to high river velocities. Experts noted low velocities for several areas 
where USACE has proposed launchable rock features. For left bank river mile 9.8-10.0, where 
USACE proposes a launchable rock toe, one expert stated that water velocities were too low on 
levee at 160kcfs to cause serious damage.40 For left bank rm 10.0-10.3, where USACE 
proposes two launchable rock toes and a launchable rock trench, two of the experts cited low 
velocities on levee and upper bank, with one stating that “water velocities low on levee face at 
160k cfs.”41 For river mile 10.4-10.5, an expert stated that water velocities were low on the levee 
at 160kcfs.42 

Such observations are consistent with the velocity contour maps in the General Reevaluation 
Report.43 These maps show that at 160kcfs, velocities along the banks of the LAR can range 
anywhere from 0-1ft/sec to 16ft/sec. 

35 Ibid, E38. 
36 Ibid, E48. 
37 CEQA, 15003. 
38 CEQA, 15151. 
39 Ibid. 
40 Ibid, E-38. 
41 Ibid, E-46. 
42 Ibid. 
43 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, 2-21. 
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Between left bank river miles 10 and 11, which comprises most of Contract 3B South, estimated 
velocities along the banks during a 200 year, 160kcfs event range from 0-1ft/sec to 6-7ft/sec. At 
these velocities, there are many types of lining materials for erosion protection USACE could 
have considered, at least according to table 4-4 of the Erosion Protection Report. The 
permissible velocity for 6 inch gravel/cobble is 4-7.5 ft/sec, 6-8 ft/sec for class a turf vegetation, 
and some types of soil bioengineering can withstand up to 19 ft/sec.44 Launchable rock riprap, 
in short, was most certainly not the only option USACE could have deployed. For left bank river 
mile 10.4-10.5, the consultants who put together the Lower American River Streambank Erosion 
Monitoring Report recommended “cobbles with vegetation or other biotechnical measures such 
as brush mattress, willow waddles or brush boxes (all supplemented with plantings).45 

44 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment E, Erosion 
Protection Report, 43. 
45 MBK Engineers, “2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report,” (April 2018), 12. 
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Considering that experts cited low velocities at 160kcfs between river miles 9.8 and 10.5 on the 
left bank of the LAR, and with confirmation from the GRR’s velocity contour maps, USACE 
could have explored biotechnical alternatives. For left bank river mile 10.4-10.5, one expert 
observed that a favorable condition was “dense veg/root mats” that cover much of the bank, as 
well as a fully grass levee and a dense shrub mass at the top of the bank that attenuates 
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velocity and wind wave.46 Yet another expert highlighted “good past performance” and 
“vegetation on berm” as a favorable condition for this segment.47 Some experts expressed 
concern over encroachment, sill degradation, and bed lowering.48 But given that velocities in 
this area are low and vegetation protects the bank, USACE could have explored alternatives 
that aim to increase sediment recruitment in these segments. One example of this being done in 
a “high energy river environment” was on the Middle Green River in Washington, where, instead 
of hard armoring, King County built a bioengineered bank stabilization project by using logs at 
the river’s toe secured to the bank with coir fabric, soil wraps, and vegetation, adding roughness 
and recruiting sediment. One of the project designers emphasized that “this type of technique is 
what I would advocate even in a high energy environment.”49 USACE could also explore 
techniques that preserve, enhance, and augment on-site vegetation instead of completing 
removing all vegetation.  For left bank river miles 9.8-10, 10.0-10.3, and 10.4-10.5, experts 
noted the presence of vegetation as a favorable condition. However, they also warned that if 
erosion took bank vegetation, the risk of levee failure could increase.50 Since experts 
recognized the importance of vegetation for levee stability, bioengineering methods should be 
feasible for many of the areas where USACE now proposes launchable rock features. 

Much is at risk if USACE neglects to explore bioengineering alternatives, including public safety. 
Research going back nearly a century indicates that riparian forests play a vital role in 
bank stability and flood control. Over 95 years ago an engineer observed that during the 
catastrophic flood of 1927, levees only seemed to fail where trees had been removed: 

It was interesting to inspect various sections of the big flood. Wherever a heavy stand of 
native willows or other forest trees were growing in the burrow pit and on the land 
between the river the erosion from wave action and current was very slight and on miles 
of levee where tree growth existed no injury was caused whatsoever. On the contrary, 
where land was cleared and there were no obstructions to break the waves, injury 
and destruction were evident along the entire distance.51 

Likewise, studies of the catastrophic 1993 Missouri Flood found that where riparian forest was 
less than 300 feet wide, levee failure was 74-88% more likely.52 Trees also play a special role in 

46 HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, Memorandum: Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk 
Assessment: Subreach 1, 3, and 4,” (July 25, 2019), E48. 
47 Ibid. 
48 Ibid. 
49 FEMA, Engineering with Nature: Alternative Techniques to Riprap Bank Stabilization, 11-12. 
50 HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, Memorandum: Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk 
Assessment: Subreach 1, 3, and 4,” (July 25, 2019), E46. 
51 O.S. Scheifele, 1928. “Protection of River Banks and Levees.” The Canadian Engineer: 123. 
52 J.P. Dwyer and D.R. Larsen, 1997. “Value  of Woody River Corridors in Levee Protection Along the 
Missouri River in 1993.” Journal  of the  American  Water  Resources  Association. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230348698_Value_of_Woody_River_Corridors_in_Levee_Prote 
ction_Along_the_Missouri_River_in_1993. Stephen B. Allen, John P. Dwyer, Douglas C. Wallace, and 
Elizabeth A. Cook, 2023. “Missouri River Flood of 1993: Role of Woody Corridor Width in Levee 
Protection.” Journal of the American Water Resources Association. 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2003.tb04416.x 
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armoring banks from erosion. According to Rood et al (2014) mature riparian trees are highly 
effective at preventing erosion, even superior to grass, and they recommend that “riparian 
forests should be conserved to provide bank stability and to maintain an equilibrium of river and 
floodplain dynamics.”53 Besides armoring banks, trees make armor less necessary by 
redirecting the energy of rivers from the banks towards the center of the channel. Such 
phenomenon was observed almost a century ago. As a 1920s engineer remarked, “experience 
has shown that where a clump of trees were allowed to spring up on the river face of levees 
eddies were caused and erosion started down stream from trees.”54 More recent modeling has 
confirmed old observations. When Johannes DeVries applied vegetation models specifically for 
the dimensions of the Sacramento River, looking at areas with and without vegetation on 
levees, he found that reducing vegetation or dense vegetation next to levees generally 
increased the velocity of water, and therefore, the potential for scour.55 More pertinently, an 
academic team working with the California Department of Transportation incorporated 
vegetation into a high-fidelity model to account for trees in large-eddy simulations of the Lower 
American River. Their modeling found that trees had “a significant impact on the computed flow 
field by diverting the high-velocity core of the flood away from the banks toward the center of the 
channel.”56 Results showed that “velocities in the center of the river increased by approximately 
50%” and “were nearly damped out entirely along the banks.”57 For the case without vegetation, 
the flow was “distributed throughout the full river width, with high velocities near the banks.”58 

53 Rood, S. B., Bigelow, S. G., Polzin, M. L., Gill, K. M., and Coburn, C. A. (2015). Biological bank 
protection: trees are more effective than grasses at resisting erosion from major river floods. Ecohydrol., 
8: 772–779. Doi: 10.1002/eco.1544. 
54 O.S. Scheifele, 1928. “Protection of River Banks and Levees.” The Canadian Engineer: 122. 
55 Johannes DeVries, Vegetation Effects on River Hydraulics, Floodway Conveyance & Velocity 
Response, SACRAMENTO AREA FLOOD CONTROL AGENCY (Aug. 28, 2007).
56 Kevin Flora, Christian Santoni, and Ali Khosronejad. 2021. “Numerical Study on the Effect of Bank 
Vegetation on the Hydrodynamics of the American River Under Flood Conditions.” Journal of Hydraulic 
Engineering: 05021006-8. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0001912. 
57 Ibid, 05021006-12. 
58 Ibid, 05021006-8. 
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Anecdotally, residents have provided pictures of the 2017 80kcfs high waters, where waters 
along the banks of river mile 10.4-10.5 were so stagnant that dogs could wade in them. 
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By contrast, USACE is limiting their proposals based on the 2-D hydraulic model developed in 
the 2004 Ayres Report, “Lower American River —Erosion Susceptibility Analysis for Infrequent 
Flood Events.”59 This 2-D hydraulic model almost certainly overestimates velocities along banks 
with large vegetation. As the academic team which worked with Caltrans observed, 

Incorporating vegetation into high-fidelity computational models is imperative for 
obtaining accurate modeling results. In this study, when trees were accounted for in 
large-eddy simulations, a drastic effect on redistributing the high-velocity away flow away 
from the banks and increasing its magnitude near the center of the American River was 
observed.60 

Removing 685 trees along the lower american river risks making erosion much worse for years 
to come by allow river flows to crash against the banks during high water events. Therefore, 
USACE risks making us less safe with mass tree removal in the Contract 3B area. 

Even though USACE obtained approval for the 2016 Record of Decision, they still should have 
explored a full range of alternative measures in the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR. CEQ urges agencies 
to carefully reexamine EIS’s when a proposal has not been implemented within five years of the 
Record of Decision in order to take into account new “information relevant to environmental 
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.”61 As already outlined, in the 7.5 
years since the Chief of Engineers issued his 2016 ROD, new Caltrans commissioned 
research has shown that river velocities along the banks of the Lower American River are 
significantly lower where there is mature vegetation than what had been previously 
indicated by the older model USACE relies upon. Considering that USACE ruled out 
alternative measures because of high river velocities, it is critical for them to now 
consider this more recent research. Furthermore, the requirement to identify the least 
environmentally destructive approach applies whenever a public review process is initiated. As 
CEQ makes clear, the purpose of the review process is for the public and other agencies to 
assist the lead agency in developing and determining environmentally preferable alternatives.62 

If an alternative is identified in public comments that is not unreasonable, CEQ requires lead 
agencies to issue a new SEIS to explore that alternative.63 Finally, USACE assured citizens 
concerned about their overly broad, one-size-fits all proposals in the 2016 EIS/EIR that before 
initiating work on individual contracts and project segments, they would explore a fuller range of 
alternatives. As USACE wrote to Matthew Carr, after analyzing individual segments of the LAR, 
“if some sort of bank protection is determined to be necessary, other options to reduce impacts, 

59 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Appendix, 47. 
60 Kevin Flora, Christian Santoni, and Ali Khosronejad. 2021. “Numerical Study on the Effect of Bank 
Vegetation on the Hydrodynamics of the American River Under Flood Conditions.” Journal of Hydraulic 
Engineering: 05021006-12. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HY.1943-7900.0001912. 
61 Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 
62 Ibid. 
63 Ibid. 
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including bioengineering measures, will be analyzed.”64 Not only did USACE break its promise 
to analyze bioengineering measures in supplemental EIS/EIR’s, but when the EPA suggested in 
the 2022 Public Scoping comments that USACE offer bioengineering alternatives in the 2023 
SEIS/SEIR, USACE dismissively responded that it had already explored alternatives measures 
in the 2016 GRR.65 USACE should heed the EPA’s suggestions. If USACE installs launchable 
rock toes and trenches where alternatives measures were feasible, it not only risks public 
safety, but it could also irreparably damage precious resources of the American River Parkway. 

One of the endangered precious resources of the American River Parkway is heritage oak 
trees. CEQA states that “knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of 
environmental impacts.”66 Thus, “special emphasis should be placed on environmental 
resources that are rare or unique to that region and would be affected by the project.”67 

Heritage Oaks constitutes such a rare and special resource for Sacramento County, so 
much so that their protection is enshrined in law. The Sacramento County Code defines a 
“heritage tree” as a “California oak tree growing on any land in Sacramento County, including 
privately owned land, with a trunk sixty inches or greater in girth measured four and one-half 
feet above the ground.”68 The Sacramento County Tree Ordinance declares that “in order to 
promote the health, safety, and enhance the beauty and general welfare of Sacramento 
County,” it shall be the policy of the County “to provide for the special protection of heritage and 
landmark trees within the unincorporated area of the County.”69 Contract 3B South is contained 
entirely within the unincorporated area of Sacramento County. The 2023 ARCF SEIS/SEIR lists 
the Sacramento County Tree Ordinance as one of the state and local plans which govern 
activities within this project area.70 There is no other mention of the Sacramento County Tree 
Ordinance in the 2023 SEIS/SEIR, even though USACE’s proposal to remove hundreds of trees 
in the Contract 3B Area is inconsistent with the goals and purpose of Sacramento County’s tree 
code. Considering that some of the heritage trees in the area of Contract 3B South are 
over 250 years old, their removal would constitute an essentially “unmitigable” impact on 
the visual and aesthetic resources of the Parkway. 

Given that the Sacramento County Tree Ordinance affords special protection to heritage trees 
within the unincorporated area of Sacramento County, dozens of which are found in the 
Contract 3B South area, one would expect the SEIS/SEIR to address potential impacts that 
pertain specifically within the unincorporated area of Sacramento County. There is no distinction 
in this SEIS/SEIR  made between the impacts on heritage trees in unincorporated Sacramento 
County and in the city of Sacramento, which does not provide for the same level of protection to 
heritage trees. The environmental impacts of Contract 3B North, which is located in Sacramento 

64 Letter to Matthew Carr from Josephine R. Axt, May 24, 2016, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016, 
Appendix F-Public Involvement. P. 1. 
65 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, Appendix A. Nepa Scoping Materials, Appendix D. Response to 
Comment Number 15-1. 
66 CEQA, 15124(c). 
67 Ibid. 
68 Sacramento County, California County Code, Chapter 19.04.030. 
69 Ibid, Chapter 19.04.010. 
70 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 1-7. 
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City, and Contract 3B South, which is located in unincorporated Sacramento County, are treated 
together. This is an inadequate level of environmental analysis that fails to account for how 
different areas within the project study protect and regard their environmental resources. 

The actual discussion of what proportion of heritage trees will be impacted in this project is also 
incomplete. In the entire SEIS/SEIR, heritage trees are only mentioned on 9 pages.71 On some 
of those pages those mentions are only incidental. As for Contract 3B South specifically, where 
heritage trees enjoy special protection, the heritage oaks are mentioned on two pages. The first 
mention, on page 3-5, is that one alternative was dismissed as “it would have required removal 
of heritage oaks.”72 The second mention is on page 3.1-23, where it states that “a buffer of 
heritage oaks would be kept in place near both Oak Meadow Park and Larchmont Park, so the 
viewshed of trees from those parks would be not be affected.”73 The language of the first 
mention of heritage oaks for the Contract 3B South area implies USACE has designed the 
project to avoid removing any heritage oaks. But the language of the second mention implies 
USACE is only keeping heritage oaks in select areas, such as in front of parks, in order to 
preserve their “viewshed.” If USACE was not removing heritage oaks in other areas of the 
project footprint, why would USACE mention keeping a buffer of heritage oaks near Larchmont 
Park? 

In general, the SEIS/SEIR is incredibly vague, inadequate, and incomplete in communicating to 
the public the impacts they could expect to heritage trees, which constitute an important visual 
resource in these project areas. The SEIS/SEIR mentions selecting designs to “minimize 
impacts to heritage oaks”  or to “reduce impacts to heritage oaks” or making refinements that 
would “substantially reduce or avoid several of the significant impacts” to “riparian vegetation, 
and loss of heritage oaks.”74 But does this language of reduction, minimization, and avoidance 
really convey anything coherent to concerned citizens? Would the end result match anything of 
their expectations based on USACE’s language?  Let’s use American River Contract 2 to 
explore the consistency between USACE’s language and what the public might expect. In the 
SEIS/SEIR for American River Contract 2, USACE stated it would “minimize the removal of 
existing riparian vegetation” and that “impacts to forested wetlands will be minimized to the 
greatest extent feasible.”75 The following picture shows some of the work USACE did on 
American River Contract 2. The picture was taken from the Guy West Bridge facing the right 
bank looking left. 

71 Ibid, 3-4, 3-5, 3-42, 3-107, 4-144, 3. 1-3, 3.1-23, 3.1-25, 4.1-40. 
72 Ibid, 3-5. 
73 Ibid, 3.1-23. 
74 Ibid, 3-5, 3-107. 
75 American River Contract 2 Final SEIS/SEIR - September 2021, 3-97, 5-7. 
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Based on the little information USACE provides to the public, I cannot determine whether or not 
USACE could have saved at least one tree in this project section. What I can say is that if 



  
  

      
    

   
    

  
  

 
    

   
  

 
    

 
 

   
 

    
  

  
 

   
   

      

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
    
        

 
    

 

somebody told me they were going to minimize forest tree removal, and in the end no trees 
remained, I would feel like I had been bamboozled. USACE’s language may or may not be 
technically accurate, but it conveys nothing of the actual impacts. If no trees will remain in a 
segment, USACE should state that. If only a few trees will remain in a section after 
construction, USACE should state that. Likewise, if most of the trees will remain, USACE 
should state that. But “minimizing vegetation loss” tells the public nothing about how much 
forest will actually be lost and how much the visual resources of the Parkway will actually be 
impacted. 

USACE should consider that, in the words of the California Supreme Court, an “EIR is intended 
to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has in fact analyzed and 
considered the ecological implications of its action.”76 USACE’s vague and contradictory 
language as regards heritage trees does not demonstrate more than a perfunctory 
consideration of the ecological implications of its measures for heritage trees, especially 
considering concerns about riparian removal were raised for the 2016 EIS/EIR. In a letter dated 
February 22, 2016, a concerned citizen lamented that it would not be possible to evaluate the 
effectiveness of USACE’s mitigation for cutting down forest “without knowing what sections of 
forest will be cut and what sections will be replaced on the same site versus replaced nearby 
versus replaced on a distant site. In short, the Corps is saying, ‘trust us to do the right thing.’”77 

With so little detail on heritage oaks, USACE is still asking the public to trust it to do the right 
thing. 

USACE certainly could give the public a more clear indication in the SEIR/SEIS of how many 
trees they will remove, and what type of trees they will remove, and which segments of the LAR 
will suffer the most tree removal. At the December 12, 2023 public presentation for the Lower 
American River Task Force, USACE told the public that at 65% design 719 trees were going to 
be removed and at 95% designs that number was 522.78 

76 People ex rel. Department of Public Works v. Bosio, 47 Cal. App. 3d 495. 
77 Letter from Matthew Carr, Graham Brownstein, et al, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016, Appendix F-
Public Involvement. 

Lower American River Task Force, December 12, 2023. https://waterforum.org/wp-
content/uploads/LARTF-Dec-2023-Slides.pdf. 
78 
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USACE could not provide this information to the public unless they knew either exactly every 
tree they were going to cut down, or at least mapped out all the areas in the project footprint and 
estimated the relative density of trees in each segment. Notably, however, this information was 
not provided in the actual Draft SEIS/SEIR. USACE could either provide the public with a tree 
inventory map, or a map which indicates through a color-coded intensity key what minimum 
proportion of trees could be expected to be removed in each segment. No such map exists in 
the SEIS/SEIR, although USACE was able to provide a tree inventory map upon request in 
September of 2023 that marked every tree in the contract 3b area along with their size. 
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USACE does provide a chart showing the total number of riparian forest/scrub removed, but 
USACE gives no indication of what proportion of heritage oaks they will cut down, where they 
will cut down these heritage oaks, and the makeup of the 685 trees they are planning to cut 
down.79 To reiterate, the loss of heritage oaks, some of which are older than this country, is 
essentially unmitigable. 

USACE also provides a low-quality image of the various habitats in the project footprint, but fails 
to distinguish with any detail the different habitats and much tree loss each segment will 
suffer.80 

79 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR Appendices, 4.1-13. 
80 Ibid, 4.1-2. 
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In addition to the low-quality image of the various habitats in the project footprint, USACE 
provides a vague and confusing map of “project impacts.”81 The project impacts maps identifies 
three kinds of areas within the project footprint: construction access, construction buffer, and 
staging. What each of these terms precisely mean is left up to the public to interpret. Contrary to 
standard practice, USACE does not define these terms in the SEIS/SEIR. An apprehensive 
citizen could reasonably surmise that construction access refers to where construction 
equipment will be moving and construction buffer to the areas where construction will actually 
occur. Yet consider the project impact for Contract 3B. 

81 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-30. 
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On the south bank (contract 3b south) all the bank protection and launchable rock measures are 
proposed for the area between Larchmont Community Park and the Watt Bridge. However, 
there are staging areas to the west of the project area at Glenbrook Park Access and to the east 
of the Project area at a private parcel. The area between Larchmont Community Park and the 
Mayhew Canal is colored purple, indicating “construction access.” This makes sense. Though 
no construction is scheduled between Larchmont Park and the Mayhew Canal, trucks may have 
to use the canal and the levee leading to Larchmont Park to transport materials to and from the 
staging area along Folsom Blvd. 

devbar2454
Line



  
  

 
    

   
 

 
 

   
   

 
   

   
   

   
 

  
 

  
  

   
  

As with the area between Larchmont Park and Mayhew Canal, the area between Watt Bridge 
and Glenbrook River Access is not slated for erosion protection measures, but trucks will need 
to use this area to transport materials in and out of the project area. Unlike the area between 
Larchmont Park and Mayhew Canal, the area between Watt and Glenbrook River Access is 
colored orange, indicating it is a “construction buffer” zone. 

What is an apprehensive citizen supposed to make of these differences? Why is the non-project 
area between Watt and Glenbrook River Access labeled a construction buffer zone while the 
non-project area between the Mayhew Drain and Larchmont Park is labeled a construction 
access zone? Does this mean that either people living in Glenbrook or people living near 
Larchmont will lack walkable access to the river for two years? There is no effort on USACE’s 
part to clearly communicate what this graphs and what implications it will have for residents 
near the Contract 3B South footprint. 

The practice of providing  very low-detail, zoomed out maps of the entire project area notably 
contrasts with the habitat maps USACE provided for previous Draft SEIS/SEIR’s, such as 
American River Contract 2, which provided not only section by section habitat maps, but 
identified 13 types of habitat, compared to only 4 for the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR. Furthermore, 
the habitat maps for in American River Contract 2 SEIS/SEIR Appendices identified various 
types of woodland, including oak woodland, which the map for the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR does 
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not do.82 At the very least, USACE is capable of marking out the areas of the Contract 3B 
segments which have oak trees. 

82 American River Contract 2 Draft SEIS/SEIR, Appendix B. Wildlife Habitat Survey Reports for 
Subreaches 1, 2, 3, and 4, Including Arden Pond and for Rossmoor East and West, Figure 3A, Figure 3B, 
Figure 3c. 
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Here is the visual USACE has for biological resources mapping and data in Appendix D of the 
2023 SEIS/SEIR.83 

USACE’s claim that the loss of forest land is less than significant long-term with mitigation, 
which allows vegetation to “grow back and provide a natural visual character again,” is 
unjustified.84 If heritage trees are part of the vegetation lost, then the visual character of 
the area will never be the same. Furthermore, USACE’s claim that project features which will 
remain even after construction completion, i.e. “the O&M ramps, tie backs, and vegetation free 
zone areas,” will constitute an insignificant long-term impact on visual and aesthetic resources 
because they “are only a small portion of the project site for American River Erosion Contract 
3B North and South”  is also inadequate and incomplete.85 It’s like saying removing 2% of a 
person’s body weight will be insignificant only to find out that the 2% comes from extracting the 
brain. Likewise, the “portion” of a project site is an inadequate measure of its impact on the 
visual and recreational resources of the Parkway. If a ramp, for example, goes through a 300 
year old oak tree, that is a “substantial degradation to the existing visual character or quality of 
public views of the site.” Again, it should be noted that USACE does not actually show in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR where the O&M ramps and tiebacks will be. USACE needs to show where the 
access ramps will be and how they will in general avoid impacts to heritage oaks. Otherwise, it 
is impossible to determine whether or not the long-term impacts to the existing visual character 
and quality of this project area will be significant and long-term. 

83 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR Appendices, Appendix D. Biological Resources Mapping and Data 
84 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3.1-23. 
85 Ibid. 

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box
20



  

 
 

A Few of the Irreplaceable Heritage Oak Trees in the Contract 3B South Area 



 



 
 



     
  

 
   

    
  

  
 

 
  

    
  

     
 

   
   

  
   

 
   

 
   

  
 

    
    

  

  
  

    
 

 

 
   
     

 
   
     
   
   
   
       

    
  

The loss of heritage oak trees would be unmitigable, but to mitigate the other significant impacts 
of habitat removal, USACE proposes, where feasible, to cover launchable stone with several 
feet of topsoil, then plant native trees such as cottonwoods, valley oaks, box elders, and 
alders.86 However, the flawed design of the planting benches along with the limited period of 
performance monitoring calls into question whether they are an adequate mitigation measure for 
the potential long-term, significant impacts caused by Contract 3B’s proposed erosion protection 
features. 

When launchable stone launches, it is expected to take down the planting benches. According 
to the Geotechnical Report, the waterside berm next to a launchable trench is expected to 
erode, and “will eventually reach the launchable trench.”87 When this happens, the “soils 
surrounding the trench will allow for the riprap contained in the trench to ‘launch’ into the void 
created adjacent to the trench.”88 If the trench launches as expected, they will likely take down 
the planting benches with them. This concern was expressed by the National Marine Fisheries 
Service 2021 Biological Opinion for ARCF. They wrote that a launchable toe rock is “also 
designed to launch to protect the levee from scour.”89 “The launching of this type of stone,” 
NMFS writes, “is likely to result in the loss of some of the mitigation planting bench” and to 
NMFS “the lack of durability of this mitigation is concerning.”90 Given that it could not “be 
accurately determined at what future time this planting bench will be damaged from launchable 
rock, the overall benefit of the mitigation becomes less certain.”91 

To address this concern about the durability of planting benches, USACE has agreed to develop 
a vegetation management plan in coordination with USFWS and NMFS to “Ensure that native 
riparian plantings installed within the planting benches are protected, managed, monitored, and 
maintained for 8 years, not to exceed 10 years following installation.”92 According USACE’s Tier 
Classification Memo, ARCF has a 50-year design.93 Since erosion is cumulative, the likelihood 
that launchable features launch would only increase each subsequent year after the monitoring 
period ends, and thus would also increase the likelihood of damage to mitigation planting 
benches. This increasing likelihood means that without a plan to monitor and protect the 
planting benches over the entire 50 year life of the project, USACE cannot reasonably 
claim that planting bench mitigation will make the long-term impact of this project in the 
area of Contract 3B “less than significant under CEQA.”94 

86 Ibid, 4.1-46. 
87 American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Attachment C -
Geotechnical Report, 17.
88 Ibid. 
89 Current NMFS Biological Opinion - 12 May 2021: 80. 
90 Ibid. 
91 Ibid. 
92 ARCF Draft 2023 SEIS/SEIR, 3-66. 
93 HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, “Lower American River - Subreach 1, 3, and 4 Tier 
Classification,” Technical Memo - Nov. 13, 2019, 1. 
94 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR,  3.4-12 
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USACE has also inadequately addressed how erosion of the planting benches will nullify their 
effectiveness as long term mitigation. As USACE observed in the 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report, “Both the Sacramento River and the 
American River are confined by levees and have very little sediment in the water. Additionally, 
on the American River, Folsom Dam blocks sedimentation from upstream sources. Therefore, 
the energy of the flow tends to erode riverbanks and levees.”95 Contract 3b is not widening 
levees, nor is it increasing the amount of sediment flowing from Folsom Dam. Therefore, it can 
be expected that the same erosion processes which necessitated ARCF will operate even after 
the installation of launchable rock toes and trenches as well as planting benches. According to 
geologist Jeffrey Mount, “Thick, well-developed soils that have well-established vegetative 
covers tend to be more resistant to erosion.”96 If the mature trees and thick vegetation which 
currently armor the banks of the American River in the Contract 3B area are insufficient to 
prevent erosion, then how can we expect planting benches made up of loose, newly laid soil 
held in place by immature trees with (for many years) weak roots to not erode away? 

USACE’s answer to the problem of planting bench erosion are tiebacks, but even they can only 
state that tiebacks “limit the extent of erosion,” not prevent it altogether.97 Natural banks have 
deep, layered soils amassed over millennia from fluvial overflow deposit.98 Even as topsoils 
erode away, there is still room in the bed materials of natural levees for roots to expand into. In 
contrast, launchable stone creates an absolute floor. As the planting bench erodes away, the 
space for roots to grow gets shallower and shallower, until there is nowhere for the roots to go 
at all. Thus, an adequate mitigation measure based on planting benches would need to provide 
mechanism for the continual replenishment of the planting bench over the entire life-design of 
the project, 50 years. USACE provides no details in the 2023 SEIS/SEIR as to how deep the 
planting benches will, how fast they may erode under different flow conditions, and how they 
may be replenished. 

In response to concerns about the possibility of launchable rock features damaging planting 
benches, USACE relies on an assumption of inevitable habitat degradation, but such an 
assumption is irrelevant in light of CEQA and NEPA requirements. In the public scoping 
comments for the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR, comment 8-3 raised concern over launchable features 
damaging planting benches. USACE’s response was that “in the case of catastrophic flood 
USACE expects the bank protection features to perform as flood control features, and without 
these features, habitat loss would most likely be greater than without these erosion protection 
features in place.”99 There are a number of problems with this response. First, where USACE 
has installed launchable rock toes and trenches, they have left virtually no habitat, as shown in 
the picture of erosion protection features installed near Guy West Bridge for American River 
Erosion Contract 2 as well as USACE’s own erosion updates. 

95 ARCF Final EIS/EIR - Jan. 2016, 9. 
96 Jeffrey Mount, California Rivers and Streams, 105. 
97 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 3-38. 
98 

99 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, Appendices, Appendix A. Nepa Scoping Materials, comment number 8-
3. 
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https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Portals/12/documents/civil_works/CommonFeatures/WRDA16/ 
construction-
updates/2023/ARCF16_AR_SitRep_MAR2023.pdf?ver=GF4ENLWXHjne5Lhrg5GPcg%3d%3d 

In best case scenarios, USACE leaves a few trees, but a few trees no more makes a habitat 
than a few houses makes a town. Even where USACE has spared a few trees, there is no other 
vegetation left—no bushes, shrubs, grasses, vines, etc. USACE cannot reasonably claim that 
habitat loss would be greater without erosion protection measures when they remove all the 
habitat in order to install the erosion protection measures. 

One of the Segments where USACE did not remove all the trees 
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Second, the likelihood of habitat loss due to catastrophic flooding is not an inevitability. There 
are trees in these forests which have survived multiple 160kcfs flood events. We should 
not trade the possibility of future habitat damage for the certainty of present habitat 
annihilation. 

Third, mitigation for CEQA and NEPA is measured against baseline conditions, not against 
projected future conditions. In other words, both CEQA and NEPA require mitigation measures 
that attempt to restore conditions as they existed before project implementation. As outlined in 
CEQA, “the lead agency should describe physical environmental conditions as they exist at the 
time the notice of preparation is publication.”100 A lead agency may use projected future 
conditions as a baseline “only if it demonstrates with substantial evidence that use of existing 
conditions would either be misleading or without informative value to decision-makers and the 
public.”101 A brief response to a public comment does not constitute “substantial evidence.” 
Furthermore, an existing conditions baseline “shall not include hypothetical conditions.”102 Under 
NEPA, environmental data collection and analyses is completed prior to project implementation 
to provide an understanding of the baseline conditions for each potentially affected resource for 
reference when determining the predicted efficacy of mitigation commitments is being 
achieved.103 In short, mitigation for both NEPA and CEQA are primarily based on existing 
conditions before project implementation, not on hypothetical future conditions, and USACE has 
not provided substantial evidence that future conditions should be used as a baseline. 

NEPA also demands a “Commitment to seek funding” for the entire life of a project, and “if it is 
reasonably foreseeable that funding for implementation of mitigation may be unavailable at any 
time during the life of the project, the agency should disclose in the EA or EIS the possible lack 
of funding and assess the resultant environmental effects.”104 CEQ declares that “if the agency 
committing to implementing mitigation has not disclosed and assessed the lack of funding, and 
the necessary funding later becomes unavailable, then the agency should not move forward 
with the proposed action until funding becomes available or the lack of funding is appropriately 
assessed.” 105 USACE has not identified mitigation funding for the 50 year life of ARCF, nor has 
it assessed what the environmental impacts of this lack of funding will be. According to the 
Army’s regulations, “unless money is actually budgeted and manpower assigned, the mitigation 
does not exist.”106 Thus, without identifying mitigation funding for the 50 year life of ARCF, 
USACE cannot be said to be mitigating their environmental impacts and cannot claim impacts 
that are long term less than significant with mitigation. 

100 CEQA, 15125(a)(1). 
101 CEQA, 15125(a)(2). 
102 CEQA, 15125(a)(3). 
103 Executive Office of the President, Council on Environmental Quality, Memorandum for heads of 
Federal Departments and Agencies, January 14, 2011, p. 12. 
104 Ibid. 
105 Ibid, 9. 
106 Ibid, 17. 
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Identifying the potential long term costs of maintaining planting benches is critical because 
USACE has a history of implementing measures which end up burdening local governments 
with costly long-term commitments. For example, after storms inundated Santa Cruz during the 
1950s, the Corps devegetated the San Lorenzo River, straightened it, and lined its channel with 
concrete and rip rap. They promised that these “improvements” would protect downtown Santa 
Cruz from a 100-year flood. Instead, the river attempted to restore its profile by filling the 
channel with 12 million cubic feet of sediment within 10 years of the project’s completion. Santa 
Cruz subsequently spent millions of dollars to annually dredge a channel which can now only 
handle 25–30-year floods.107 USACE should identify the possibility that planting benches will be 
a long term commitment for local agencies, particularly County Regional Parks. CEQ requires 
that the lead agency identify “all relevant, reasonable mitigation measures” even “if they are 
outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency” so as to “serve to alert agencies or officials who can 
implement these extra measures.”108 

Fourth, both the California and National Wild and Scenic River Acts make it policy that protected 
rivers and “their immediate environments shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of 
present and future generations.”109 The National WSRA declares that “each component of the 
wild and scenic rivers system shall be administered in such manner as to protect and enhance 
the values which caused it to be included in said system.”110 In essence, both WSRAs imply a 
“you break it you buy it” policy. It is the policy of the state and federal government to preserve 
and protect rivers in the condition they were in when they were inducted into the Wild and 
Scenic River Systems for both present and future generations. 

Even with planting bench mitigation, USACE’s policies still likely run afoul of the State and 
Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Acts. The Lower American River from the confluence to the 
Nimbus Dam was added to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System in 1981 as a 
recreational river. In Appendix E of the “Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed 
Designation of Five California Rivers in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,” the US 
Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service notes that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural 
character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment 
intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.”111 In other words, the scenic, 
aesthetic, and natural appearance of the river and its banks cannot be separated from what 
makes the river “recreational.” Later in the chapter, the Interior Department and the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service identify the resource values which made the Lower 
American River a suitable candidate for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System. Among 

107 Jeffrey Mount, California Rivers and Streams, 302-304 
108 Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 
109 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Sec. 1(b). California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 5093.50. 
110 Wild and Scenic Rivers ACt, Sec. 10(a). 
111 US Interior Department and Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, “Appendix E” in Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Designation of Five California Rivers in the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System (1981), p. 9. 
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these values was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore 
trees.”112 Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the 
riparian vegetation is carefully protected,” allowing for the uniform dispersal along the river of 
“birdlife, including raptors and wading birds.”113 We cannot say that vegetation has been 
“Carefully protected” after removing it altogether. Thus, any significant impacts from intentional 
actions, even short-term, to the riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly 
degrade the INTRINSIC conditions which makes the LAR a State and National Wild and Scenic 
River. 

According to the secretarial designation which made the LAR a Wild and Scenic River, the LAR 
is to be managed in accordance with the classifications determined appropriate by the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service.114 In the Heritage Conservation’s “Evaluation Report on 
the Eligibility of Five California Rivers for Inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System,” they observed that the American River “is lined with lush riparian growth that includes 
walnut, oak, cottonwood, and sycamore trees.”115 In classifying the Lower American River as 
“an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service 
observed that “the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public 
parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its natural and recreational features to 
the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.”116 It singled out the 
“Parkway greenbelt” which provides “many recreation opportunities” that include “hiking” and 
“canoeing.”117 They add that the American River and its adjoining riparian lands possess 
“notable wildlife and botanic values considering its proximity to an urban setting.”118 Because of 
the proximity of lush riparian habitat to urban Sacramento, “students of all ages and members of 
the Audubon Society and the Sierra Club spend a considerable amount of time along the river 
observing wildlife.”119 

In short, the riparian forests of the American River Parkway constitute an essential feature of its 
outstanding recreational values. Cutting down the forests for any reason may impair the 
outstanding remarkable values which makes the Lower American River recreational. Certainly, if 
the riparian forests can never come back because of the inevitability of the launchable stone 
launching, or because erosion diminishes the planting bench over time, then USACE’s chosen 
mitigation measure of planting benches fails. But even with mitigation, the act of mass habitat 
decimation may be irreconcilable with Wild and Scenic Rivers. Nevertheless, USACE needs to 
address the erodibility of planting benches, the long-term prospect of launched stone damaging 

112 Ibid, 26. 
113 Ibid. 
114 Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981. 
115 Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, “Evaluation Report on the Eligibility of Five California 
Rivers for Inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,” (1981), II-32. 
116 Ibid. 
117 Ibid. 
118 Ibid. 
119 Ibid. 
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the benches, and how they aim to restore and sustain riparian forests over the 50 year life of 
this project. 

Even if USACE addresses the 50 year life of the project for planting benches, it is still uncertain 
whether or not their measures can be reconciled with the second outstanding remarkable value 
of the Lower American River, anadromous fishery. As stated in the vegetation management 
strategy of the 2017 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan Conservation Strategy, the removal of 
woody vegetation found on and near Central Valley levees “can result in ecological impacts that 
are considered essentially ‘unmitigable’ due to the unique nature of this landscape feature.”120 

The NMFS Recovery Plan points to the construction of “armored banks” as a major contributor 
to the decline of endangered salmonids which rely on wetlands and riparian habitats.121 

Approximately 95% of the historical wetlands and riparian habitats no longer exist in the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Valley, and the remaining riparian habitat is highly fragmented.122 

Consequently, more than 16 species associated with the habitats of the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin Valley are now listed under the California Endangered Species Act or ESA, and 22 
other animal species dependent on floodplain habitat are considered sensitive species.123 

Salmonids have especially been hurt by revetment projects, which have eliminated much of the 
high value SRA cover along the banks of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Systems.124 

Spawning salmon need clean gravel with small to moderate pebbles to build their redds.125 By 
replacing small rocks and pebbles with large stones, revetments such as launchable rock 
features impair salmonid habitat. Planting benches do not necessarily mitigate the habitat 
destruction caused by launchable rock revetments. The 2017 CVFPP Conservation Strategy 
found that “for anadromous fish, the habitat value of woody vegetation planted in revetment, 
relative to SRA cover, is uncertain.”126 

Both CEQA and NEPA require that lead agencies consider the cumulative impacts of their 
projects. CEQ’s NEPA regulations define cumulative impacts as the “impact on the environment 
that results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions.”127 CEQA asks agencies to look at whether or not 
projects are “cumulatively considerable,” which means that “individual effects of an individual 
project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”128 USACE has not 
considered how removing 685 trees from the riparian corridor between Larchmont 

120 CVFPP Conservation Strategy (November 2016), Appendix D. Vegetation Management Strategy, D-3. 
121 Annalisa Louise Batanides Tuel. 2018.  “Levee Vegetation Management in California: An Overview of 
Law, Policy, and Science, and Recommendations for Addressing Vegetation Management Challenges,” 
Environs: 381. 
122 Ibid, 394. 
123 Ibid, 395. 
124 Ibid, 397-398. 
125 Ibid, 397. 
126 Ibid, 8-8. 
127 June 24, 2005 Memorandum, Council on Environmental Quality, Re: Guidance on the Consideration 
of Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis, p. 2. 
128 CEQA, 15065. 
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Community Park and Howe Avenue and in many places installing large stones at river’s 
edge so soon after decimating the riparian habitats at river park and before mitigation 
plantings can mature will compound environmental impacts on SRA habitat that 
vulnerable salmonid populations need to survive. If USACE carries through with Contract 
3B, for at least several years there will not be a single fully intact mile of riparian corridor 
on the Lower American River from Larchmont Community Park to Paradise Beach, a 
stretch covering 6 miles, more than a quarter of the 23 mile Wild and Scenic Lower 
American River. Given how fragmented and narrow SRA habitat is already, this does not bode 
well for salmonids. 

Certainly, apprehensive local fisherman, based on years of experience, are not convinced that 
USACE has fully considered considered the ecological implications of its actions, nor that its 
selected mitigation methods will work. The following is the perspective of a local area fisherman, 
who wishes to remain anonymous. 

“Coming from a family of fishermen and being a fisherman myself, I find it hard to believe 
that anyone who had done their research before destroying many miles of the river bank, 
would not have concluded the massive damage they would be creating for the fish and 
their natural habitat. From my many years of fishing, we always stayed close to and 
fished the banks of the water. Whether a river, lake or stream, the fish naturally hide, 
feed from and have their habitat along the water's edge. If you want to find fish, you 
almost always stay along the edge of the water where you find rocks, fallen trees, 
branches, grasses and overhangs where they protect themselves. This goes for many 
types of fish, of which I am used to fishing for. 

After going out to see the American River and following the edge of the water, all I could 
think of is what about the fish? Their entire natural habitat is completely destroyed from 
this project. I also have seen the absolutely useless areas, where this project had 
chained old trees along the river, thinking it would be the new fish habitat. We are in the 
middle of winter, which is our rainy season and the majority of these trees are not even 
in the water. The only time they would be, is in a flood season where the river would 
come up high enough to do anything at all for the fish and even then would only be a 
tenth of what was destroyed. Being here, in California, it seems like we are in drought 
more years than not, so the conclusion is what a futile waste and where will the fish go? 
Someone did not think this through very well or at least did not do their research well, or 
maybe at all! “ 

Below is another picture taken from the Guy West Bridge, this time facing the right bank looking 
left. As the fisherman observed, the bundles of woody material that is supposed to provide 
habitat for fish populations is nowhere near the water’s edge in most cases. 
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Not only will destroying mature forest threaten salmonid populations, but the laying down of 
launchable rock on numerous beaches in the contract 3b area will make several beloved 
beaches in the contract 3b area forever inaccessible. Once again, this was a concern raised in 
2016. Apprehensive citizens wrote that 

The final EIS/EIR does not adequately 
characterize the many varied 
uses of the river and Parkway. Thus, it cannot and does not catalog and assess the 
harms to such uses that will be the result of the proposed project. For instance, the 
impacts to recreation seem focused on use of the parkways paved bikeway. While a key 
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asset, there are other equally worthy of close consideration, such as swimming, 
shoreline recreation, fishing, walking, and bird watching.129 

Another comment, from M.B. Schwehr, recalls how after five years where USACE installed 
revetments at left bank river mile 10.3 in 2011, 

“the shady, serene river trails and river shoreline no longer exist, and will not for decades 
due to removal of nearly all the majestic trees in that stretch, despite assurances that 
‘most’ would be spared. The shoreline is un-useable for any recreation due to the large 
quarried rocks.130 “ 

We can better understand M.B Schwehr’s dismay by comparing what the revetted shoreline of 
left bank river mile 10.3 to the as yet unrevetted shoreline of the adjacent shoreline. 

Riveted left bank river mile 10.3 

129 Letter from Matthew Carr, Graham Brownstein, et al, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016, Appendix F-
Public Involvement. 
130 Letter from M.B. Schwehr, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 2016, Appendix F-Public Involvement. 
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Adjacent shoreline at left bank river mile 10.4-10.5 

The unrevetted shoreline is usable for walking, swimming, launching a canoe, or fishing. The 
rivetted shoreline is covered with large rocks and is unusable for the public. 

To apprehensions about loss of access to shoreline recreation, fishing, and swimming, USACE 
assured that “once construction is complete and mitigation plantings have been established, 
access to the water’s edge in the construction footprint will be permitted.”131 This does not 
address concerns that launchable stone will eliminate beaches altogether. In fairness, 
launchable rock toes had not been proposed in the 2016 GRR. But now that they are part of 
USACE’s proposals, USACE needs to address how they will affect access to beaches and 
consider what mitigation measures can be taken for launchable stones at water’s edge. USACE 
understands that beaches are an aesthetic and visual resource. Section 4.4 of the 2023 Draft 
SEIS/SEIR lists “sandy beaches” as  part of the aesthetics and visual resources of the SRMS.132 

Elsewhere in the SEIS/SEIR, USACE mentions that “shorelines provide hunting grounds for 
wading birds such as herons and egrets, and for kingfisher waterfowl, and shorebirds.”133 Yet 
not once in the 2023 Draft SEIS/SEIR does USACE address loss of shoreline due to the 
installation of launchable rock toes. At left bank river mile 10.4-10.5, USACE’s proposed 
launchable rock toe may make two beloved beaches forever inaccessible. 

131 Letter to Graham Brownstein from Josephine R. Axt, May 24, 2016, in ARCF Final EIS-EIR - Jan. 
2016, Appendix F-Public Involvement. P. 2. 
132 2023 ARCF Draft SEIS/SEIR, 4-139. 
133 Ibid, 4.1-16. 
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Here are the beaches at left bank river mile 10.4-10.5 as they were photographed for google 
earth 

https://earth.google.com/web/@38.57018843,-
121.3590219,8.57635447a,0d,60y,0h,85t,0r/data=IjAKLEFGMVFpcFBhRU5CenZxMlhmOG5V 
UElPaHZib1pqYThOYW01YnRLVF9JRDRpEAU6AwoBMA 

https://earth.google.com/web/@38.57018843


 
 

 
 

 
      
  

    
     

 
 

  
 

  
 

     
     

   
   

   
  

   

  
    

 
     

   

Launchable Rock Toe Near Sac State 

CEQ states that 

Mitigation measures must be considered even for impacts that by themselves would not 
be considered “significant.” Once the proposal itself is considered as a whole to have 
significant effects, all of its specific effects on the environment (whether or not 
“significant”) must be considered, and mitigation measures must be developed where it 
is feasible to do so.134 

USACE has not considered the impacts of its proposals on the beaches of the contract 3b area. 
NEPA requires that it not only consider those impacts, but also consider any feasible mitigation 
measures. 

American River Erosion Contract 3B creates so much uncertainty for public safety, for heritage 
trees, for mature riparian forest, for salmonid populations, and for recreational resources that 
the only prudent course of action for USACE is to reconsider and redesign the whole project. 
USACE should follow the recommendations of its own experts and account for erosion resistant 
areas of the LAR in its analysis. They should take into account recent, advanced high-fidelity 
hydraulic modeling instead of relying on a 20 year out of date 2-d model that likely 
overestimates velocities along banks with mature riparian vegetation. Where erosion measures 
are still deemed necessary after accounting for erosion resistant areas and using more up-to-
date hydraulic modeling simulations, USACE should sincerely explore biotechnical and 
bioengineering alternatives and present those alternatives to the public in another SEIR/SEIS. 
Too much is at stake for our Wild and Scenic River for USACE to do otherwise. 

134 Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box
31



2/26/24, 8:46 AM Mail - Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB - Outlook

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADk4NmY4OWVjLTcwMmQtNDc3ZS05MmZjLTdhMDFiMjk0NGRlZQBGAAAAAAC5VyyBYdd9RoTmXns… 1/3

Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project

Karen Kunstler <karenkunstler@gmail.com>
Fri 2/23/2024 4:43 PM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov>; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov <RichDesmond@saccounty.gov> 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from karenkunstler@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening
to members of the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower
American River east of Howe Ave.

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers
to revise the proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and
4.

And, I respectfully request that your Board:

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the
proposal prior to the close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project;

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur;

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that
have been expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public
meetings, in comment letters, and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists
with detailed information and questions concerning the proposed removal of nearly all
trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future flooding potential have spoken
up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers presented at
your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and
communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now.

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and
does not have this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial
to helping the public gain further understanding and support USACE in their above
stated goal to communicate.

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends
east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees
on the American River Parkway (south bank alone) for “bank erosion protection”.
The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on minimal,

INDIV-747

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
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overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for
the protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along
this section of the American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and
presentations lack sufficient data and details for such a major construction project, and
documents are not clear regarding what and where data were collected to warrant such
extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 1,000
pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and
comment, and there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed,
especially considering the fact that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow
guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act.

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a
minimum of 2 years during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many
more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at
all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes
along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how
the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of
prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows.

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks
damaged by the USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower
26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the extreme destruction of trees (including some
potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in
this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for
recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along
the river’s edge, including the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access
trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the
wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls,
beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway
users. If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive
alternative methods should be used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other
stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park
Service), and the use of smaller equipment.

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted
analysis and approach.

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and
Scenic River status, and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the
Army Corps is involved. I do not support the USACE claim that this extension and the
methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in this zone; and instead it would
destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of
the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a
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determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose 
strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less 
destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 
3B.

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible 
agencies presenting data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these 
important issues. The O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has been suggested as a 
meeting location that has been used in the past and is also one of the proposed staging 
areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from pristine areas 
endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist 
in the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our 
lives.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 
Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for future generations!

Thank you.
Karen Kunstler
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[UPDATED] Central Valley Flood Protection Board  (Click to view/send)

Beth McClure <bethmcclure1@me.com>
Fri 2/23/2024 2:00 PM
To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[You don't often get email from bethmcclure1@me.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 
the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 
4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave.

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 
proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4.

And, I respectfully request that your Board:
Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 
close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project;
Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur;
Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 
expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 
and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 
concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 
flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers 
presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 
communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now.

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 
this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further 
understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate.

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 
the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank 
alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 
minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 
protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 
American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 
for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were 
collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 
1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and 
there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many 
aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 
construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at 
risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the 
Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 
the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 
Control Projects), will fare in high water flows.

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 
USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the 
extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 
wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 
for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and 
wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 
dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 
destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. 
If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 
used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 
encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment.

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 
approach.

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 
and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 
support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 
this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 
special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 
require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B.

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 
data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine 
Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 
one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 
pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in 
the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives.

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ 
deserves the utmost care now and for future generations!

Thank you.
Elizabeth McClure MD
SIERRA OAKS VISTA RESIDENT, Sacramento County

Sent from my iPhone



 

 
     

 
 

          
       

      

 

      
 

  
  

     
 

     
       

    
            

           
 

            
          

            
  

  
            

          
  

  
 

              
              

           
              
              

            
              

            

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:45 AM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Christie Vallance <christiev44@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:03 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: My comments focus on the lower American 
River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 
4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to 
me. 

Concerns: 
I recently discovered in my review of your velocity modeling that makes up the 
premise of your decision to restructure the river banks for Project 3b, that the 
Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report of 2017 and their 
map of velocity contours differs significantly from the model that you are using. I 
also noticed that the 2021 Numerical Study on the Effect of Bank Vegetation on 
the Hydronamics of the American River under Flood Conditions” report shows the 
positive effect that trees on riverbanks has on the velocities along the banks. Can 
you explain the differences between these findings and the velocity models you 
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present in your report? Can you explain how your project plan is informed by this 
information? I will be looking for this explanation in your report. 

Sincerely, 
Christie Vallance 

2 



February 23, 2024 

Mr. Guy Romine
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Email: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil

Mr. Josh Brown
California Department of Water Resources,
Central Valley Flood ProtecOon Board
Email: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON DRAFT AMERICAN RIVER COMMON FEATURES, 2016 FLOOD RISK 
    MANAGEMENT PROJECT, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA, SEIS/SEIR XIV

Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown: 

 So that I am not repeOOve with other commenters, whose thoroughness of review and depth 
of analyses are excellent and worthy of serious consideraOon, I submit that I fully concur with 
and support the concerns and requests expressed by these commenters.  

Regarding miOgaOon, UrruOa Pond provides important habitat for wetland-dependent bird 
species, plants and associated insects. I am concerned that the change in character and 
resources brought about by the conversion of UrruOa Pond to a seasonally flooded riparian area 
would significantly impact the species that rely on the pond for feeding, resOng and night-
roosOng.  

The SEIS/SEIR does not, but needs to, acknowledge the impacts from a possible conversion of 
UrruOa Pond, as well as provide the assessments completed and the raOonale used for the 
rejecOon of other alternaOve sites considered. Unfortunately, the SEIS/SEIR does not include 
alternaOves to the UrruOa Pond for miOgaOon, though there are alternaOve sites, since SAFCA 
had GEI prepare a report idenOfying mulOple potenOal miOgaOon sites. These must be idenOfied 
and considered as possibiliOes and the SEIS/SEIR needs to reflect this. I believe it will be 
necessary, therefore, for the public comment period to be further extended (or put on hold) 
unOl this oversight can be recOfied and the public can evaluate and comment on the impacts to, 
and suitability of, these alternaOve sites. Please confirm for the public that comments to be 
provided in a new or extended comment period will be combined with comments already 
submi^ed. 
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For the reasons given here, I ask that UrruOa Pond be removed from consideraOon and, at least, 
be le_ AS IS.  

I am deeply concerned about the great loss of valley oaks and associated habitat and the long-
term, cumulaOve, direct and indirect impacts on the effected ecosystem and eliminaOon of the 
biological resources and processes from the project impact areas. I am appealing with you to go 
over and beyond the standard approach to miOgaOon. To put it simply, but clearly, the complete 
removal of habitat down to soil, with the resulOng loss of ecological value, nutriOve soil and 
mycorrhizal fungi and other micro-nutrients, means the return to the pre-project condi4on is too 
great to "mi4gate," given the Ome window required to go through the process of succession to 
reach maturity, while also miOgaOng for failed planOngs, low vigor, or project-related problems. 
For all intents and purposes, these long-term impacts to more mature habitat may as well be 
considered permanent. The standard cookie-cu^er miOgaOon formula is grossly inadequate for 
the full extent of such long-term impacts. 

The riverbanks of already-completed secOons have been razed, and birds, wildlife, insects, 
amphibians, and repOles have been displaced or killed, either directly or indirectly. Significant 
food sources, like acorns, walnuts, elderberries, many types of seeds from trees, shrubs, annual 
and perennial forbs, and grasses, and the refuge of shade are gone from these sites, and will be 
for quite some Ome. Breeding habitat for some species is also gone, with vacancies in other 
areas in the Parkway being hard to find. This reduces annual recruitment, the data about which 
will be unknown, although trends might show up in the annual wildlife counts. The impacts of 
this complete habitat loss are truly immeasurable and are unacceptable to us who love and 
value our American River Parkway, Sacramento's "Crown Jewel," with many jewels now stripped 
from her crown. 

Important, too, though not criOcal life-or-death for us, are the losses experienced by the people 
of Sacramento County, who come to the Parkway for its beauty, peacefulness, wildlife viewing, 
fishing, paddling, cycling, running, horseback riding, escape from stress and the busy workweek, 
and many other wellness-related qualiOes that brought the river to be both state and federally 
designated as a "Scenic River." The project has le_ major, unsightly scars on the view-shed that 
are distressing to people, and which were potenOally avoidable and/or greatly minimizable, per 
h?ps://nbsguidance.org/    Nature-Based SoluQons 
h?ps://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/internaQonal-guidelines-on-natural-and-nature-based-features-
for-flood-risk-management/ 

Given the extreme nature of this project and the severity of impacts, I urge that an alternate 
formula for higher mi:ga:on ra:os be determined in conjunc:on with community stakeholders, 
that would also include an addi:onal dollar amount, with the first priority for purchase of  
1) land that would be incorporated in to the American River Parkway (i.e., 20 lower acres of 
TruMark property); then 2) obtainable land of equal value that would be incorporated into one 
or more  Sacramento County Regional Parks units; or, if 1 or 2 cannot be accomplished, 3) a 
payment equal to the value of #1 above, to Regional Parks for future purchase. 

https://nbsguidance.org/
https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/international-guidelines-on-natural-and-nature-based-features-for-flood-risk-management/
https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/international-guidelines-on-natural-and-nature-based-features-for-flood-risk-management/
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I realize my mi:ga:on request is unorthodox. The mul:ple layers of very long-term, ecologically 
destruc:ve and unsightly impacts from the project are many, significant and complex. The least 
USACOE can do is to apply the funds necessary to make as whole as possible the American River 
Parkway, and in so doing, the people for who it has been created and preserved by law.  

If you are willing for the future to explore other avenues for erosion control, see Nature-Based 
Solu:ons at h"ps://nbsguidance.org/  -and- h"ps://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/interna9onal-guidelines-
on-natural-and-nature-based-features-for-flood-risk-management/, the now reams of 
comments and protest by the public and non-profits would become minimal by comparison. 
Looking at this link and aXached photos, you will see that USACE is represented. Why not here 
in Sacramento? I urge you to contact your partners and seek guidance on employing nature-
based solu:ons. If it can prevent razing river banks, wouldn't it be  
worth a try? 

Thank you for extending the comment period to Feb 23; although I am asking for it to be further 
extended for the reasons I provided above. 

Respec]ully, 

KELLY COHEN 

AXachments 
CC Save the American River Associa:on 
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COMMENT: Plan:ngs in rows make it easier for people looking to "cut through." Na:ve plant 
species like wild rose or wild blackberry, & na:ve shrubs with spines or hard-to-bend branches, 
where plan:ng loca:ons are suitable, are good deterrents.  
I suggest more random spacing so there isn't the appearance of a trail from any direc:on, so 
that when it appears used once, it will soon establish itself as one trail, then will come another, 
as evidenced in aerial photos: 

Even with fast-growing willow & coXonwood near the river & other riparian-associated species 
up to the levee shoulder, it will be a long haul through succession to the prior level of habitat 



maturity & 
complexity, if 
human use/
overuse doesn't 
hinder it or 
riddle it with 
cut-through 
trails. How will 
you protect it 
during 
establishment?: 

USACE in partnership with  





 

 
     

 
 

             
  

      
 

  
  

     
 

     
       

   
                

 

           

              
              

            
          

                 
            

            
     

       

            
                

 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:10 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American 

River 3B Project 

From: Jamie Hall <maxjoe1997@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:13 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff:

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and
listening to members of the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps 

of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank erosion protection”
on the lower American River east of Howe Ave.

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of
Engineers to revise the proposal and not proceed with those components until
there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control
Projects 3B and 4.

And, I respectfully request that your Board:

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the
proposal prior to the close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the
project;

1 
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Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above 

occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and 

concerns that have been expressed by so many members of the public at the 

USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, and at other public forums. 
Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 

concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep 

residents safe from future flooding potential have spoken up and require 

respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers presented at your 
February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 

communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished 

now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been 

posted and does not have this project listed, the extension of the public 

comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further understanding and 

support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends 

east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 

trees on the American River Parkway (south bank alone) for “bank erosion 

protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling 

to account for the protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this 

work is necessary along this section of the American River. The plans shown on 

the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details for such a 

major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and 

where data were collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we 

appreciate the extension to February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just 
before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and there is 

still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering 

the fact that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines 

within the American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

2 



              
           

                   
              

              
            

             
   

             
              

             
           

              
            

           
               

           
             

           
           

           
             
        

          

              
    

          
             

               
             

                
              

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a 

minimum of 2 years during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for 
many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as 

no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army 

Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We 

have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University 

and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high 

water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River 
Banks damaged by the USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of 
the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the extreme destruction of trees 

(including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild 

vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss 

of quality and access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, 
kayak and paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and 

many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of dozens of 
unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to 

sustain our astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, 
migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. If erosion 

“spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative 

methods should be used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other 
stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the 

National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more 

targeted analysis and approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild 

and Scenic River status, and in turn answers to county, state, and federal 
officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not support the USACE claim that 
this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in this 

zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to 

stand up for this special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge 
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Sacramento Regional Parks to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army 

Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the 

responsible agencies presenting data and fostering a collaborative 

environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine Elementary 

School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the 

past and is also one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the 

latest proposal, and a short walk from pristine areas endangered by the 

proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in the 

organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and 

our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for future 

generations! 

Thank you. 

Ron Hall 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:10 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Jamie Hall <maxjoe1997@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:13 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE PARKWAY AND THE WILD AND SCENIC 
AMERICAN RIVER]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for 
a 
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much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
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modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles 
of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 
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I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 
Jamie Hall 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:09 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 
From: billy langford <wizardcody@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:12 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE PARKWAY AND THE WILD AND SCENIC 
AMERICAN RIVER]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
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 (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles 
of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational 
Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Mr. Guy Romine 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Guy.K.Romine@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Josh Brown 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board/California Dept of Water Resources 
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 170 
Sacramento, California 95821 
Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov 

Submitted via email: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil and PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

February 23, 2024 

Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk 
Management Project, Sacramento, CA 

Dear Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the reports pertaining to this important project. 

I am a lifelong naturalist, bird watcher, photographer, and the daughter of a professional artist and an 

engineer, who channeled capacity for innovation with tangible problem solving into specialization as a 

physiatrist, with a concentration on catastrophic care and care coordination. I am also a nationally 

recognized expert on Environmental Health, and in particular, the adverse impacts of disasters upon 

vulnerable populations. My NFP, the Multicultural Health Institute represents thousands of vulnerable 

individuals and communities across the country. My daily work involves preventing, educating about and 

treating catastrophic injuries and teaching health systems about preparation and response to 

environmental disasters for vulnerable communities.. 

Any good clinician knows the importance of clinical judgement, lifelong commitment to learning and 

acquisition of “clinical experience” to apply to achieve greater success in subsequent cases and scenarios, 
while also exercising, at times, independent critical analysis and decision making for the best outcomes. 

When I diagnosed my own mother with lung cancer, after failure of the disconnected health care system 

to do so, the standard of treatment at that time was annihilation of the patients’ immune system with 

potent chemotherapeutic agents with the hope that the more rapidly dividing malignant cells would be 

more adversely impacted than the ‘acceptable collateral damage” of healthy tissue. Dire side effects and 

poor outcomes did not deter such approaches for decades, it is what medicine had to work with. 

We stepped right past that, and were able to secure a variety of treatments for her only just emerging at 

that time nearly 2 decades ago, but far more logical-targeting the invading abnormal cancer cells, without 

pulverizing and paralyzing the entire immune system, permitting her own defenses to help fight back. 

Knowing she had survived pneumonia as a child in pre-antibiotic era, we knew she had a very strong 

immune system, and it was so, defying all odds, she not only beat slim odds to make 5 years, going to 

prolifically to enjoy nearly 3 x that amount of extended quality of life. 

Yet ironically, speaking of antibiotics, due to their wanton overuse, we have cultivated armies of resistant 

microbes, and in some places, physicians have gone full circle, resorting to more “natural approaches” to 
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treat minor infections, with better outcomes, rather than excessive prescribing of antibiotics and 

cultivating more and more resistance. 

The analogy is-nurture nature, work together with and play to strengths. Thus in the case of the 

decimation of the carefully balanced ARC ecosystem that has evolved over millennia, such folly will end 

in similar results as my mother’s unfortunate elder sister and many others who only had the options of 
brute force destruction of their natural defenses in attempt to blunt the progression of their cancers before 

new thought/innovative approaches and international collaborations produced far better options. 

My motivation to live near the incredible jewel of the American River Parkway is similar to that of my 

neighbors, most of whom share a sense of caretaking devotion for the privilege of living near and being 

able to enjoy this unique, nationally recognized, well studied and treasured ecosystem. The engineer 

daughter that grew up on an island part of me carefully studied the history and risks of living so close to 

the river, and I was and remain quite reassured that we are and have been on the safest, straightest, widest 

low flow stretch, in large part due to the natural defenses that exist and have been proven to WORK 

WELL over time. In medicine, “1st Do No Harm” is a very useful adage to follow, same with regard to 

this project. 

As part of my consulting work, I perform complex analyses of forensic cases, considering all sides as an 

Agreed Medical Examiner, to produce an objective set of recommendations and conclusions. In 

analyzing available data and speaking with neutral and objective engineers and water experts who do not 

stand to benefit from whatever final outcome of the C3B project, they echo and confirm the following 

factual evidence: 

1. There is little to no historical precedence of trees being a risk factor for levee stability, in fact, 

removing them has served to destabilize other levee projects and we all know it takes not just 

years, but decades and centuries to re -establish complex Riparian habitats. 

2. The removal of large heritage oak trees and other habitat along the levee so that rock/riprap can 

be placed is a costly and unnecessary action, these trees already provide erosion protection along 

the levee. 

3. Erosion is a minute concern, and as has been tested repeatedly in the C3 and C3b sections, nature 

restores loss through gradual recession of high waters in a majestic and breathtaking display of 

balance between the trees, vegetation and water cycles. For example, during the floods of 1997 

and high water levels last winter, the flow rates along the levee were nearly stagnant with higher 

flows towards the center of the river channel, well away from the levee. Recovery during 

receding flows was rapid and well complete. 

4. Such flows occur infrequently, are of short duration and will be further abated by the new 

spillway at Folsom Dam. 

5. Removal of well matured, compacted soils replacing with alternatives based on soil samples from 

other locations not reflective of unique qualities of this location will result additional failed 

plantings (status update on prior areas welcomed) and further washing away and exposure of 

dangerous jagged rocks as has already happened in denuded areas downstream. 

6. There is acknowledged risk to environmentally threatened species and their habitats, and the risk 

vs Benefit is insufficient to justify proceeding with clear cutting a stable, and previously deemed 

stable with no need for intervention, section of the river parkway. 

7. Working with the natural inclinations and defenses of the river, rather than literally undermining 

them by tearing out historic and protected old grown Heritage Oaks and other layers of the forest, 

will continue and ensure stabilization and enjoyment for continued generations of humans and 

wildlife to come. 

8. It is the 50th anniversary of the endangered species act, and we averted mass death and destruction 

of habitats, and species, however, we know significant threat continues. Every effort must be 
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made to keep balance and preserve rare urban reserve sites such as targeted 4, C3 and C3b North 

and South sections of the river. 

9. This action is likely to further adversely affect critical habitat and threatened species including the 

Chinook Salmon, Central Valley Steelhead, North American Green Sturgeon, Long Horn Beetle 

(“mitigated” Elderberry bushes from other sections mostly dead/dying off, failed effort) as well as 
hundreds of local and migratory bird populations whose nesting, mating and feeding habits will 

be disrupted by noise, habitat destruction and greater vulnerability to predators. 

10. 2023 was the hottest year on record, Sacramento was sweltering, however near the river, we were 

always benefitting from the breezes and cooling effect of the trees and vegetation through shade 

and transpiration, losing that will worsen the “heat island effect” with adverse population health 
consequences. The IRA seeks to mitigate the adverse effects of heat, it is illogical to contribute to 

worsening life threatening conditions in the name of preventing a problem that does not exist-

erosion. 

11. This area is prioritized for recreational access and enjoyment by the public for kayaking, fishing, 

bird watching, fishing, wading with dogs, nature photography, spiritual practices, all of which 

will be severely interrupted and access forever limited by replacement of accessible shoreline 

beach with jagged rocks of uncertain source. 

12. Communities with strong cohesive social connection and exposure to nature are hallmarks of well 

touted “blue zones” around the world. It is well documented that even in economically limited 
resourced communities, people live longer, healthier and more satisfied lives when there are 

strong social connections, regular physical activity and connection to the natural world. Average 

blood pressures are lower, there is lower incidence of Diabetes and other autoimmune disorders 

and life expectancy is longer. This is why, despite having lived and worked in a variety of other 

beautiful and desirable national and international locations, I repeatedly return to enjoy my home 

in College Greens East, and the American River Parkway adjoining our community is central to 

that. There are decades of neighbors and intergenerational family connections creating a rich 

fabric of support, celebration of life contributing to great resilience, improved health and mental 

health for us all. Destruction of this may contribute to destruction of decades of such relationships 

as well, with resultant destabilization and adverse mental health and health effects. 

13. The Elementary school and its activities as well as the Larchmont Park are other extremely active 

components of healthy and happy community life. This area is used year round by youth groups, 

intramural sports teams, multicultural communities enjoying the playground and socializing with 

their children, dog walkers and tennis and pickleball players. Heavy equipment rumbling through 

with clouds of dust, diesel, vibrations, destruction of the beautiful vista at the end of the park and 

possible further destabilization of the levee in order to put in a few extra rocks along the edge 

seems an incredible waste of resources and unnecessary disruption in community life. 

14. I have already treated a patient who was out walking with her family in the recently “improved” 
areas near Sac State, the sandy inadequately reinforced levee gave way underneath her, causing 

her to tumble down and onto the jagged rocks, sustaining fractures, lacerations and head trauma. 

Sad irony that an intervention meant to protect the public leads to greater risk and further 

restriction from doing what I like to see as a physician-exercising, managing stress through 

peaceful interaction with natural surroundings, breathing healthy air and generally enjoying 

themselves. 

Thus on behalf of my community, which includes humans as well as the myriad forms of wildlife and 

vegetation, we urge the Army Corps to reconsider the further work on the American River Parkway. 

This parkway is a nationally designated wild and scenic area heavily enjoyed by the public and safe 

habitat for endangered and threatened species that shall be severely degraded including as noted: 

May 12, 2021 
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Alicia E. Kirchner 

Chief, Planning Division 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

1325 J Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 

Re: Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(2) Biological Opinion, Magnuson-Stevens 

Fishery Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Response for the 

American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report 

Reinitiation 2020 

Enclosure 

cc: 151422-WCR 2020-SA00019 

Andrea Meier, Andrea.J.Meier@usace.army.mil 

Rena Eddy, Rena.Eddy@usace.army.mil 

Robert Chase, Robert.D.Chase@usace.army.mil 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7(a)(2) Biological Opinion and 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish 

Habitat Response 

American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report 

NMFS Consultation Number: WCRO-2020-03082 

Action Agency: United Stated Army Corps of Engineers 

Affected Species and NMFS’ Determinations: 

ESA-Listed 

Species 

Status Is Action 

Likely to 

Adversely 

Affect 

Species? 

Is Action 

Likely To 

Jeopardize 

the Species? 

Is Action 

Likely to 

Adversely 

Affect 

Critical 

Habitat? 

Is Action Likely 

To 

Destroy or 

Adversely 

Modify 

Critical 

Habitat? 

Central Valley 

spring-run Chinook 

Salmon ESU 

(Oncorhynchus 

tshawytscha) 

Threatened Yes No Yes No 
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California Central 

Valley steelhead 

DPS (O. mykiss) 

Threatened Yes No Yes No 

Southern DPS of 

North American 

green sturgeon 

(Acipenser 

medirostris) 

Threatened Yes No Yes No 

Sacramento River 

winter-run 

Chinook salmon 

ESU (O. 

tshawytscha) 

Endangered Yes No Yes No 

Fishery Management Plan That 

Identifies EFH in the Project Area 

Does Action Have an 

Adverse Effect on 

EFH? 

Are EFH 

Conservation 

Recommendations 

Provided? 

Pacific Coast Salmon Yes Yes 

Issued By: 

Consultation Conducted By: National Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast Region 

Cathy Marcinkevage 

Assistant Regional Administrator for the California Central Valley Office 

Date: May 12, 2021 

I take issue with the following purported minimal impacts extracted from the 2016 and 

supplemental 12.2023 SEIR including : 

-changes in scenic view and existing visual character, 

-creation of new sources of substantial light and light pollution, 

-conflicts with existing environmental standards including violation of air quality standards 

-increased noise, 

-increased vibrations, 

-destruction of culturally and spiritually significant areas, 

- interruption and contamination of optimal storm and groundwater management 







   

 

 

Only “partial compliance” ? How can you be in full compliance when identified Hawks and 

Eagles are trying to nest in area being disrupted and a historic location is going to be dug up and 

irrevocably disfigured? 



 

We request objective Peer review and further modification or elimination of any planned 

activities as intended for: 



 Supplemental SEIR continues to admit: 



 The following are photos and general questions . 



    

               
                

 

             
             

        

     

          

high water dry 

Last winter the water was elevated and covering the trail behind where I am standing in this picture. 
With the wide berm, trees, there was very slow or almost no flow. See how placid it is in the photo 
above. 

Once the surge stopped, the levels receded quickly, sucked up by the well established vegetation, 
none of which was lost even though several feet of trunks were submerged during the event.  

This has been repeatedly observed throughout the years. 

I have walked this trail over 35 years 

Part of the beauty is the timeless unchanging nature, hard clay, no erosion. 



     
           

     

  

             
             

            
                

Compare proposed well vegetated 
and armored 3B on the chopping block for clear cutting in area previously reinforced, stable, 
previously noted not requiring intervention 

with  area  of  intervention near   Sac State  with  sandy  already  eroding  areas, and  still not  growing  in  
vegetation, no  trees  in sight, grasses  not  taking, soft, sandy   hard  to  walk on  unsightly  soft  muddy  

wasteland barren regions. 

What was the justification of cutting well established trees BEHIND the levee?  How sad and 
unseemly and now will be termite palaces, eroding the previous armoring root systems of beautiful 
shade rendering, carbon neutralizing tree cover that also helped neutralize toxics and air pollution 
from heavily trafficked H Street bridge. Yet a small band of trees was kept on the ridge at back of the 
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park for "park like” esthetics?  But that doesn’t work because the fences, barriers, greatly limit           
access and are further visually unappealing      . 

Additional Questions: 

Please explain: 

https://www.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/document/2020/Oct/07354626787.pdf 

What is the status of 10-15 year monitoring? 

“ In 2003, the Corps worked with local, state, and federal agencies to develop a project that 

established approximately 650 linear feet of shaded riverine aquatic (SRA) habitat at RM 2.4L. 

The habitat is now under active maintenance by a landscaping contractor and this site will be 

monitored for 1 0–15 years after planting. “• 

Engineering and Hydrology Concerns: 

In stark contrast to other sections of river, this basically straight section has proven to resist 

observable erosion or scour during flood control releases comparable to the new 160 kcfs 

emergency design flow (eg, 1964’s 115 kcfs, 1986’s 134  kcfs, 1997’s 110 kcfs, & 2017’s 80 

kcfs releases), as witnessed by local residents and river experts.   For this stretch, what, if 

any, physical observations or measurements does USACE have of either river velocities or 

erosion at or near the river bank (eg, photographs, video, velocity measurements), or is 

USACE relying entirely or almost entirely on model simulation output for this large scale tree 

and habitat removal project? 

Please explain if the modelling of Safca and observed river behavior demonstrates low flow 

rates along the border of the river,  what modelling is being used to justify high flow velocity 

requiring erosion control? 

Safca Modelling at new maximum flow 160 shows that velocities along the edge of the bank 

during high water events is extremely slow 0-2ft/second,That is not considered enough to 

cause erosion , so how can you explain why that makes the bank is more susceptible to 

erosion to justify removing 500 trees? 

History and modern numerical flow modeling both show that removal of vegetation, or 

roughness, along river banks increases river velocity at the river banks.  If flow velocities at 

the river bank increase after vegetation and tree removal, won’t that worsen the erosion 

conditions for the river banks, including any habitat or soil above the riprap? 

Please explain the logic that your plan calls for development of planting benches that fall in 

to launchable rock toes, yet you are removing trees and vegetation and then having to replant 

them in sandy soil, how will this impact heat island effect and habitat interim and long term 

stability? 

https://www.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/document/2020/Oct/07354626787.pdf
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RECREATION CONCERNS: 

The American River Parkway is a highly visited “Wild and Scenic Area”attracting more 

visitors than Yosemite National Park annually. Thousands of birdwatcher and other nature 

lovers from around the world come to visit. 

How will the sharp rocky installations impact recreational activities and access such as 

kayaking, fishing, wading? 

How many linear feet of shoreline will be removed from public access after you install the 

launchable rock toes, planting benches, and bank armoring with very sharp rocks of 

unknown source in area 3B? 

Will there be more toxic serpentine laden rocks for this infill? 

How will this, along with loss of shade, usual habitat and general disruption, impact the 

beleaguered Salmon life cycle and waterfowl and other wildlife? 

Research has linked exposure to trees to both physical and mental restoration. For 
example, a number of studies have found that exposure to urban forests generally reduces 
mental and physical stress, anxiety, and depression, and that they improve moods. 

How will removal of 500 heritage oak trees impact wildlife as well as the mental health of 
human visitors? Trees provide several benefits that relate to well-being. Research has also 
found that tree canopy cover significantly contributes to neighborhood social connection 
and social support, both important to mental well-being. 

The study authors, Thomas Astell-Burt, Ph.D. and Xiaoqi Feng, Ph.D. with the 
University of Wollongong, in New South Wales, Australia, 

EPA/CLIMATE/EQUITY QUESTIONs: 

https://www.epa.gov/heatislands/heat-island-compendium 

Evidence from other similarly mitigated habitats shows that a half century later, there 
remains substantial habitat loss. How will we be reaching the EPA goal of reducing heat 
islands by cutting trees and clearing vegetation with anticipated several years delay 
before partial restoration might possibly be achieved? 

What protection or mitigation can be provided to the Tile 1 Elementary School locate in 
the epicenter of this intended work? How will school children be able to concentrate 
with substantial noise pollution? Will you be providing Ear protection to mitigate the 

https://www.epa.gov/heatislands/heat-island-compendium
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hearing loss and headaches? Will you be providing Hepa Filters and other anti-pollution 
devices or measures to protect them in their classrooms? 

We know from 2017 SMUD report  Page 28 specifies the amount of carbon storage in 

Sac County that forests provide - there is an associated map that identifies the forested 

area as basically the Blue Oak Woodlands in the Southeast County. There is another 

section starting on page 41 - Urban Forestry that details additional carbon capturing 

benefits within the urban areas. 

Page 28, 
3.1 CURRENT INVENTORY AND FORECAST SCENARIOS 

The results of the carbon inventory reflect that there is a substantial quantity of carbon 
sequestered by lands in Sacramento County. Based on LANDFIRE 2014, Sacramento 
County lands held roughly 36.3 million MTCO2e in aboveground biomass, belowground 
biomass, and soils. General agriculture, shrublands and urban areas make up a 
majority (approximately 80 percent) of landscape carbon in the 2014 inventory (Figure 
14). Forests and grasslands consist of about 16 percent of the landscape carbon in the 
county with the rest of the LULCs accounting for approximately 3 to 4 percent of the 
inventory. These results are intuitive given that urban, agriculture and shrubland areas 
dominate the acreage of the county. Furthermore, although forests only make up 
approximately 3 percent (Figure 15) of county acreage, their high biomass and soil 
carbon sequestration rates cause them to account for 8 percent of the 2014 inventory 
(Figure 14). 

It is a move backward to deforest when history has demonstrated deforested regions 
were MOST susceptible to flooding, and we know forested regions have lower 
temperature, better air cleaning capacity and water saturation recovery and are more 
beautiful and offer needed shade for the wildlife on land and in the waters. 



  Lower risk particulate matter by river, higher by Watt and Rt 50 



100 yr flood risk minimal along our portion of levee 

Note baseline Air toxics risk 95-100% along rt 50, watt corridor, 80th % along South side river, 70th along 

North Side in areas of planned interventions. 

How much will this further exceed EPA standards with as yet not clearly designated staging, heavy 

equipment maneuvering and staging, potential compromise of Levees with situation of said equipment 

and accompanying noise, vibration, heavy exhaust compromising residents and habitat along the 3B 

corridor. 

There appears to be a baseline protective effect of the river parkway heavily forested habitat, with natural 

mitigation of effects of high volume traffic areas high toxics cancer risk along Rt 50 Corridor and Watt 

Avenue which are at the 95-100% percentile on the EJ Screening tool, but reduced to the 80th percentile 

closer to the river, what is the predicted impact of this project on heat, air quality, fine particulates, 

increased cancer risk and risk of aggravation of respiratory disorders. 

My daughter lives with lung cancer, the last thing we need is for her to be exposed to increased fine 

particulates and fugitive dust. What will you do to protect her health and the health of other vulnerable 

members of our community not only from the intended demolition, but which shall be forever impacted 

for our lifetimes once the trees are gone?. 

The anticipated devastation that contract 3B North and South of the American River Watershed Common 

Features Project proposes for over a mile of the Riparian Habitat will be a costly loss to the regional 

ecosystem. Since California became a state in 1850, riparian forest in the Sacramento Valley has declined 

more than 98% from 800,000 acres to less than 14,000 

(Stephen Johnson, Gerald Haslam, and Robert Dawson, The Great Central Valley: California’s 
Heartland, p. 96). This rare treasure including trees protected by local ordinances, within urban 

Sacramento County must be preserved and protected, not decimated due to lack of careful consideration 

of risks vs benefits. 

In same way we now know physiatrists obtain far better outcomes in function, symptom management and 

return to productive lifestyle for people with spinal conditions than any other specialty, including spine 

 

    

 

  

  

  

 

    

    

 

  

   

  

   

    

    

 

  

  

 

 

   

  

 
 

  
 

Commented [1]: My opinion is EPA is not up to date on 
the latest and greatest analyses 
USBR/NOAA/DWR/USACE have done considering various 
duration 100/200/1000-yr events and how Folsom would 
be able to dampen them, so I'd say to not bring this one 
up. 



  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

surgeons, we must take into consideration the power of working With the River and it’s natural resources, 

not AGAINST it. 

Thus I urge the Army Corps to reconsider and cease and desist the pending work in areas 3B North and 

South of the American River. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lisa Merritt MD 

Executive Director, MHI 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:49 PM 
To: Sutton, Drew 
Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 
Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Attachments: ACOE Comment Letter Final.pdf 

From: Laurie Weir <laurieweir@comcast.net> 
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 7:03 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
Cc: Laurie Weir <laurieweir@comcast.net> 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Hello, 

I am the immediate past president of the American River Natural History Association. The Association is a long standing 

non-profit whose mission is: To provide opportunities for the visitor that will promote 
awareness, appreciation, understanding and enjoyment of the natural and cultural 
resources of the Sacramento Region. The Natural History Association manages 
the Effie Yeaw Nature Center, and is one of the largest providers of environmental 
education in the Sacramento metropolitan area. 

My husband, Jacek Lisiewicz and I have lived over 20 years within minutes of the 
American River Parkway in Carmichael, California and are long time members of 
the Carmichael Colony Neighborhood Association. 

Over the past several years, I have worked with and observed the work of the Water Forum. The Water Forum has 
accomplished large scale projects in multiple locations along the American River Parkway that provide salmon spawning 
and importantly salmon rearing habitat. This work has educated many, many Sacramento residents on the importance 
of providing varied river shorelines planted with native species, that allow salmon and other wildlife habitat that is 
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critical to the viability of their species. It is clear that carefully varied, planted, and managed river edges are critical to 
the sustainability of multiple species that are native to the Parkway. 

I am aware of other comments submitted to you voicing concern over the Army Corp’s current approach to the Lower 
American River. I echo Edward Smith’s comments (see below) on the erosion control plan for the lower American 
River. 

I am deeply concerned that the Army Corps Of Engineers is not taking a more thoughtful approach to the protection of 
the lower American River. I ask that you stop the current proposed project and work with environmental and 
community leaders, including members of native tribes with deep historical roots along the American River. 

The Army Corps Of Engineers has the opportunity to make a huge difference in how critical animal species, and people, 
will interact with the American River for years to come. Nothing is set in stone, including your current erosion control 
plans for the American River. Please take advantage of this important opportunity to change your plans to make a 
positive difference to improve the environmental sustainability of the American River. 

Thank you very much, 

Laurie Weir 

Edward Smith’s Email: 

I am alarmed to learn the Army Corps of Engineers (ACE) is planning to proceed with extreme, 
so-called “erosion protection” measures across more than six miles of riparian area in the lower 
American River (hereinafter, “LAR”). While the ecosystem restoration community, including 
several of your own staff and federal agency acknowledge the value of a more effective and less 
destructive approach to erosion prevention and protection through engineering with nature 
strategies (https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/), this project chooses to ignore its own science under the 
banner of expediency or because “Congress asked us to move ahead.” To hear last night 
(2/22/24) on the news from the ACOE that citizens of the area "just need to be educated" is an 
insult to our intelligence and sophistication. 

Thank you for considering the attached ten pages of comments. 

Sincerely, 

Edward Smith 
Carmichael-by-the-River 
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Edward Bennett Smith 

Subject: Ten pages of Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Date: 2/22/2024  

Dear Staff of the US Army Corps of Engineers (ACE) and Department of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River (LAR) components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B which are proposed to be installed in 2025 and 2026. 

To establish my credibility, I am a 27-year career Senior Regional Scientist for The Nature 
Conservancy and Vice President of the Board of Directors for the American River Natural 
History Association and Effie Yeaw Nature Center. However, all of the views, opinions and 
comments represented by this letter are my own and come from me as a citizen of Sacramento 
County for the past 10 ½ years.  

My wife and I live within ½ mile of the American River in Carmichael, and on a daily basis enjoy 
the peace, tranquility and conservation and recreational services provided by this beautiful 
reach of the lower American River and its aquatic habitat and riparian woodlands, grasslands 
and forests. We enjoy hiking, researching, birdwatching, kayaking, swimming, snorkeling, bike 
riding and simply sitting and people-watching along the banks of the American River, from the 
city of Sacramento to Folsom in the American River Parkway, City, Regional and State Parks and 
Wild and Scenic areas on both banks of the river. 

I am alarmed to learn the Army Corps of Engineers (ACE) is planning to proceed with extreme, 
so-called “erosion protection” measures across more than six miles of riparian area in the lower 
American River (hereinafter, “LAR”). While the ecosystem restoration community, including 
several of your own staff and federal agency acknowledge the value of a more effective and less 
destructive approach to erosion prevention and protection through engineering with nature 
strategies (https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/), this project chooses to ignore its own science under the 
banner of expediency or because “Congress asked us to move ahead.”  

For the Final SEIS/SEIR, please consider analyzing a more complete range of effective and less 
destructive erosion protection strategies more in alignment with the latest science and 
technology available to incorporate. Our community deserves better. 

The overarching intention of my letter is to encourage ACE to work with interested community 
and academic stakeholders to revise the current proposed action and find a tried and true set 
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of solutions that are acceptable to all and avoid a costly and time-consuming legal battle that 
will delay implementing important and effective erosion reduction strategies, while enhancing 
the scenic, recreational and conservation values of the riparian forest and woodlands along the 
LAR.  

The Alternatives presented in the draft SEIS/SEIR do not adequately address the reasonable 
full range of activities required under NEPA and CEQA and are thus in violation of these acts.  

However, as this is only a draft, I strongly encourage you to address these shortfalls, with 
concomitant public meetings and design workshops. I would be happy to help with this effort. 

The American River Parkway and its woodlands and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. As I 
mentioned previously, my wife and I live within ½ mile of the American River in Carmichael, and 
on a daily basis enjoy the peace, tranquility and conservation and recreational services provided 
by this beautiful reach of the lower American River and its aquatic habitat and riparian 
woodlands, grasslands and forests. We enjoy hiking, researching, birdwatching, kayaking, 
swimming, snorkeling, bike riding and simply sitting and people-watching along the banks of 
the American River, from the city of Sacramento to the City of Folsom in the American River 
Parkway, City, Regional and State Parks and Wild and Scenic areas on both banks of the river. 

I have reviewed the documents supplied by USACOE and my interpretation of your data and 
that of your consultants indicates to me that I do not support the preferred selection of utterly 

“necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American 
River, let alone downstream water quality impacts to several species of federally listed, 
candidate and species of conservation concern, as well as CA state listed and protected species 
of fish and other wildlife in the American and Sacramento Rivers and the San Francisco Bay and 
Delta. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a 
much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is 
presented.  

My reading of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B  are in violation of 
the Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”), 5 U.S.C. §§ 701–706, and in violation of meeting 
either the letter or intent of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. § 4321 
et Case: 3:21-cv-00306, and possibly Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (“CWA”), 33 U.S.C. § 
1344, and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2), and 
corresponding administrative rules.  ACE and DWR may also be vulnerable to the citizen suit 
provision of the ESA, 16 U.S.C. § 1540(g), for Defendants’ violations of Section 7 of the ESA, 16 
U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2). If allowed to proceed, the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box
C

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
F

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
D

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
E



3 

4A and 4B will have significant negative immediate and cumulative impacts on protected 
“waters of the United States,” both direct and indirect, as well as on wildlife, outdoor 
recreation, protected public lands, private conservation lands, family farms, and property 
values.  

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, 
nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all 
feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much 
more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain 
“significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 
measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The 
draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much 
more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result 
in far less environmental damage. For example, in a study commissioned by the American River 
Flood Control District & Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (MBK Associates 2018), the 
consultants identified seven areas along the LAR that could be vulnerable to erosion during 
flood events. Over this 11-mile stretch, which is beyond the scope of the current ACE and DWR 
draft SEIS and SEIR, there is far fewer than six miles of LAR in need of extreme bank hardening 
(Figure 1).  

Figure 1 Potential erosion sites identified along the LAR by MBK Associates (2018). 
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The velocity contours for two flood stage flows in the Ayres Associates’ report show that the 
bank velocities are much lower (1-6 fps) in Figure 2, with shear stress at or below tolerance of 
intact vegetation ranging from turf grasses to intact native hardwood vegetation (Figure 3). 

Figure 2 Modeled river velocity contours for specific reaches of the LAR (river mile 10 to river mile 11) by Ayres Associates (2017) 
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Figure 3 Lining Materials and their permissible shear stress and river velocities. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and 
adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a 
compounding set of significant adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving 
equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and 
levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” 
that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it 
impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. 
lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been meaningfully 
presented that could have very different and less significant impacts, using appropriately sited 
lining materials such as undisturbed hardwood riparian and other vegetation strategies 
identified in Figure 3. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately 
evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock 
common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such 
rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the 
SEIS/SEIR. 
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Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel 
trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately 
addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified 
carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more 
sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults.  (Between third trimester and 2 years 
old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at 
each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure 
AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything 
beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, 
and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children.  Trucks should be 2014 or 
newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have 
over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel through residential 
communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive 
receptors.  However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, 
USACE should have prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This 
way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not 
expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health impact. This 
has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave to the 
Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the 
American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this 
protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective 
and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert 
opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have 
been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE 
claim that this extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are needed 
for flood safety in this zone. This is a blatant example of not using the best available science and 
violates the Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”), 5 U.S.C. §§ 701–706, and is in violation of 
meeting either the letter or intent of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. 
§ 4321 et Case: 3:21-cv-00306, and possibly Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (“CWA”), 33 
U.S.C. § 1344, and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2), and 
corresponding administrative rules. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 
General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant 
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impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for 
Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-
seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were 
added to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. 
The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data and fails to account 
for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during 
peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for the 
protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees.  

Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American 
River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly 
question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the American River. This calls 
into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” 
when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or 
empirical data.  

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which 
currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave 
behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during 
construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually 
make us more vulnerable to flooding and erosion, not less. The proposed approach is just as 
likely if not more likely to put us at risk in higher water flows as conducting no work at all. We 
have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a 
recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design 
flows during the 2023 storms [31,300 cfs over March 10-15, 2023]). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed 
launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” 
may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable 
to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a 
commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events, and the downstream effects of silt 
and water turbidity on listed species have not been disclosed. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more 
miles of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values 
(ORVs) for recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the 
American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, 
vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the 
Parkway’s wildlife. A more fine-grained, “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only 
acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. The USA taxpayers do not like to 
throw away good money after poorly spent dollars, and Congress also would not support such a 
boondoggle. However, they will be notified. 
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I am personally very worried about being able to kayak and swim safely in the LAR anywhere 
above or adjacent to where the proposed activities would be installed. I object to the 
irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the 
long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak 
and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a 
respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will 
make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if 
not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis 
has not adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much-loved small beaches, 
riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 
wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, 
beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial 
designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, 
Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly 
remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American 
River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of 
the close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of 
Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth 
that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian 
hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service 
noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and 
natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic 
environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-
term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect 
the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and 
Scenic River. 

In the 2016 GRR comment responses, ACE said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, 
but stretches near River Park were denuded with removal of all vegetation. Will the Contract 
3B area be clearcut too? Your track record in this area is abysmal, and the practice of 
Adaptive Management would require you to learn from your mistakes. 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and impose strong 
conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive 
alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including 
potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than 
our nation -- which studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, 
quarry-sourced riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
H



9 
 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of 
American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the 
Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 
These cumulative impacts have not been adequately addressed in the draft SEIS/SEIR in 
violation of the Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”), 5 U.S.C. §§ 701–706, and in violation of 
meeting either the letter or intent of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. 
§ 4321 et Case: 3:21-cv-00306, and possibly Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (“CWA”), 33 
U.S.C. § 1344, and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2), and 
corresponding administrative rules. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational 
opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and 
walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The 
proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged 
populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and 
vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When 
there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used 
to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods 
should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-
place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the 
National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These 
alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis 
and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are 
deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-
grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate 
environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all 
heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was 
designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a 
“Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE 
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Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come 
and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Finally, it is unclear to me how well the proposed project and its impacts have been discussed 
with Native American Tribes, and the tradeoffs between the proscribed measures versus more 
nature-based design strategies disclosed. What impacts will be revetment have on cultural 
sites? Have all areas been surveyed completely? Is this project in compliance with the American 
Antiquities Act? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I look forward to hearing from you and working 
toward a more complete range of alternative actions to safeguard the health and prosperity of 
the Lower American River and all of its inhabitants. 

Sincerely, 

 

Edward Bennett Smith 

Carmichael, CA 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:32 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Re: American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: David Ingram <David@tennantingram.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:56 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Re: American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

I wish to direct these comments to the draft SEIS/SEIR documents concerning the lower American River 

projects, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the 

draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. Not only has it provided a lifetime of recreational 

enjoyment for myself and my family, I have spent a good portion of the past 3 years heavily involved in 

volunteer efforts to clean it up after decades of unchecked abuse. My passion for restoring and protecting the 

Parkway erupted a couple of years ago, leading to my decision to become a Board Member with the 

Sacramento Area Creeks Council. Moreover, in January 2023, I joined 3 amazing friends and volunteer 

comrades in launching River City Waterway Alliance. In only 13 months, this volunteer group has hosted 360 

waterway cleanups in the Sacramento area and removed a whopping 1,236,500 pounds of trash. 

As further background, I live on Garden Highway along the Sacramento River and experienced the Natomas 

Levee Improvement Project work right in my front yard. This allowed me to gain vast knowledge about these 

types of projects and witness first-hand the widely varying expert opinions regarding the impact of vegetation 

on levees. It’s obvious, the science is not settled. Therefore, I strongly question whether the proposed “bank 

erosion” work is necessary along this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed 

approach of clear-cut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of isolated, immature 

plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. Many qualified experts agree 

with my opinion, as I am sure you are all aware. 
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I do not support the devastating methods proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns. I fail to see how 

the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, or provides adequate mitigation. 

The analysis also fails to adequately consider feasible alternatives to the “unavoidable” impacts, including the 

consideration of alternative methods to achieve the Project’s ultimate goals. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and 

unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA still requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 

California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR fails to meet this 

requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, finely tuned approach (with less 

environmental impacts) are not presented. 

The American River Parkway is often referred to as the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was 

designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated as a “Protected Area” 

under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B would cause 

substantial damage to this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should 

reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the significant 

impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4 until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

Thank you. 

David Ingram 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:30 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Christie Vallance <christiev44@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:56 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to 
me. 

Concern: I just noticed that in your authored book for International Guidelines on 

Nature and Nature Based Features for Flood Risk Management under your 

Engineering with Nature Program, a significant principle is to identify solutions that 

produce multiple benefits that “enhance quality of human life, advance social equity 

and increase environmental integrity” (p 23). Explain to the public how project 3b 

will implement this principal that you provide to your other projects? 

Respectfully, 

1
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Christie Vallance 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:30 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Waterway destruction 

From: Brandt Holland <brandt1111@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:56 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Waterway destruction 

To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Bcc: AmRivTrees@gmail.com 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features 
(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water 
Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the 
draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 
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The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely 
valuable to me 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate 
justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are 
“necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along 
this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a 
more appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts 
of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 
3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately 
characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers 
all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than 
simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 
(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The 
draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained 
approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result 
in far less environmental damage. 
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The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock 
toes and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE 
there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of 
significant adverse impacts, including the need for large 
earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks 
per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment 
staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees 
due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but have not 
been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public 
to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. 
lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have 
not been meaningfully presented that could have very different and 
less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has 
not been adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-
containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the 
surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of 
such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school 
has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air 
pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine 
Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For 
California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an 
identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state 
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the 
age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to 
a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester 
and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed 
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project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with 
staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation 
Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be 
equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already 
required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding 
anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 
require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for 
the local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 
or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will 
remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires 
that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California 
Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two 
years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location 
that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR 
claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive 
receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing 
cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months 
(OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a 
construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, 
the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that 
the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that 
would result in a significant health impact. This has not been 
provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east 
from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 
500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway 
for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this 
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protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and 
often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and 
modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions 
were used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and 
some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do 
not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and 
the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for 
flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR 
and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there 
is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While 
seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind 
that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this 
zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially 
after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the 
levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent 
erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need 
based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant 
Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during 
peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not 
adequately account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the 
flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 
modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the 
lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees 
when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project 
is necessary along this section of the American River. This calls into 
question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed 
“significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been 
demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees 
and vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural 
armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind 
denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 
years during construction -- followed by many more years of 
immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more 
vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us 
at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how 
the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 
Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in 
high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a 
prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design 
flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to 
cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” 
as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, 
exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and 
vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior 
and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and 
replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army 
Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American 
River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for 
recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” 
of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive 
and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, 
aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only 
acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 

6 



             
            
          
          

          
            

          
            

          
           

          
          
           

            
         

         
          

           
            

       
        

            
            

         
         

         
           

          
         

          

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in 
this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality 
and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak 
and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, 
photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other 
uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access 
dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let 
alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features except 
the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not 
adequately addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much 
loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is 
vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, 
beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and 
more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is 
inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the 
Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal 
Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation 
waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public 
parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its natural 
and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento 
and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush 
riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore 
trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable 
for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. 
The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and 
Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as 

  



        
           

         
           

         
           

            
          
           

  

          
          

           
          

          
  

            
           

             
          
             

 

           
           

            
         

        
          

“scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, 
geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic 
environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated 
rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of 
the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC 
conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal 
Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps 
said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near 
River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be 
clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park 
Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require 
the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive 
alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for 
Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-
south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years 
old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which 
studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the 
jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless 
soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring 
the total length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion 
control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of 
the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 
recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of 
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all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small 
points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed 
methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact 
has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish 
habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are 
they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant 
unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be 
used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that 
requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less 
destructive alternative methods should be used, including the use of 
smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place 
use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 
encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate 
the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were 
not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have 
a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design 
choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained 
alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an 
adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised 
project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if 
justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go 
forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much 
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MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be 
retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The 
Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” 
under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under 
USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater 
care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Brandt Holland 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:25 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River 

Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, Ca 

From: Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:45 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, 

Sacramento, Ca 

Jeffrey F. Mount, California Rivers and Streams: The Conflict Between Fluvial Process and Land Use (Berkeley: University 

of California Press, 1995), p. 105, 302, and 304. 
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On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 4:34 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

O. S. Scheifele, 1928. “Protection of River Banks and Levees.” The Canadian Engineer. 
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On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 3:22 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

Central Valley Flood Protection Plan Conservation Strategy (November 2016), Appendix D. Vegetation Management 

Strategy 

Annalisa Louise Batanides Tuel. 2018. “Levee Vegetation Management in California: An Overview of Law, Policy, and 

Science, and Recommendations for Addressing Vegetation Management Challenges,” Environs 

On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 3:17 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

J.P. Dwyer and D.R. Larsen, 1997. “Value of Woody River Corridors in Levee Protection Along the Missouri River in 

1993.” 

Elizabeth A. Cook, 2003. “Missouri River Flood of 1993: Role of Woody Corridor Width in Levee Protection.” Journal 

of the American Water Resources Association. 

Rood, S. B., Bigelow, S. G., Polzin, M. L., Gill, K. M., and Coburn, C. A. (2015). Biological bank protection: trees are 

more effective than grasses at resisting erosion from major river floods. Ecohydrol., 8: 772–779. Doi: 

10.1002/eco.1544. 

Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act 

Regulations,” (March 23, 1981, Amended 1986). 

People ex rel. Department of Public Works v. Bosio, 47 Cal. App. 3d 495 

California Oaks Foundation, “Care of California’s Native Oaks” in Bulletin of the California Oak Foundation (Oakland, 

2016) 
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Executive Office of the President, Council on Environmental Quality, Memorandum for heads of Federal 

Departments and Agencies, January 14, 2011 

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Designation of Five California Rivers in the National Wild and 

Scenic Rivers System 

Evaluation Report on the Eligibility of Five California Rivers for Inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 

System 

On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 3:00 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

MBK Engineers, “2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report,” (May 2018) 

On Fri, Feb 23, 2024 at 2:58 PM Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear United States Army Corps of Engineers and CA Department of Water Resources public comment recipients, 

I am submitting the following documents to make them part of the project record. 

FEMA, Engineering with Nature: Alternative Techniques to Riprap Bank Stabilization 

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS TITLE 14. NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 6. RESOURCES AGENCY CHAPTER 3: 

GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AS AMENDED DECEMBER 

28, 2018, 15126.6(a). 

We Advocate Through Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou (April 20, 2022) 78. Cal.App.5th 

Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors, 8 Cal. 3d 247 

HDR David Ford Consulting Engineers, “Lower American River Erosion Conditional Risk Assessment: Subreach 1, 3, 

and 4,” (2019) 

MBK Engineers, “2017 Lower American River Streambank Erosion Monitoring Report,” (May 2018) 

  



 

     

 

 

           

       

           

      

 

  
  

     

 

     

       

   

     

             

            

  

 

           
    

           
         

           
    

          
            
           

             

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:27 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Heidi Mclean <mcleanheidi@aol.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:53 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; Heidi McLean <mcleanheidi@aol.com> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water 
Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the 
draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft 
SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. I've 
lived in Sacramento for over 30 years and I love the American 
River because of its natural beauty, bountiful wildlife, and the fact 
that it looks like a river should. The proposed work makes it look 
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like a ditch, not a river. You are eliminating the elements that are 
essential to it being a "Wild and Scenic River" with the massive 
demolition of the riverbanks and the vegetation that is already 
present which protects us from flooding. All over the world there 
are efforts to undo projects and go back to nature's way of 
protecting the areas around waterways. Wetlands are being 
recreated and restored. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is 
necessary along this section of the American River, and have 
concerns that the proposed approach of clearcutting all the 
trees, and having bare banks during two years of construction 
will protect us. The construction is followed by years of isolated, 
immature plantings, that do not replace the mature wetlands we 
currently have and are just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to 
address potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that 
the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 
significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to 
consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all 
feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations of alternative methods on a much more 
fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even 
where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures 
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be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 
CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more 
surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 
impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable 
rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” 
EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a 
compounding set of significant adverse impacts. These impacts 
include: 

The need for large earthmoving equipment, a hundred truck trips 
per day which will damage existing roads and existing levees 

Massive amounts of rocks from unspecified sources, which puts 
residents in danger of more exposure to asbestos containing 
serpentine rock which is commonly found in the surrounding 
foothills. There is no accounting for the associated dust of 
placing these rocks within a quarter mile of a school. This 
SEIS/SEIR is not complete without this analysis. 

The unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access 
ramps” that are known to be needed but have not been shown in 
the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the 
full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. 
This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have 
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not been meaningfully presented that could have very different 
and less significant impacts. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the 
proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not go 
forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a 
much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative 
approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care 
that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Heidi McLean 
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Plants and Wildlife Comments Bushy Lake Project USACE ARCF Project 2-22-2024

February 22, 2024 

To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 

From: Dr. Michelle Stevens, Emeritus Professor, CSUS Environmental Studies 

Department and Project Manager Bushy Lake Restoration Project, Alexandra von 

Ehrenkrook, CSUS Masters Graduate Student and Senior Research Assistant Bushy 

Lake Project. Emily Turner, Research Assistant. Contact: stevensm@csus.edu 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Bcc: AmRivTrees@gmail.com 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report for the 2016 American River Watershed Common 

Features Project, Sacramento CA 

Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices - Urrutia Site/ 

ARMS mitigation project and American River Erosion Contracts 3B, 4Aand 4B 

draft EIR/EIS and Mitigation Measures VEG-1, VEG-2, BIRD-1, VIS-2, and 

WATER-1 for impacts on vegetation and wildlife. 

In this letter, our comments focus on native plants and wildlife recommendations, based on our 

long-term research at Bushy Lake. The ecological and cultural significance of the Urrutia 

Property, Woodlake, Bushy Lake, and Arden Pond are clear from the environmental assessments 

in combined Corps documents and the public and agency responses to this documentation. The 

four lacustrine features on the lower American River provide vital habitat corridors, biodiversity, 

and cultural and ecological value for the lower American River. The information provided is 

based on a thorough literature review and data collected over several years at the Bushy Lake 

Restoration Site (BushyLake.com). We use our data from Bushy Lake as an analogue/ 

reference template for the ARMS and American River Erosion Control projects. 

The American River Parkway riparian corridors, lacustrine habitat, native vegetation and wildlife 

are extremely valuable to me. I have spearheaded the Bushy Lake Project near Cal Expo since 

2015. We are funded by the California Wildlife Conservation Board, among other sources, and 

have collected three years of detailed data on the culturally important native plants, birds, 

mammals and northwestern pond turtles. We have written a separate letter regarding the 

northwestern pond turtle. Our data can be viewed on the Bushy Lake web site (BushyLake.com) 

in our 2023 Conceptual Restoration Plan Baseline Information plus Appendices. 

The detailed research at Bushy Lake provides both an environmental baseline and analogue for 

management and conservation on the lower American River. We are in the process of 

completing the 35% Conceptual Restoration Plan for Bushy Lake, and our background and data 

may prove helpful for the Urritia/ Arms site. 

1. Birds – Avian Diversity
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Plants and Wildlife Comments Bushy Lake Project USACE ARCF Project 2-22-2024 

Bushy Lake provides an analogue to the Urritia Property with important and diverse bird habitat. 

Daniel Williams, a professional biologist and Audubon representative, conducted avian point 

count surveys at Bushy Lake every other weekend in 2020 beginning February 1st. He recorded 

120 species of birds at Bushy Lake. CSU Sacramento researchers have continued these surveys, 

recording over 140 species of birds. The avian diversity of Bushy Lake is truly astounding; many 

avian species move between the Urritia property Wood Lake and Bushy Lake. We concur with 

all aspects of the letter from Dan Airola and Central Valley Bird Club on the subject project 

SEIS/SEIR. 

2. Wildlife – Mammals and Beavers as Ecosystem Engineers 

We use wildlife cameras to monitor turtles, beavers, and other wildlife species at Bushy Lake. 

At Bushy Lake, beaveways or canals appear to be an important element contributing to habitat 

complexity, interspersion and diversity. The turtles and other wildlife species utilize the 

beaveways for as corridors through the site, as a conduit from lacustrine to terrestrial habitat, and 

from Bushy Lake back and forth to the American River. Terrestrial habitat is critical for turtle 

nesting and successful reproduction. 

During the June 2021 wildfire, the wetland area south of Bushy Lake expanded due to beaver 

activity and increased hydration. This area proved to be a wildlife refuge where wildlife could 

seek shelter and habitat remained after the fire. 

3. Wildlife 

A plethora of wildlife species have been captured utilizing the beaveways and the areas 

surrounding Bushy Lake. These species use the lower American River as a habitat corridor, and 

their presence at Bushy Lake indicates their presence at the Urritia property and along the rest of 

the lower American River corridor. Common species documented within the project site included 

the non-native California quail (Callipepla californica), western bluebirds (Sialia Mexicana), 

mallards (Anas platyrhynchos), wood ducks (Aix sponsa), a bobcat (Lynx rufus), coyote (Canis 

latrans), California mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), eastern gray squirrels (Sciurus 

carolinensis), desert cottontails (Sylvilagus audubonii), striped skunks (Mephitis mephitis), 

opossum (Didelphis marsupialis), raccoons (Procyon lotor), feral cats, North American beavers 

(Castor canadensis), and North American river otters (Lontra canadensis), and non-native turtles. 

Deer beds occur frequently in the Bushy Lake area; does with spotted fawns have been frequently 

observed bedding down in the in-situ restoration area.  

Many migratory species must establish migration routes commonly used by resident and migratory 

species for passage from one geographic location to another. Corridors are present in a variety of 

habitats and can link otherwise fragmented acres of undisturbed areas. Maintaining the continuity 

of established wildlife corridors is important to: a) sustain species with specific foraging 

requirements; b) preserve a species’ distribution potential; and c) retain diversity among many 
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wildlife populations. Therefore, resource agencies consider wildlife corridors to be a sensitive 

resource. 

Wildlife diversity extending along the lower American River corridor through Urrutia property, 

Wood Lake, and Arden Pond, act as a vital wildlife corridor and habitat refuge. These remnant 

patches of open water lacustrine, wetland and riparian habitats within the leveed and fragmented 

lower American River corridor are essential meristematic pulse points in the watershed. Lacustrine 

open water habitat is very limited along the lower American River watershed. Due to the limited 

corridor habitat available, wildlife species are not able to simply move away from construction 

projects in urbanized areas like the American River Parkway. The Final NRMP (January 2023) 

identifies the value of open water habitat on the Parkway (Section 4.9.1, Open Water): 

“Habitats associated with lakes are also considered open water habitat and are characterized by 
depressions filled with standing water. This habitat type can vary in size, from small ponds to large 

areas such as flooded lakes or reservoirs. The primary lacustrine features are Urrutia, Wood Lake, 

Bushy Lake, Arden Pond, Sailor Bar pond, and the series of mining ponds at Sacramento Bar. As 

noted above these ponds provide important resting and foraging habitat for many aquatic bird 

species, including diving ducks, and the deeper ponds may be preferred by many. Lacustrine 

habitat typically supports species of plankton, as well as other microorganisms in the still, open 

water. Lacustrine habitats are important for reproduction, food, water, and cover requirements 

for the northwestern pond turtle, as well as many mammals, birds, other reptiles, and amphibians. 

Lacustrine habitats exist throughout California, and often occur alongside riverine and freshwater 

water emergent wetland habitats.” 

4. Culturally Significant and Fire Resilient Native Plants 

The following plants are recommended for revegetation within the ARMS/Urrutia Project area. 

These plants are all shown to promote wildlife habitat, help with erosion control, promote fire 

resiliency, promote pollinator habitat, and are culturally significant in this area. 

I am happy to share our experimental data and results incorporated into the Bushy Lake Conceptual 

Restoration Plan from our Pilot Project supplemented by experimental results. Our comments 

utilize this research to design a fire resilient native plant palette, with emphasis on culturally 

significant plants, pollinators. Some of these plants are excellent at erosion control and streambank 

stabilization due to extensive rhizome and root development. In particular, valley sedge (Carex 

barbarae), beardless wild rye (Elymus triticoides) and California mugwort (Artemisia 

douglasiana) have extensive rhizome systems, are extremely beneficial for erosion control, and 

are resilient to fire. Based on my doctoral research, Carex barbarae can produce as many as 100 

rhizomes in a year, is environmentally plastic and able to withstand both flooding and drought, is 

resilient to fire, and is a cultural keystone species for California Indian basketweavers (Stevens 

1999, 2020, 2024). Culturally significant plant species, adapted to centuries of traditional fire 

management, will be incorporated into the Bushy Lake planting design to promote fire resiliency. 

Plant species selection will further provide an opportunity to showcase Native American cultural 

knowledge and ethnobotany to the public. 
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Cultural Plants - The proposed restoration recommendations are based on culturally significant plants for 

gathering, tending, and stewardship. Cultural plants are developed using four key sources of information: 

1) personal knowledge of ethnoecology and culturally important plants; 2) conversations with both 

California Indian traditional knowledge holders and restoration ecologists; 3) historic maps and records of 

riparian habitat types in the Cal Expo floodway; and 4) experimental data from the Bushy Lake in situ 

restoration. Revegetation recommendations are based on native and culturally significant plants with added 

benefits for pollinators and wildlife.  

We are recommending the following cultural plants be planted or maintained in the Corps project areas. 

Narrowleaf Willow (Salix exigua), Buttonwillow (Cephalanthus occidentalis); Walnut (Juglans hindsii); 

Elderberry (Sambucus Mexicana); White Root (Carex barbarae); Dogbane (Apocynum cannabinum ; Tule 

Hardstem Bulrush (Schoenoplectus acutus) and Cattail (Typha species); Pinole-Pollinator Prairie and 

Milkweed and open water. 

a) Narrowleaf Willow (Salix exigua) 

Narrowleaf willow (Salix exigua) is the willow species treasured by basket weavers (Stevens, Fencel, Hoag 

and Anderson 2024). This willow is prolific, is very fire resilient, and environmentally plastic. Willow poles 

are burned, coppiced or pruned to create long straight shoots for basketry. The value of willow as the raw 

material necessary for the manufacture of a family's household goods cannot be over-estimated (Stevens 

and Anderson, NRCS, 2024).  Willow branches are used as the warp for twined baskets and the foundation 

in coiled baskets. Willows are used to weave cradleboards for infants, hats, cooking vessels, serving bowls, 

trays, seed beaters, and storage baskets. Some tribes use willow roots as a sewing strand. Virtually all 

California tribes use willow in their baskets (Ibid.). Willow flycatchers and other avian species utilize 

willow thickets. Willows establish well from cuttings, are fire resilient, and are quite prolific Pole cuttings 

can easily be obtained on-site to expand the willow thickets.  

b) Buttonwillow (Cephalanthus occidentalis) 

Buttonwillow is prolific in the wetted areas around Bushy Lake. Buttonwillow is known to have exceptional 

wildlife benefits, attracting many types of pollinators, waterfowl, birds, and mammals. Many species of 

waterfowl and shorebirds eat common buttonwillow seeds; deer browse on the foliage; and bees and other 

pollinators preferentially utilize the nectar and pollen of buttonwillow. Buttonwillow is thriving at Bushy 

Lake. No action is needed to maintain plant cultural alliance. 

c) Walnut (Juglans hindsii) 

Walnut thickets are prolific at Bushy Lake and thrived and expanded after fire. Tribal uses for walnuts 

produced by Juglans hindsii are used for food, the husks as a black dye element for baskets, and the shells 

are used as “dice” for gambling game pieces. The bark of black walnut was used by many native groups to 

make brown and black dyes, often used as design elements in baskets. The nuts of the black walnut are eaten 

by tribal people and many wildlife species. Walnuts produce a toxin, known as “juglone”, which inhibits 
the growth of other plants around it, thereby reducing competition. No action is needed to expand or 

maintain Walnut Cultural Alliance. 

d) Elderberry (Sambucus Mexicana) Savanna 
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Elderberries are abundant, prolific and reproducing at Bushy Lake. These plants provide food, medicine, 

musical instruments, flowers and fruits for Indigenous and local people, pollinators and wildlife. 

Elderberries also provide critical habitat for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (Desmocerus 

californicus dimorphus), a Threatened species under the Federal Endangered Species Act. Elderberries are 

thriving at Bushy Lake, and young elderberries and prolific throughout the site. Elderberries are fire resilient 

and thrive with Indigenous Traditional Fire Management. There could be dissonance between Federal 

Endangered Species Act regulations for VELB, and Traditional Ecological Knowledge, fire management, 

gathering, and ceremonial uses by Nissenan, Miwok, Maidu, and other California Indians. 

All parts of the elderberry plant are considered to be a valuable healing plant in many folk medicine 

traditions (Hutchens 1991, Walker et al. 1993; Barrett et al. 1933; Clarke 1977). The fruit is dried and then 

cooked, and made into medicinal syrup, jams, jellies, fruit juice, and wine. “Medicinally, elderflowers are 
a febrifuge and have a diaphoretic quality which lowers fever. They are steeped in water and made into a 

tea. Flowers can also be used to make tinctures; the alcohol or glycerin or vinegar act as a preservative and 

also help draw the medicine from the plant” (Sage LaPena, 2024, Nomtipom and Tunai Wintu ethnobotanist 

and certified Medical Herbalist, “Indigenous Perspectives on Elderberry”, 
https://ucanr.edu/sites/Elderberry/Indigenous/Indigenous_perspectives/). 

The dark blue fruit is not eaten fresh off the plant. The fruits are dried and then cooked to avoid consuming 

the cyanide-inducing glycoside in the seeds. Once dried, the berries can be cooked or stewed and then made 

into syrups. 

Elderberry stems are made into a clapperstick, a percussive musical instrument commonly used by 

California Indians in the Roundhouse and other ceremonies. Smaller wood is used for whistles used daily 

by many practitioners or traditional people for song and prayer. Flutes are also created from the stems, most 

commonly played in Maidu tradition. Traditional Management Practices for elderberry includes traditional 

fire, coppicing and pollarding. 

Elderberry produces a good seed crop almost every year. The seeds are dispersed by birds and other animals 

that eat the fruit. The seeds have a hard seed coat and embryo dormancy; they may remain viable for up to 

16 years in storage. Without pretreatment, seed germination may be delayed from 2 to 5 years after planting. 

Plants may flower and fruit after only 2-3 years and can reach full size in 3-4 years. They are said to be 

“short-lived.” Cuttings of elderberry tend to have lower survival success than establishment from seed 

(Stevens, Nesom and Anderson 2024). 

e) White Root (Carex barbarae) 

White root is a cultural keystone species to California Indians. White root is a significant basketry material 

used by central California Native Americans, who use the long white rhizomes for the sewing strand in 

coiled baskets. White root was used by over one third of California tribes for basket weaving (Stevens 1999, 

Stevens 2020, Stevens and Anderson 2024). We have established a vital stand of white root in the in situ 

restoration project at Bushy Lake, and it occurs in prolific patches in the riparian forest/ woodland 

understory. Plants can be divided into plugs and planted to increase white root around the perimeter of 

Bushy Lake. 
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White root is an important riparian understory plant for riparian forests and woodlands. The rhizomes on 

this plant are important for basket weaving, erosion control, and flood protection. Carex barbarae is 

increasingly being recommended for riparian restoration, streambank stabilization, and erosion control. 

Because of their wide availability in riparian corridors, the lens-shaped seeds of sedges are eaten by many 

kinds of wildlife, particularly waterfowl. (M. Stevens 1999, 2020, 2024) 

f) Dogbane (Apocynum cannabinum) 

There is a patch of dogbane in the south side of Bushy Lake. As the beavers built canals, they expanded the 

southern wetlands. Dogbane is a valued and important cultural plant, and very scarce in California and is 

highly reduced from pre-settlement abundance. Also known as Indian hemp, this plant is widely used by 

Native Americans as a source of strong fiber for ropes, nets, baskets, headbands, sally bags, ceremonial 

regalia, and other uses. In California, Indian hemp and milkweed are used somewhat interchangeably for 

cordage. The stems are cut in the fall; they are then split open and the long, silky fibers are removed. The 

fibers are then twisted into string which provides cordage. String, thread, rope, baskets, snares, netting, and 

clothing were made from the bast fibers of the Indian hemp plant because they are so silky yet strong. 

Cordage was then used to make tump straps, belts, netted bags, hairnets, and ceremonial regalia (capes, 

skirts, and head-dresses). 

The seeds are collected after pods have ripened, but before they have split open. This usually 

occurs in late summer, from August to September. Seeds can be directly sown into the ground in the fall. 

Plants can also be divided and planted. Both milkweed and dogbane are burned in the fall to eliminate dead 

stalks, to stimulate new growth, and to remove competitive plant species. Burning causes new growth to 

have taller, straighter stems (with longer fibers). It also stimulates flower and seed production. (Stevens, 

2024, NRCS Plant Guide) 

g) Tule – Hardstem Bulrush (Schoenoplectus acutus) and Cattail (Typha species) 

Tule is culturally very important to local tribes. Traditional fire management is needed to control senescent 

vegetation, encroachment on other habitat types, and evapotranspiration induced water loss. While tule can 

be an increaser without Traditional Resource Management, it is also a cultural keystone species. The US 

Army Corps of Engineer Technical Center of Expertise (TNTCX) has facilitated an alliance with tribal 

partners dedicated to combining Traditional Indigenous Ecological Knowledge and Traditional Western 

Ecological Knowledge to achieve successful tule recovery. Tule reeds play a vital part in the lives of native 

people (Tule Restoration Alliance, 2024, https://www.spa.usace.army.mil/Missions/TNTCX/Traditional-

Ecological-Knowledge/Tule-Restoration-Alliance/). 

The harvested material has traditionally been utilized for sacred and cultural practices critical to the 

continuity of Indigenous lifeways (Ekness Norton 2009). Tule reeds are collected and used to build boats, 

houses, sleeping mats, duck decoys, and baskets. The roots and seeds are also edible contributing to a 

healthy Indigenous traditional diet. 

Tribes believe fire is medicine. Cultural burns are not prescriptions to reduce fuel load, rather they are 

restorative and used to cultivate new, healthier, stronger growth of important species like tule. The cultural 

burns are also ceremonial and play an important role in preserving and passing on cultural heritage to future 

generations. 
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Tule provides many benefits to the ecosystem such as fish and wildlife habitat, erosion prevention, flood 

control, and improved water quality. 

h. Establish a Pinole-Pollinator Prairie (with the establishment of milkweed) 

At this time, areas to be planted as Pinole-Pollinator Prairie are best suited to replace both drier and wetter 

ruderal weedy herbaceous vegetation. Pinole is a porridge or seed cake that provides reliable food 

throughout the year. Pinole provided a staple food source composed of seeds and grains harvested from 

California forbs and grasses. California grasslands and wetlands were productive “breadbasket” regions for 
California Indians. There is no historic record of starvation due to wildland bounty. Millions of pounds of 

seeds were gathered from the grasslands and wetlands of the Great Central Valley in California (Anderson 

et al., 2012). Indians relished the taste of many kinds of small seeds and grains gathered from the 

inflorescences of wildflowers and grasses. Tarweed and other native plant seeds in pinole formed a staple 

food in the diet of the Indians of the Great Central Valley. In particular, pinole consisted of the seeds of 

common madia (Madia elegans) and other tarweeds (Hemizonia and Madia species), wild sunflowers 

(Helianthus annuus), red maids (Calindrinia menziesii), chia (Salvia Columbariae) and many species of 

native and non-native grasses. Seeds were traditionally harvested by women in late summer when they were 

ripe. Traditionally, a seed beater and a basket were used to gather the seeds. Then, the seeds were winnowed 

and ground very fine in a bedrock mortar with a stone pestle. Traditional Fire Management is an important 

management tool for prairie plants and seeds. After prairies are burned, seeds gathered from the scorched 

plants needed no further parching before being crushed into flour. 

The dark seeds (achenes) of tarweeds are used as food by many birds and small mammals, including 

mourning doves, quail, blackbirds, finches, Oregon juncos, California horned larks, western meadowlarks, 

American pipits, sparrows, towhees, chipmunks, ground squirrels, and mice. 

With the establishment of the above Pinole-Pollinator Prairie, it is also recommended to establish milkweed 

populations to the Project area. Milkweed promotes pollinator habitat, which is especially important for 

migratory monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) habitat. Two species that have seen success in this type of 

habitat are Narrowleaf milkweed (Asclepias fascicularis), and Showy milkweed (Asclepias speciosa). 

Revegetation Plant Palette 

We propose utilizing a native plant species palette based on plant species tested experimentally in the Bushy 

Lake in-situ restoration area. We are happy to provide this information to you. We proposed plants based 

on their successful establishment as seeds and seedlings proven experimentally to be adapted to site 

conditions. They were also chosen if they are beneficial to pollinators and provide wildlife habitat. We have 

created a preliminary plant palette focusing on native species observed during a 1986 plant survey (Wymar 

1986) and personal ethnobotanical knowledge/ tribal input. This gives us a reference baseline for the re-

establishment of native species known to occur on this site that are also on the lower American River plant 

list developed by Sacramento County Parks. 

5. Endorsement 

We endorse the concerns expressed by other entities including the letters submitted by 

Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks, California Native Plant Society, Central 

Valley Bird Club, Save the American River Association, Preserve the American River, Sierra 

Club and ECOS regarding the environmental process, conflicts with adopted plans, legal 
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compliance, and impacts on other resource values, including other wildlife (especially the 

NWPT), vegetation communities, rare plants, general dispersed recreation, and visual quality 

impacts. 

We also note the inconsistency with the County’s Natural Resource Management Plan 

Regarding the American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices - Urrutia Site/ ARMS mitigation project and American 

River Erosion Contracts 3B, 4Aand 4B draft EIR/EIS. These projects as described conflict with 

the American River Parkway Plan Integrated Area Plan Concept for the Reaches of Discovery 

Park, Woodlake, and Bushy Lake (February 2006). 

Speaking as a citizen and resident of this area, and a dedicated restoration ecologist and 

ethnobotanist, the Urrutia, Woodlake and Bushy Lake areas are deeply loved and valued by 

myself and my Bushy Lake Awanata Team, including faculty, stakeholders on the lower 

American River, and hundreds of students from Sacramento State. 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:26 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Christie Vallance <christiev44@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:53 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear Army Corps of Engineers, 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: My comments focus on the lower American 
River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 
4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to 
me. 

Concern: I just discovered through my own observations that significant erosion 

has occurred on contract 1 and 2 of the American River project. I have pictures that 

back this up. You also mention this in several of your updates to the community. 

Can you explain how your project design for Contract 3b is informed by this 

information? Please tell me any further field studies you have completed on the 

success rate of this prior approach in light of this information? I personally would 

like to know that your Contract 3b design does not make us more vulnerable to 

erosion as tree roots direct water to mid channel, rather than tearing into the banks 
1

INDIV-763

devbar2454
Line

devbar2454
Text Box
1

https://ARCF_SEIS<ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>;PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:Vallance<christiev44@gmail.com


as I have witnessed in your latest update region. Please answer this in your reaction 

to public comments. I will be looking for this information. 

Thank you, 

Christie Vallance 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:25 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common 

Features 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Thomas Vallance <vallance219@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:49 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: My comments focus on the lower American 
River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 
4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to 
me. 

I just noted that SAFCA’s published Urban Level of Flood Protection 2022 Annual 

Report mentions that once the Folsom Dam raise is completed, the “200-year flood 

discharge into the American River will not exceed 115,000cfs. Project 3b is built 

around a 160,000cfs model.” Please explain how you are incorporating this 

information into the project design and approach for 3b? 

Respectfully 

Christie Vallance
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:25 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] 3B American River Proposal 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Theresa Weaver <tmw6258@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:47 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: Theresa Weaver <tmw6258@gmail.com> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] 3B American River Proposal 

To USACE, 

I deeply implore your attention and revisioning of your plan for the American River project 3B. For an area vital to 
the ecological sustainability for vistas and wildlife, your proposal and plan is destructive, unnecessarily invasive, and 
lacks utilization of natural, alternative options already in place. 

The area designated in Plan 3B includes destruction of the sensitive riparian areas that are “Protected Areas” in the 
American River Parkway Plan. The USACE plan proposal is extreme for the “potential erosion” concern and while cited 
as preventative, the proposed actions are more destructive to the ecological balance than that of potential erosion. 
The loss of habitat for many important species, including migrating birds, will hugely impact the biodiversity of this 
complex, interconnected ecosystem. 

The unnecessary, major loss of wildlife and critical habitats will be due mostly to the heavy equipment and machinery 
used to execute this plan. The American River Tree Project notes “modern, advanced modeling predicts that water 
velocities are low at the levees. The older models used did not account for the protective effect of trees slowing the 
velocities at the edges. The improvements to weirs and bypasses, and the new spillway at Folsom dam and new 
operating protocols allow for better managing of flows, including earlier, release of water when storms are forecast.” 

As the “City of Trees,” I’m shocked Sacramento has allowed this deforestation to occur along our city’s jewel. Major 
levee flooding has been known to occur in areas of clear-cutting, such as proposed in 3B. Let’s allow the beautiful and 
historic greenery to not only remain as some have longer than our country has been established, but to amour the 
riverbank as a hundreds of years old, self-renewing natural barrier. Although new vegetation planting is proposed, 
natural regrowth will be limited due to the proposed modifications and planted vegetation will take longer than my 
lifetime to reach the maturity and stability of some of the currently residing trees. 
The American River Parkway is home to over 5 million visitors a year- more than Yosemite. This urban sanctuary 
provides a connection and access for Sacramento community members and all visitors including disadvantaged 
populations to 
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enjoy the true beauty and spiritual oasis the parkway provides. Green spaces are scientifically noted to contribute to 
improved mental health, and linked to reduced stress levels, enhanced mood, and increased feelings of well-being. In 
these times of social injustices, political unrest, threats to human rights, increased cost of living, and as pandemic 
COVID outbreaks continue, we as humans need to address and prioritize mental health more than ever. 

With available technology, other completed projects, targeted spot erosion improvements, and partnership with local 
environmental groups, we must do our best to protect ALL communities - people, wildlife, and nature. Let’s work 
together to address these critical issues and maintain the title of City of Trees for which I’m so proud to be a part of. 
The City of Riprap is not a place I want to call home. 

Theresa Weaver 

April Weaver 

David Powell 

Jana Noel 

Casey Thimjon 

Nicole Eichenberg 

Satbir Singh 

Roland Muniz 

Sheryl Muniz 

Jason Weaver 

Marea Filmer 

Susana Guzman 

Sharan Singh 

Steve Pogozelski 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:24 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Proposed erosion control project on lower American River 

From: john@johnacameron.com <john@johnacameron.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:40 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Proposed erosion control project on lower American River 

Your one-size-fits-all plan calls for erosion control measures in areas of where there is no measurable erosion. Why? 

John A. Cameron 

Writer, Speaker, Soft-Skills Trainer, Freedom Fighter 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:23 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Jack McKeon <jpmckeon@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:40 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) 
Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I am a public land owner and believe the compulsion and need for this project has 
not been clearly elucidated and justified by the USACE and other stakeholders in 
the project. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is very important to my family and neighbors. I have 
two young sons who are being raised on the banks of the American River with a 
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respect for nature and appreciation of our public lands. This project will practically 
destroy their access to the river and Larchmont Park. 

The toxic exposure to O.W. Erlewine school by the proximity of the staging site is 
also unacceptable. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along 
this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach 
of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of 
isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as 
no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis 
adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall 
project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. 
The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with 
less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, 
and should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a 
much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 
These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to 
come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 
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Jack McKeon 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:18 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Karen Kunstler <karenkunstler@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:35 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; 

Barbara_Rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; PatHume@saccounty.gov; 

SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov; 

Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov; repamibera@mail.house.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

Please support both flood control and trees. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely 
valuable to me. 

My daughter and family moved to the Sacramento area 5 years ago. I 
loved visiting them, especially our many walks by the river, enjoying 
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various access points. Then my son and his young family moved here a 
year ago. When my husband and I retired last year we moved from LA and 
bought a house in Arden Park to be close to the American River Parkway. 
We also helped our third child move from LA and buy a house on La Riviera 
Drive, within walking distance of river access so that he can enjoy walking 
his dog daily on the path through the trees by the river. We all regularly 
meet and delight in these walks, so close to the city, especially the 200 
year old oak trees, the wildlife and birds. We were devastated to learn that 
these ancient trees and vegetation are planned to be bulldozed. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate 
justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are 
“necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this 
section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more 
appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the 
proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and 
LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is 
presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 
significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 
mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to 
supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much 
more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California 
Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has 
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not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much 
more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative 
methods would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes 
and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there 
was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant 
adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, 
massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to 
roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside 
elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the 
unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are 
known to be needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or the 
exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range 
of other design choices have not been meaningfully presented that could 
have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not 
been adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing 
composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding 
foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and 
the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution 
impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary 
School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel 
exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a 
cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children 
are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than 
adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more 
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sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each 
restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. 
Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to 
be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already 
required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything 
beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks 
to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and 
especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. 
Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, 
each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would 
travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than 
significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, 
OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As 
the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk 
assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide 
substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose 
residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health 
impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from 
Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on 
the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank 
erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is 
based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or 
out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. 
Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among 
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different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall 
levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that 
this extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods 
are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 
incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient 
evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned 
for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 
data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-
seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more 
slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and there is 
inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion 
analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to 
account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of 
velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models 
that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in 
slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of 
the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 
included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is 
necessary along this section of the American River. This calls into question 
whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by 
either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and 
vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the 
levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks 
and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction --
followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could 
actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just 
as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet 
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to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 
Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high 
water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a prior 
contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during 
the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to 
cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as 
designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, 
exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and 
vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and 
current requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in 
such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps 
proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River 
(designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation 
and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American 
River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian 
habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, 
and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles 
of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify 
the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this 
pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 
for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe 
access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, 
solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along 
the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long 
stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for 
miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the 
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environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of 
dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, 
and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 
wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban 
area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-
nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This 
is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the 
Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal 
Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage 
Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the 
most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the 
close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban 
environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the 
values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian 
hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation 
is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values 
such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural 
character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an 
aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of 
designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian 
forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC 
conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild 
and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they 
would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service 
need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to 

  



          
        

             
            

            
           

            

            
           

             
       

        
           

            
           

         
         

      

         
            

         
          

            

            
          
          

        
           

        

find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south 
alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old --
older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies 
suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry 
riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the 
total length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control 
projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most 
wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 
recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all 
income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points 
and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods 
would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged 
populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been 
adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish 
habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they 
“mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant 
unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used 
to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 
alternative methods should be used, including the use of smaller 
equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing 
stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the 
National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 
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This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a 
more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices 
that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental 
impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for 
project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental 
analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and 
then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the 
project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B 
and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage 
oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The 
Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” 
under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under 
USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care 
that this treasure deserves. 

Bring in smaller equipment so as not to damage the whole area. 

I demand spot-by-spot evaluation and preservation of our precious 
resources, which have taken hundreds of years to grow. 

Put a preservation order on these ancient trees! 

Thank you. 

Karen Kunstler 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:17 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Nancy McGee <ncmcgee_2000@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:35 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) 
Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to Sacramento. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along 
this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed 
approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by 
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years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high 
water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis 
adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall 
project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained 
approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. Nature based 
alternatives have not been presented. USACE has an Engineering With Nature program 
which could be used to present alternatives more in line with the American 
River’s Wild and Scenic Designation. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. We see 
the results at the H drive bridge and this is not acceptable solution 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 
These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to 
come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Nancy McGee 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:16 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report 

From: Dan Sendek <dansendek54@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:34 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PubliccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; Rep. Ami Bera, M.D. <repamibera-CA06@emanager.house.gov> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. 
I am a Registered Professional Forester who has lived in Sacramento for 
over 25 years and along the American River for over ten. I am VERY familiar 
with forested ecosystems, riparian biology and the NEPA/CEQA processes. 
With all due respect your proposed project is an abomination in its current 
form. Those of us who have viewed and lived with the effects of your first 
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foray into this project (Campus Commons), are terrified with the prospect 
of our River being turned into another “Los Angeles River North”. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary 
along this section of the American River, and have concerns that the 
proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of 
construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as 
likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental 
analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides 
adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor 
considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-
grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 
California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft 
SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 
impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 
1. After over 150 years of healing and natural restoration following the 
destruction resulting from gold mining, specifically dredging, the Corps is 
proposing to negate the equilibrium which the River current exhibits. The 
exposure of significant portions of what is now a fully vegetated riparian 
zone will result in erosional habitat losses, both short and long term. THE 
LOSSES CANNOT BE MITIGATED. 
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2. I am particularly opposed to any bank erosion work proposed on the 
north side of the River. This portion contains a fully sufficient levee with 
minimal to no tree growth within its boundaries. This levee exhibits no 
signs of damage or potential for breech. To proposed bank erosion work 
below this levee will destroy countless acres of established riparian 
vegetation on this Wild and Scenic River with no discernable benefit. 
3. I find it wrongheaded and ironic that the Corp proposes to remove 
bankside vegetation of a River which supports a viable and endangered 
anadromous salmon population. The removal of bankside tree cover will 
eliminate stream side food contributions as well as act to increase stream 
temperatures by eliminating shading within the system. This is particularly 
offensive considering future projections of global warming and its 
impacts. 
4. I have viewed what the Corp considers “mitigation” for removing 
streamside tree cover. The few groups of woody debris anchored along 
the bank does not mitigate the loss of shade cover and the inputs of 
coarse woody debris resulting from recent project work. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers MUST perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project 
and its subcomponents, and should NOT go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and 
LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure 
for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure 
deserves. 

Thank you. 
Daniel R Sendek 
Registered Professional Forester 2285 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:13 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Harsch, Fritz H <fharsch@csus.edu> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:25 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: 
My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. I have serious concerns 
with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 
The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. I grew up on the 
parkway 55 years ago, before the bike trail had been constructed, and 
have lived in the Paradise Beach area for over 22 years. Proximity to the 
American River near the Paradise Beach access is a primary reason that I 
purchased a residence in that neighborhood. The parkway between 
Paradise Beach and the H street bridge has provided me with years of 
solace and recreation. Throughout that area I have swum, hiked, flyfished, 
trained dogs, observed the fauna, practiced nature and bushcraft skills, 
and sought privacy and serenity among the trees on the many small 
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walking trails. I am appalled at the desecration it has suffered. The 
concealed walking trails are now destroyed or roped off to prohibit foot 
traffic and beautiful trees that were decades old were chopped down and 
hauled away. The area is now an eyesore, barren and covered by ugly jute 
ground cloth. It will take years before new growth replaces the old. Direct 
access to the water itself between Glenn Hall Park and the H St bridge is 
almost entirely cut off. That stretch of water used to hold some of the 
finest stealhead and shad fishing on the Lower American. It is now 
eradicated. The results of the work done in that area almost feel malicious, 
as if the local residents have been spit upon. 
Consequently, I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” 
work is necessary along these sections of the American River, and have 
concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two 
years of construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is 
just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 
I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental 
analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides 
adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor 
considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 
including considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-
grained scale than simply the overall project. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 
California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft 
SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 
impacts) are not presented. 
My specific concerns and comments include the following: 
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The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project 
and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and 
LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure 
for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure 
deserves. 

Thank you, 
George Harsch iv 
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Barry, Devin 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:13 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Anne Kimmerlein <akimmerlein@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:27 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 

4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

I have grown up enjoying the Wild and Scenic American River Parkway between Watt Ave and the Mayhew drainage 

channel. I have kayaked, cycled, walked my dogs, and trained for marathons along that stretch of river. Although I spent 

my early adult life away from the area, I now make the neighborhood directly adjacent to that stretch of levy and river my 

home. The beauty, trees, and nature of the parkway are one of the main reasons that I chose to live in this neighborhood. 

I live in the neighborhood directly adjacent to the area of riverbank that will be drastically changed by the proposed 

project. I recognize the need to adapt and adjust to a quickly changing climate and am very aware of the flood risks that 

living this close to a river poses. I deeply care about my neighborhood and the larger community of Sacramento and 

support work that helps protect us against flooding. However, I strongly question whether the proposed bank erosion work 

is necessary along this particular section of the American River. Additionally, I am concerned that the proposed approach 

of removing mature trees and vegetation, two years of construction, and the many following years that it will take the 

replacement plantings to mature will put the levy at increased, rather than decreased risk for erosion. Furthermore, 

scientific studies as far back as the 1990’s clearly show that areas of greenspace remain significantly cooler than 

surrounding, cleared areas of land even as summer temperatures continue to rise. Removing the trees and mature 

vegetation along the American River not only will increase the local surface temperatures in an already warming climate, 

but also will remove the places that the local community goes to cool off under shade trees and in the shallows at the 

river’s edge. 
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I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns. I do not see that the 

environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider 

them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including 

considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than currently proposed. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 

Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. Such alternative methods 

would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes introduces a compounding set of significant 

adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per 

day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an 

increased need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 

needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 

or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have less significant impacts. 

The use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility of 

asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 

hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of an elementary school and in 

a residential neighborhood has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health 

Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 

carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

Although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each 

location that would travel through residential communities and within a school zone. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than 

significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing 

cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the 

SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required 

to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not 

adding anything beyond existing law. As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk 

assessment (HRA) for the Project. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, 

CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 

15126.2(b)). 

USACE plans to remove over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for potential bank 

erosion protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often 

highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions 

were used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 

conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank erosion 

control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to 

keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or 

under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and there 

is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need based on 

limited data and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee 

during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in 

slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on 

other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when included in the models. This 

calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the 

work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 
2 



                   

                   

                    

                     

                   

                 

                    

     

                  

                    

                    

         

                    

            

                  

                     

                     

         

                   

                  

                

              

 

     

        

Further, I am concerned that the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide 

self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – 

could actually make us more vulnerable to levy erosion, not less. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around 

Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. In 

fact, I understand that a recent revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design 

flows during the 2023 storms, which had much lower water levels/velocities than what is meant to be addressed by the 

project in it’s current form. 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 

trenches to launch as designed, that the on-site planting benches may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the 

banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current requests for 

a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly urge the US Army Corp of Engineers to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed 

“significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop targeted, alternative methods for project subcomponents, 

then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents, and then 

proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a less destructive approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented and considered. In 

addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a Regional 

Treasure. The Contract 3B actions greatly impact a zone designated a Protected Area under the American River Parkway 

Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 

generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Kimmerlein, DVM, MPVM, DACVPM 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:10 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Jennifer Banville <jennifer.banville@icloud.com>  

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:22 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

Im 74 years old and a Sacramento native. Our city has changed so much already with. Population growth, clogged

freeways, surface streets and now you want to remove the NATURAL trees long our gorgeous river? NO NO NO! Let 

people live elsewhere. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
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(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the 
protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this 
section of the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you—-jennifer Banville 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:06 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River 

Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, CA 

Attachments: USACE_PS_FNL.pdf 

From: Peter Spaulding <petenyvtca@comcast.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:20 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; sorgenkc@saccounty.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, 

Sacramento, CA 

Mr. Guy Romine 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Guy.K.Romine@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Josh Brown 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board/California Dept of Water Resources 
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 170 
Sacramento, California 95821 
Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov 

Submitted via email: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil and PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk 
Management Project, Sacramento, CA 

Dear Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown: 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the reports pertaining to this important project. The American 
River Parkway is the Crown Jewel of Sacramento and recognized across the country for its outstandingly 
remarkable recreational features. It is very likely the only river in the country with a federal and state Wild and 
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Scenic River designation flowing through, and located entirely within, a major metropolitan area. And you are 
about to destroy it. 

For the reasons contained in this letter, the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, 
Sacramento, CA, for Contracts 3B and 4 MUST NOT BE APPROVED. 

The American River Parkway Plan “acts as the management plan for the federal and state Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Acts.” The “Plan is the policy document for the Parkway. It contains policy statements of a general and 
flexible nature. The Parkway Plan addresses the entire length of the Parkway which includes areas in the 
unincorporated County, the City of Sacramento, the City of Rancho Cordova and the Lake Natoma portion of 
the Folsom Lake State Recreational Area. The County of Sacramento adopts the Parkway Plan as an element 
of its General Plan. The City of Sacramento and City of Rancho Cordova reference the Parkway Plan in their 
General Plans. The locally adopted Plan is then submitted to the State legislature for adoption through 
the Urban American River Parkway Preservation Act, Public Resources Code §5840. The Plan acts as an 
informational document and an invitation for citizen participation in the planning process. It also provides basic 
policy guidance for the future of the Parkway.” 

Following is a list of the Goals and Policies of the American River Parkway Plan that are being violated by this 
Project: 

Policy 1.1 Balanced Management 

The American River Parkway is a unique regional asset that shall be managed to balance the goals of 
controlling flooding; preserving and enhancing native vegetation, native fish species, the naturalistic open 
space and environmental quality within the urban environment; maintaining and improving water flow and 
quality; providing adequate habitat connectivity and travel corridors to support migratory and resident 
wildlife; providing recreational opportunities; and ensuring public safety. 

The proposed project destroys vegetation, inhibits native fish species from reproducing, hinders habitat 
connectivity and diminishes recreational opportunities. 

Terrestrial Resource Policies 

Policy 3.2 

Agencies managing the parkway shall protect, enhance and expand the parkway’s native willow, cottonwood, 
and valley oak-dominated riparian and upland woodlands that provide important shaded riverine aquatic 
habitat (SRA), seasonal floodplain, and riparian habitats; and the native live oak and blue oak woodlands and 
grasslands that provide important terrestrial and upland habitats. 

The proposed project not only does not enhance nor expand native species of trees, it removes them. 
Hundreds of the trees and acres of upland woodlands that shade and support the spawning areas for native 
fish will be removed, and not replaced. 

Aquatic Communities Policies 

Policy 3.7 
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The parkway shall be managed to preserve, protect and/or restore riparian and in-channel habitat necessary 
for spawning and rearing of fish species, including native Chinook salmon (fall-run), steelhead, and 
Sacramento splittail, and recreational non-native striped bass and American shad. Priority shall be on providing 
diversity and complexity of habitat, consistent with recreational safety needs. 

The proposed project destroys habitat for native Chinook salmon and steelhead by replacing natural river rock 
and gravel with excavated quarry stone. The exact amount of destruction cannot be calculated due to the lack 
of data in the environmental reports. 

Policy 3.8 

It is the intent of this plan that available water provide adequate seasonal river flows and water temperatures to 
achieve and maintain viable populations and life stages of federal or state listed species, such as the Central 
Valley steelhead trout. In addition, species of primary concern include: naturally spawning Chinook salmon 
(fall-run) and Sacramento splittail; non-native American shad and striped bass; and their macroinvertebrate 
food sources in the lower American River. 

The proposed project removes hundreds of trees that provide shade at the river’s edge, thus lowering the 
water temperature to allow the early life stages of steelhead trout to survive. 

Policy 3.11 

Agencies managing the parkway shall identify, enhance and protect: 
a areas where maintaining riparian vegetation will benefit the aquatic and terrestrial resources; 
b current shaded riverine aquatic habitat; and 
c other areas that can support a shaded riverine aquatic habitat, as time and resources permit, 
especially as associated with flood control or federally/state mandated species protection projects. 

The proposed project destroys current shaded riverine aquatic habitat. The exact amount of destruction cannot 
be calculated due to the lack of data in the environmental reports. 

Flood Control Policies 

Policy 4.12 

Vegetation in the parkway should be appropriately managed to maintain the structural integrity and 
conveyance capacity of the flood control system, consistent with the need to provide a high level of flood 
protection to the heavily urbanized floodplain along the lower American River and in a manner that preserves 
the environmental, aesthetic, and recreational quality of the parkway. 

The proposed project destroys the structural integrity of the riparian vegetation that maintains the natural flood 
control system. Further, it destroys the aesthetic and outstandingly remarkable recreational quality that has 
earned the American River both a federal and state Wild and Scenic Rivers designation. The exact amount of 
destruction cannot be calculated due to the lack of data in the environmental reports. 

Policy 4.16 

Bank scour and erosion shall be proactively managed to protect public levees and infrastructure, such as 
bridges, piers, power lines, habitat and recreational resources. These erosion control projects, which may 
include efforts to anchor berms and banks with rock revetment, shall be designed to minimize damage to 
riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat, and should include a revegetation program that screens the project 
from public view, provides for a naturalistic appearance to the site, and restores affected habitat values. 
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The proposed project destroys habitat, social trail, beaches, watercraft access sites, fishing, and wildlife 
viewing areas. It also destroys acres of riparian vegetation and provides no mitigation to restore affected 
habitat and recreational values. Once again, the exact amount of destruction cannot be calculated due to the 
lack of data in the environmental reports. 

I have chosen to focus my comments on the violations of the American River Parkway Plan, the management 
plan for the federal and state Wild and Scenic Rivers Acts. There are numerous other comments being 
submitted that carefully describe and document shortcomings of the environmental reports with respect to 
research, modeling, engineering, design, construction, and even public outreach. 

Because of these violations of the American River Parkway Plan, this project MUST be halted, re-evaluated 
and re-designed. There is no emergency, our levees are not crumbling before our eyes. There is plenty of time 
to get more soil borings, run new hydrology models, engineer with nature, not against her, and design a more 
targeted, data driven, evidence-based project for the Contract 3B area. Involve the public by conducting in-
person and on-line workshops and meetings. Since the Parkway is a regional asset, expand the public 
participation areas to include all of Sacramento County, and adjacent parts of Yolo, El Dorado and Placer 
counties. By working with affected agencies and the public that uses the Parkway on a regular basis, and 
employing the vast skills of the US Army Engineer Research and Development Center (ERDC), a project can 
be designed with a win-win-win outcome: 

Flood protection plus Erosion Control plus Preserving the American River Parkway, the Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento, for generations to come. 

Sincerely, 

Peter Spaulding 

Mile Steward, Mile 11 South 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:54 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: annde ewertsen <ewertsen@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:18 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment 
Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is an amazing resource. I challenge you to find anything similar in 
another city. My first experience with the river was in 1986, when my then boyfriend took me to see it. 
I was from out-of-state; he was born and raised in Sacramento. It was the first place he took me, and 
it was magical. I moved to Sacramento in 1987 and we made every effort to visit the river on a daily 
basis. In 1996, we bought a house across from Sara Park. We saw the realtor putting the sign in the 
ground when we were parking our car on our daily visit to the Parkway. Since purchasing the house, 
my family including my husband, our now-grown son and I spend at least a part of everyday enjoying 
the serene beauty and magnificence of the area. I walk the dog along the trails each morning and 
night. On the weekends, we take a 3 mile walk with the dog. We swim, kayak, and paddleboard 
weekly from late Spring to early Fall. My son learned how to fish there and ride his bike. He also 
developed a love of nature and an understanding of the natural order of things from this Parkway. I 
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can't even begin to imagine what my life and others in the neighborhood will do once it is bulldozed. 
The loss of habitat for the birds, beavers, river otters, deer, fish, turtles, and coyotes is beyond 
comprehension. A number of trees in the area are hundreds of years old. This area will never--not in 
my lifetime or those of my great-grandchildren--be a refuge and place of beauty, if this project goes 
through as planned. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the 
American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two 
years of construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at 
risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns, 
and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor 
provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a 
much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant 
and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft 
SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-
grained approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns include the following: 

*loss of habitat 
*loss of heritage oak trees and other vegetation 
*inability to access the water 
*air pollution 
*reduction of tree canopy, which increases temperatures and enhances not diminishes climate 
change concerns 
*denuded the area instead of further investigating nature-based solutions 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents and should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed 
decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come and should reflect the care that 
this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Annde Ewertsen 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:43 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Amy Pine <amypine76@hotmail.com>  

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:19 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I’m a frequent long distance runner along the parkway. For over 30 years, I have run along this amazing trail several 

times a week and get to take in the beauty of the river and what surrounds it: trees, wildlife, the serenity of it all. Many

times, it’s an escape and can be my therapy. I’ve spent many hours and many miles and seeing so much destruction of

the area and wildlife get displaced, is just heartbreaking.  

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
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(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the 
protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this 
section of the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:43 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Shulamit Shroder <shulamit.shroder@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:16 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely 
valuable to me. 

This project threatens the work many have done to make this section of 

the Lower American River the most iconic, swimmable river in the 

Country. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate 
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justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are 
“necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this 
section of the American River. If the project proceeds as planned the 
project will cause significant impacts economically, ecologically and 
disparately to adjacent communities, making this project environmentally 
unjust and racially inequitable. In addition, the project will affect 
communities outside the local area, as many events and tourists use this 
area to recreate (and will go elsewhere for many years). Migratory wildlife 
will be significantly affected, too, from the removal of habitat and shaded 
riparian areas. Finally, this will increase human contribution to climate 
change due to reduced bike commuters and an increase of urban heat 
island effect during and beyond the construction window. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more 
appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the 
proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much more targeted and 
less impacting approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 
significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 
mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to 
supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much 
more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA 
requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California 
Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has 
not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much 
more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative 
methods would result in far less environmental damage. 
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The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes 
and trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” everywhere there was 
no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse 
impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive 
amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and 
levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary 
schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of 
additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but 
have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the 
public to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees that would be saved 
vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not 
been meaningfully presented that could have very different and less 
significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not 
been adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing 
composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding 
foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and 
the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution 
impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary 
School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel 
exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a 
cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children 
are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than 
adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more 
sensitive). The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each 
restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences and schools. 
Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to 
be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already 
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required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything 
beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks 
to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and 
especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. 
Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after 
mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, 
each site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would 
travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than 
significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, 
OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As 
the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk 
assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide 
substantial evidence on the record that the Project would not expose 
residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health 
impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from 
Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on 
the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank 
erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is 
based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or 
out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. 
Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among 
different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall 
levee conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that 
this extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” control methods 
are needed for flood safety in this zone. 
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Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 
incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient 
evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned 
for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 
data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-
seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more 
slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and there is 
inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion 
analysis overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to 
account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling of 
velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models 
that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in 
slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of 
the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 
included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is 
necessary along this section of the American River. This calls into question 
whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by 
either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and 
vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the 
levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks 
and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction --
followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could 
actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just 
as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet 
to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 
Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high 
water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a prior 
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contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during 
the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to 
cause the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as 
designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, 
exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and 
vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and 
current requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in 
such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps 
proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River 
(designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation 
and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American 
River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian 
habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, 
and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles 
of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify 
the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this 
pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 
for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe 
access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, 
solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles along 
the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long 
stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for 
miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to 
most recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the 
environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of 
dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, 
and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 
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wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban 
area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-
nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This 
is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the 
Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal 
Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 
River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage 
Conservation Service noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the 
most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the 
close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban 
environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the 
values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian 
hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation 
is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values 
such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural 
character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an 
aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of 
designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian 
forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC 
conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild 
and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they 
would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service 
need to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to 
find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

  



             
            

            
           

            

            
           

             
       

        
           

            
           

         
         

      

         
            

         
          

            

            
          
          

        
           

        

             
     

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south 
alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old --
older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies 
suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry 
riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the 
total length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control 
projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most 
wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 
recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all 
income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points 
and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods 
would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged 
populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been 
adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish 
habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they 
“mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant 
unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used 
to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 
alternative methods should be used, including the use of smaller 
equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing 
stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the 
National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a 
more targeted analysis and approach. 
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The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices 
that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental 
impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for 
project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental 
analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and 
then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the 
project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B 
and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage 
oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The 
Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” 
under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under 
USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care 
that this treasure deserves. 

Questions: 

(1) have you done a community centered economic and health analysis 
of the proposed solution using racial demographically disaggregated 
community data? What was your method and does it consider cumulative 
impacts like air pollution, heat island effect, mental health and other 
drivers? 

(2) does the project as proposed align with studies the Corps of Engineers 
has produced over the last two decades showing trees can be both 
helpful to levee strength as well as potential risks for levee failure? Based 
on what we saw in River Park it seems like the current thought is that 
virtually any and all trees on levees and within floodplains are considered 
a risk that needs to be mitigated. 
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(3) do you have up to date user data for this reach and surrounding 
parkway, including data on swimmers and boaters? Would it be possible 
to synthesize demographic or economic data to help the communities 
impacted have a better sense of the value of their losses? 

Thank you, 

Shulamit Shroder 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:43 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] TIME SENSITIVE: Please help ensure a better USACE 

Proposal for American Rive 3B 

From: LESLIE WATTS <leslie.watts@prodigy.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:14 PM 

To: BellasE@saccounty.net; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; 

publiccommentarcf16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: richdesmond@saccounty.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] TIME SENSITIVE: Please help ensure a better USACE Proposal for American Rive 3B 

Dear Chairperson and Members, 

Without a doubt, you are aware that community advocates of American River Trees (americanrivertrees.org), are reaching out to ask that US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) proposed contracts 3B and 4 for "bank erosion protection" to the Lower American River between Howe Avenue and the Mayhew Drain be 
entirely reconsidered. 

I am writing to ask that the Sacramento Regional Parks and the American River Parkway Advisory Committee work with USACE to revise the proposal and not 
proceed until a more targeted and less destructive approach is developed. USACE must extend the public comment period, currently TODAY at 5:00 p.m., 
until further consideration is given. 

We request that you work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been expressed by so many members of the 
public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 
concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees (including heritage oaks) and vegetation to keep residents safe from future flooding potential have spoken up 
and require respectful responses. 

I wish to cite the Sacramento County American River Parkway Plan 2008; County of Sacramento Municipal Services Agency Planning and Community 
Development Department. 2008. Accessed online 2023/02/23 
https://regionalparks.saccounty.gov/Parks/Documents/Parks/ARPP06-021909_sm.pdf 
Flood Control Policies 

4.0 Water flows, water quality and flood control Water Flow Policies Water Flow Policies 

4.1 It is the intent of this Plan that available water flows protect the lower American River ecosystems and recreational resources. These resources include 
water quality, appropriate water temperatures, waterway recreation, aesthetics, riparian vegetation, fisheries and other aquatic species, wildlife and other river-
dependent features and activities. Flow policies shall include the minimum flows in the flow regime consistent with Lower American River Flow Management 
Standard (LARFMS) as identified in the 2006 Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, California Department of 
Fish and Game and Water Forum draft technical report or in substantial conformance with that standard.1 

1 Note: A flow management standard for the LAR has been developed by the Water Forum in cooperation with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and state and 
federal resource agencies. In 2006 agreement was reached on the flow management standard, which includes a flow regime, water temperature objectives, river 
monitoring and a river management group to implement the standard. 

Flood Control Policies (continued) 
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4.12 Vegetation in the Parkway should be appropriately managed to maintain the structural integrity and conveyance capacity of the flood control system, 
consistent with the need to provide a high level of flood protection to the heavily urbanized floodplain along the lower American River and in a manner that 
preserves the environmental, aesthetic, and recreational quality of the Parkway. 

4.16 Bank scour and erosion shall be proactively managed to protect public levees and infrastructure, such as bridges, piers, power lines, habitat, and recreational 
resources. These erosion control projects, which may include efforts to anchor berms and banks with rock revetment, shall be designed to minimize damage 
to riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat, and should include a revegetation program that screens the project from public view, provides for a 
naturalistic appearance to the site, and restores affected habitat values. (emphasis added) 

4.17 Projects to address bank stabilization and erosion that are threatening privately-owned structures shall secure appropriate permits. The engineering of 
these projects should give preference to biotechnical or non-structural alternatives, where feasible, over alternatives involving revetments, bank re-
grading, or installation of river training structures. Use of rubble, gunnite, bulkheads and similar material in these projects is prohibited. (emphasis added) 

I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of the American River Parkway consistent with your ethos, and to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and to impose strong conditions that require the USACE to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 
devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. Exploring "Engineering with Nature" at https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/ is not an unreasonable request to make. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Leslie A. Watts 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:42 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Susan Solarz <solaking19@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:10 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; Desmond. Rich <desmondrf@saccounty.gov> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment 
Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 
Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. I am writing to express my serious concerns with the proposed 
project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. While I certainly recognize the 

importance of flood protection, I want to bring to your attention that we can achieve this 
objective in a way that is more protective of our environment. 

The American River is extremely important to me. I live north of the American River within a 

short distance from the proposed Contract 3B North Site 4-2. I walk regularly on the river, 
especially on the trails between Watt Avenue and my home, a mile east of Rio Americano High 

School. I chose to live where I do because I can walk to the American River. I also am a docent 
at the nearby Effie Yeaw Nature Center, where I work with students and members of the public 
to learn about and experience the beauty and the significance of the wildlife and habitat of the 

American River. I recognize the rich biodiversity of the American River, including serving as a 
migration pathway for many bird and salmonid fish species. I observe beaver, otter, coyote, and 

deer as well as countless endemic and migratory bird species. 

I have an educational background in environmental science and engineering, public health and 
biology from UCLA, and spent my 30 year career as an environmental scientist with the State of 
California Cal-EPA. 
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I value protection of the American River as a national Wild & Scenic River and under the Lower 
American River Conservancy as well as the American River Parkway Plan. I am particularly 

concerned about the potential impact of the vegetation removal to wildlife habitat of the 
American River. 

Below are some of my key concerns: 

Limited Evidence for Extensive Removal of Trees and Vegetation for Erosion Control: 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion 
concerns. Trees and vegetation provide natural armoring of the banks that would be eliminated. 

Better understanding and methods for implementing nature-based solutions exist. The 
U.S. Army Corps has endorsed an Engineering with Nature program. It appears that 
these guidelines need to be incorporated here. 

When the Folsom Dam raise is complete, the work may be unnecessary. Modeling cited in 
SAFCA's Final Urban Level of Flood Protection Plan indicates that the maximum discharge for a 

200-year flood would not exceed 115,000 cfs rather than 160,000 cfs cited as the basis for this 
project. 

Impact on Wildlife and Critical Habitats: 

The substantial loss of shade from the mature canopies along the river’s edge may lower the 
survival rate of various species of salmonids as well as potential reductions of 
aquatic invertebrates. Extensive vegetation removal would disrupt the nesting, mating, and 

feeding habits of local and migratory bird populations.The petition for listing the western pond 
turtle imposes additional requirements on the environmental analysis and mitigation.These 

impacts are potentially longer term because the vegetation will take years to return. Creating 
mitigation in an alternate location is not an adequate substitute for the interconnectedness of 
this significant wildlife corridor. 

Recreational Access/Mental Health/Environmental Justice: 
This part of the river is heavily used by the public for walking, swimming, fishing, kayaking, bird 

and wildlife viewing, and general enjoyment of natural features. There are many 
footpaths along the shore that are extremely important to the public. The Corps has not 
provided any detail as to what, if any, of our mature trees, footpaths, beaches, fishing access 

points, and other natural features will be preserved. Natural settings decrease anger, anxiety, 
and depression; and increase restoration and tranquility. The U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services states that the lack of green space is one of the most important causes of 
childhood obesity, and the need for green places to protect children's health is becoming more 
recognized and apparent. 

The American River Parkway provides natural recreational opportunities proximate to an 

urban population, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and 
walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The 
proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged 

populations. This environmental justice issue has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

As Local Residents We Do Not Want What We See Near Sacramento State University 
(Contracts 1 and 2) What we see is a project that fundamentally and perhaps irrevocably 
alters the landscape, changing the aesthetics, its biological value, reduction in potential for 

carbon sequestration, and recreational (perhaps even economic) value for our community. 
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Sincerely, 

Susan Solarz 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:41 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

SEIS/SEIR 

-----Original Message----- 

From: jasmine@shahbandi.com <jasmine@shahbandi.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:08 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features SEIS/SEIR 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 

(DWR): 

I am writing to express my concern about proposed clearing of the American River Parkway for erosion control. My focus

is on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B.

As a professional interpreter working with immigrants adapting to Sacramento life, I can attest to the fact that visting the

American River Parkway is a tremendous source of healthy, inexpensive recreation for immigrant families. The

enjoyment of nature crosses all language barriers. When people enjoy nature in proximity, they form common bonds. 

The American River Parkway provides an incredible environment for such opportunities, so it is very shocking to see the

USACE reducing the American River Parkway to a lifeless ditch, just so that the area might possibly have a decreased risk 

of bank erosion. 

I object to the destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south, potentially including heritage oaks over 300 years old.

Similar trees will never again attain such longevity in a few shallow feet of soil over jagged, quarry riprap and therefore, I

urgently ask that the USACE perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of their 

proposed project and its subcomponents. I ask that the USACE not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B 

and 4 until a targeted and less damaging approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and

4 is designed. Future erosion control projects should be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§

1

INDIV-782

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
A

mailto:PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:jasmine@shahbandi.com
mailto:jasmine@shahbandi.com


21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. An analysis of alternative methods for 

a more surgical, fine-grained approach has not been presented. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012, it was designated a Regional 

Treasure. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated as a “Protected Area”  

under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B will alter this protected and 

irreplaceable regional treasure for current residents and for future generations. I ask that USACE planning better 

reflect the respect that the American River Parkway deserves. 

Thank you. 

Jasmine Shahbandi 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:36 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Corps Flood Protection Project slated for the American 

River 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status: Completed 

From: Ed Harper <calidris@surewest.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:07 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Corps Flood Protection Project slated for the American River 

To Whom it may concern: 

I am shocked by the poorly drafted project replete with errors that is designed for the American River 

Parkway. Furthermore, there has been little opportunity, given the time restraints, to sufficiently address the slated 

project. The community deserves to have their concerns addressed. Surely there is overwhelming opposition to the 

project as it is presently outlined. We value our riparian areas and the American River Parkway is a living jewel. The 

trees that define the area must be treasured, not destroyed. The U. S. Army Corp should be actively working to protect 

and restore vital riparian areas rather than destroying them. Given our knowledge about climate change, we know how 

essential trees are. Riparian corridors provide essential habitat to the vast majority of birds and terrestrial 

mammals. Destroying trees along the American River would have a profound and deleterious impact to the salmon 

fishery since trees help keep the waters cooler, provide food resources for young salmon, and enhance habitat and 

survival of young salmon. 

Please keep in mind "No natural landscapes of California have been so altered by man as its bottomlands" 

(Bakker 1972). The once-lush riparian forests, forming natural vegetation corridors along many of the Central 

Valley's watercourses, are mostly gone today. These forests were, in Thompson's words, ". . . modified with a 

rapidity and completeness matched in few parts of the United States" (Thompson 1961).” 

Please listen to my pleas. No destruction to our valued riparian areas of the American River Parkway. 

Sincerely, 

W. Edward Harper
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2/23/24, 11:41 AM Mail - Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB - Outlook 

[UPDATED] Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Click to view/send)

jessica epperson <epperson.wiseman@gmail.com> 

Fri 2/23/2024 11:39 AM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from epperson.wiseman@gmail.com. 

Learn why this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 

the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 

4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 

proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 

close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 

expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 

and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 

concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 

flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers 

presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 

communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 

this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further 

understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 

the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank 

alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 

protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 

American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 

for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were 

collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 

1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and 

there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many 

aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADk4NmY4OWVjLTcwMmQtNDc3ZS05MmZjLTdhMDFiMjk0NGRlZQBGAAAAAAC5VyyBYdd9RoTmXns… 1/2 
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2/23/24, 11:41 AM Mail - Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB - Outlook 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 

construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at 

risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the 

Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 

the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 

Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 

USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the 

extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 

wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 

for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and 

wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 

dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 

destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife 

(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 

used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 

encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 

approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 

and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 

support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 

this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 

special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 

determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 

require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 

data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine 

Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 

one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 

pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in 

the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ 

deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 

Sent from my iPhone 
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2/22/24, 3:19 PM Mail - Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB - Outlook 

Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project 

Keri Miner <handwing2011@yahoo.com> 

Thu 2/22/2024 2:37 PM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[You don't often get email from handwing2011@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important at 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 

the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 

4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 

proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 

close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 

expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 

and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 

concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 

flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers 

presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 

communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 

this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further 

understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 

the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank 

alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 

protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 

American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 

for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were 

collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 

1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and 

there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many 

aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 

construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at 

risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the 

Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 

the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 

Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 

USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the 

extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 

wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 

for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and 

wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 

dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 

destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife 

(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 

used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 

encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 

approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 

and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 

support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 

this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 

special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 

determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 

require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 

data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine 

Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 

one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 

pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in 

the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ 

deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 

Keri Miner 
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Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project 

Laurel G Larsen <laurel@berkeley.edu> 

Thu 2/22/2024 11:58 PM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

You don't often get email from laurel@berkeley.edu. Learn why this is important 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to 
members of the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower 
American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing as a resident of River Park, Sacramento, and a daily visitor to the Lower 
American River Parkway to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corps of 
Engineers to revise the proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a 
MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal 
prior to the close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that 
have been expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public 
meetings, in comment letters, and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with 
detailed information and questions concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and 
vegetation to keep residents safe from future flooding potential have spoken up and require 
respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers presented at your February 9, 2024 
Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and communicate as soon as 
possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does 
not have this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping 
the public gain further understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to 
communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east 
from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 
American River Parkway (south bank alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE 
claim that this protection is “needed” is based on minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and 
does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the protective effects of trees. 
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I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the American River. 
The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 
for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and 
where data were collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the 
extension to February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in 
December for public review and comment, and there is still not enough time to answer all 
the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many aspects of the proposal do 
not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 
2 years during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to 
come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly 
oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles 
of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around 
Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), 
will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks 
damaged by the USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 
miles of Parkway! I oppose the extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 
200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area 
of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, biking, 
dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, 
photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 
dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These 
miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our 
astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and 
more) valued by recreational Parkway users. If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some 
locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used (such as in-place use of 
existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by 
the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted 
analysis and approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and 
Scenic River status, and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the 
Army Corps is involved. I do not support the USACE claim that this extension and the 
methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in this zone; and instead it would destroy a 
vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of the American 
River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a determination of 
“inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 
require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than 
the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 
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Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies 
presenting data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. 
The O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has 
been used in the past and is also one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in 
the latest proposal, and a short walk from pristine areas endangered by the proposed 
project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in the organizing of public 
meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 
Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 

Laurel G. Larsen, PhD (she/her) 

Associate Professor, Depts. of Geography and Civil & Environmental Engineering, UC Berkeley 
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[UPDATED] Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Click to view/send) 

max hall <maxjmhall@gmail.com> 

Fri 2/23/2024 9:51 AM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from maxjmhall@gmail.com. Learn why 

this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 

the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 

4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 

proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 

close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 

expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 

and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 

concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 

flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers 

presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 

communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 

this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further 

understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 

the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank 

alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 

protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 

American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 

for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were 

collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 

1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and 

there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many 

aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 

construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at 

risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the 

Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 

the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 

Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 

USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the 

extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 

wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 

for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and 

wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 

dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 

destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife 

(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 

used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 

encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 

approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 

and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 

support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 

this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 

special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 

determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 

require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 

data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine 

Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 

one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 

pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in 

the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ 

deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 

Max Hall 
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Fwd: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Melina Cacciurri <cacciurri@gmail.com> 

Thu 2/22/2024 10:26 PM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov>; BellasE@saccounty.net <BellasE@saccounty.net>; 

SorgenKC@saccounty.gov <SorgenKC@saccounty.gov>; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov <Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov>; 

Barbara_Rice@nps.gov <Barbara_Rice@nps.gov>; hbwillia44@gmail.com <hbwillia44@gmail.com>; 

RichDesmond@saccounty.gov <RichDesmond@saccounty.gov>; PatHume@saccounty.gov <PatHume@saccounty.gov>; 

SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov <SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov>; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov 

<SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov>; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov <SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov>; 

Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov <Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov>; repamibera@mail.house.gov 

<repamibera@mail.house.gov> 

You don't often get email from cacciurri@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Forwarding my message to USACE, please support the citizens of Sacramento 

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Melina Cacciurri <cacciurri@gmail.com> 

Date: Thu, Feb 22, 2024 at 10:18 PM 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 

2023 Report and Appendices 

To: <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Dear US Army COrps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept of Water Resources (DWR) 

Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 

particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 

environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me.  I purchased my home in 

my home in this neighborhood specifically to be close to the parkway which I enjoy 

several times per day with dog walking, running, biking, bird watching and enjoying 

our beautiful natural landscape and water resource.  It's truly a unique and great 

treasure and exists in very few other cities across the nation and likely the world. It 

took me a whole year of waiting for houses in the area to come onto the market and 

bidding against many buyers to finally secure my home in this neighborhood in 2017. 
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I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this 

section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of 

clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of isolated, 

immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at 

all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank 

erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately 

characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 

mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 

“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a much 

more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 

remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible 

mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 

CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 

alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 

impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

1. Limited Evidence for Unnecessary Removal of Trees and Vegetation: 

Trees are not a significant risk to levee stability.  In fact, trees and vegetation provide 

self-renewing natural armoring of the banks that would be eliminated.  Removing trees 

may make us less safe. 

Historically, levee failures were more associated with areas where riparian forests had 

been thinned or clear-cut. 

Inadequate environmental analysis of the removal of 200+ years old heritage oaks 

would constitute an “unmitigable” impact on the visual and aesthetic resources of the 

Parkway 

Destruction of vegetation worsens the heat island effect. 

“Access ramps” will destroy additional trees but were not accounted for in the draft 
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SEIS/SEIR. 

2. Rip Rapped streambanks present significant negative consequences: 

Shorelines composed of large, angular rock make access by people for swimming, 

fishing, birdwatching, watercraft deployment, and other uses dangerous at worst and 

highly unpleasant at best. 

The river’s Wild and Scenic designation is compromised by a rigid, artificial shoreline. 

Riprapped shorelines are ugly and detract from the natural feel of the Lower American 

River that makes it such a special place and refuge in our city and area. 

Riprap hinders natural riverbank vegetation growth, and stifles tree growth.  Heritage 

trees would be forever lost. 

The planting benches being proposed on top of the launchable rock toes and trenches 

will likely collapse (“launch”) when the launchable rock toes and trenches eventually 

launch. No provisions or commitments have been made to replace lost planting 

benches. 

3. Erosion is minimal in USACE’s Contract 3B: 

Experts disagree about the erosion risk along this stretch of the river. More empirical 

data was recommended, but generally concluded that erosion resistant material was 

present and significant scour below it was not anticipated. Seepage data show no issue 

for seepage, especially after the deep slurry walls were added inside the levees. 

Modern, advanced modeling for peak 160,000 cubic feet per second flow predicts that 

water velocities are low at the levees. The older models used did not account for the 

protective effect of trees slowing the velocities at the edges. 

The improvements to weirs and bypasses, and the new spillway at Folsom dam and 

new operating protocols allow for better managing of flows, including earlier release of 

water when storms are forecast. 

4. Impact on Wildlife and Critical Habitats: 
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The biodiversity of this ecosystem is complex and interconnected and is heavily used 

by wildlife 

Clear-cutting and rip rapped streambanks pose a threat to critical habitats for various 

fish species, including Chinook Salmon, Central Valley Steelhead, and North American 

Green Sturgeon. 

Clear-cutting disrupts the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local and migratory 

bird populations. 

Large, mature trees provide essential nest cavities that would be lost. 

The substantial loss of shade from the mature canopies along the river’s edge may 

lower the survival rate of various species of salmonids. 

The petition for listing the western pond turtle imposes additional requirements on the 

environmental analysis and mitigation. 

High levels of noise and vibrations will disturb natural animal behaviors such as 

nesting, spawning and feeding activities 

5. Recreational Access: 

This part of the river is heavily used by the public for walking, swimming, fishing, 

kayaking, bird and wildlife viewing, and general enjoyment of natural features. There 

are many footpaths in the forest and beaches along the shore that are extremely 

important to the public. The Corps has not provided any detail as to what, if any, of our 

mature trees, footpaths, beaches, fishing access points, and other natural features will 

be preserved. Why should we think that the Corps will do anything different than at 

River Park, where all of these features such as mature trees, beaches, footpaths, etc., 

appear to have been destroyed? Sac State is used as a restoration example, but we know 

of no beaches, footpaths, fishing access points there, either. Why should we trust that 

3B will be different when even the SEIS/SEIR does not address these issues? 

Installation of miles of angular rock (riprap) will make river access dangerous along 
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large stretches of river, and will greatly impede swimming, fishing, and deployment of 

watercraft such as kayaks. This will be a permanent and significant loss of 

irreplaceable recreational amenities to the community that is not accounted for in the 

SEIS/SEIR, despite promises by the Corps in 2016 to address these significant issues. 

The permanent loss of mature trees, beaches, river access points, footpaths, and other 

recreational amenities is not “less than significant” as stated in the SEIS/SEIR. The 

Corps needs to document these losses and redo the SEIS/SEIR to account for them, 

including proposals to modify the project where possible to minimize losses. 

The public has a right to know how specific recreational amenities will be affected by 

this project. The level of detail in the SEIS/SEIR makes it impossible for the public to 

see what will be done, and all we can assume is everything in 3B upstream of Watt 

Avenue on the south side will be ripped out like at River Park. The public has a right to 

know the details at this stage of review and should not be required to “trust” the Corps. 

We want the Corps to document and justify specifically which of our trails, trees, 

beaches, fishing access, and riparian forest must be destroyed to keep us safe from 

floods, and how much of that destruction will be replaced, versus what will be lost 

permanently given current design. 

What mitigation for lost beaches, trails, forests, etc. will there be? The SEIS/SEIR does 

not discuss the loss of these features, so it also inappropriately fails to discuss 

mitigation for permanent impacts to features that the Corps cannot replace onsite. If 

beaches or trails are lost forever onsite, will other beaches or trails be installed? 

6. Mental Health and Vegetation 

Trees contribute to the creation of green spaces, which have been associated with 

improved mental health. The presence of greenery has been linked to reduced stress 

levels, enhanced mood, and increased feelings of well-being. The removal of trees can 

lead to a loss of these beneficial green environments. 

Research has shown that “green exercise” may confer mental health benefits in 

addition to improving physical health. 

Natural park settings decrease anger, anxiety, and depression; and increase restoration 
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and tranquility. 

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services states that the lack of green space 

is one of the most important causes of childhood obesity, and the need for green places 

to protect children's health is becoming more recognized and apparent. 

Trees play a role in filtering air pollutants and absorbing noise. Their removal can 

contribute to increased levels of air pollution and noise, both of which have been 

associated with negative effects on mental health. Poor air quality and excessive noise 

can contribute to stress, anxiety, and other mental health issues. 

Trees often serve as gathering places and contribute to the sense of community. The 

removal of trees can alter the social dynamics of an area, potentially reducing 

opportunities for social interaction and community engagement. Social connections are 

important for mental health, and changes in community dynamics can have 

psychological implications. 

7. Cultural Restoration and Inclusion: 

Culturally significant plant species must be included in restoration and mitigation 

efforts, allowing for tribal ceremonies. 

8. Air Quality: 

For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is a carcinogen, 

with a cancer potency value from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment (OEHHA),and OEHHA reports that between the ages of 2 to 16 years old, 

children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen than adults. (Between third 

trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The project is large, with over 100 daily truck trips at each site and staging areas 

adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires 

using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks 

are already required to be 2010 or newer under CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation. 

The USACE mitigation measures should require much cleaner trucks -- 2014 or newer 

or, better yet, electrics. 
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Even where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA 

requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public 

Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site would have 

over 100 daily truck trips at each location that travel through residential communities. 

USACE claims less than significant impacts of air pollution on sensitive receptors. 

However, the OEHHA guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction 

projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, page 8-18). USACE should have 

prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA), to provide substantial evidence 

on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that 

would result in a significant health impact. 

Using quarry rocks from unspecified quarry sources has not been adequately addressed 

for concerns that the rocks may contain asbestos content (given the prevalence of 

serpentine rocks in surrounding foothill sources). Dust from hauling and dumping 

asbestos-containing rocks within a quarter mile of a school requires further 

environmental impact analysis. 

9. Environmental Justice (EJ):

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational 

opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, 

and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in 

this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice issue has not been adequately 

addressed in the environmental analysis. 

10. More Important Risks and Impact to our flood risk such as the sale of the Kassis 
property to developers are not being addressed ahead of this. Kassis property 
development by Trumark Homes.

https://www.sarariverwatch.org/kassis_property_easements

I am extremely concerned about the terrible blight that has been created in the River 

Park area of Sacramento and implore you to find more sustainable solutions, if you can 

prove they are in fact, necessary. 
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The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 

analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and 

should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much 

MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion 

Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”.  These 

proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and 

should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Melina Cacciurri 
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Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project 

Melina Cacciurri <cacciurri@gmail.com> 

Thu 2/22/2024 10:39 PM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from cacciurri@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and 

listening to members of the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps 

of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank erosion protection” 

on the lower American River east of Howe Ave.  

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of 

Engineers to revise the proposal and not proceed with those components until 

there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion 

Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the 

proposal prior to the close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the 

project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above 

occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and 

concerns that have been expressed by so many members of the public at the 

USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, and at other public forums. 

Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions concerning 

the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe 

from future flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop 

their goal to “Communicate, communicate and communicate as soon as 

possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been 

posted and does not have this project listed, the extension of the public comment 
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period is crucial to helping the public gain further understanding and support 

USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, 

extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze 

over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank alone) for “bank 

erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to 

account for the protective effects of trees.  I strongly question whether this work is 

necessary along this section of the American River. The plans shown on the 

USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details for such a 

major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and 

where data were collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we 

appreciate the extension to February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just 

before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and there is still 

not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact 

that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the 

American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a 

minimum of 2 years during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for 

many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as 

no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army 

Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We 

have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and 

Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water 

flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River 

Banks damaged by the USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of 

the lower 26 miles of Parkway!  I oppose the extreme destruction of trees 

(including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild 

vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss 

of quality and access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, 

kayak and paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many 

other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of dozens of 

unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These 

miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our 

astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory 

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADk4NmY4OWVjLTcwMmQtNDc3ZS05MmZjLTdhMDFiMjk0NGRlZQBGAAAAAAC5VyyBYdd9RoTmXns… 2/3 



 

 

 

  

 

  

 

  

  

  

 

  

2/23/24, 8:54 AM Mail - Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB - Outlook 

birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users.  If erosion “spot fixes” are 

needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 

used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and 

bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use 

of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more 

targeted analysis and approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild 

and Scenic River status, and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials 

when the Army Corps is involved. I do not support the USACE claim that this 

extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in this zone; and 

instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway.  I urge you to stand up for 

this special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento 

Regional Parks to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to 

find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation 

that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the 

responsible agencies presenting data and fostering a collaborative environment to 

address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has been 

suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also one of 

the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a 

short walk from pristine areas endangered by the proposed project.  Supervisor 

Rich Desmond has promised to assist in the organizing of public meetings to 

discuss this major impact to our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of 

Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for future 

generations! 

Thank you. 

Melina Cacciurri 
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Fwd: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Melina Cacciurri <cacciurri@gmail.com> 

Thu 2/22/2024 10:26 PM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov>; BellasE@saccounty.net <BellasE@saccounty.net>; 

SorgenKC@saccounty.gov <SorgenKC@saccounty.gov>; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov <Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov>; 

Barbara_Rice@nps.gov <Barbara_Rice@nps.gov>; hbwillia44@gmail.com <hbwillia44@gmail.com>; 

RichDesmond@saccounty.gov <RichDesmond@saccounty.gov>; PatHume@saccounty.gov <PatHume@saccounty.gov>; 

SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov <SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov>; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov 

<SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov>; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov <SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov>; 

Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov <Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov>; repamibera@mail.house.gov 

<repamibera@mail.house.gov> 

You don't often get email from cacciurri@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Forwarding my message to USACE, please support the citizens of Sacramento 

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Melina Cacciurri <cacciurri@gmail.com> 

Date: Thu, Feb 22, 2024 at 10:18 PM 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 

2023 Report and Appendices 

To: <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Dear US Army COrps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept of Water Resources (DWR) 

Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 

particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 

environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me.  I purchased my home in 

my home in this neighborhood specifically to be close to the parkway which I enjoy 

several times per day with dog walking, running, biking, bird watching and enjoying 

our beautiful natural landscape and water resource.  It's truly a unique and great 

treasure and exists in very few other cities across the nation and likely the world. It 

took me a whole year of waiting for houses in the area to come onto the market and 

bidding against many buyers to finally secure my home in this neighborhood in 2017. 
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I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this 

section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of 

clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of isolated, 

immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at 

all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank 

erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately 

characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 

mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 

“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a much 

more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 

remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible 

mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 

CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 

alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 

impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

1. Limited Evidence for Unnecessary Removal of Trees and Vegetation: 

Trees are not a significant risk to levee stability.  In fact, trees and vegetation provide 

self-renewing natural armoring of the banks that would be eliminated. Removing trees 

may make us less safe. 

Historically, levee failures were more associated with areas where riparian forests had 

been thinned or clear-cut. 

Inadequate environmental analysis of the removal of 200+ years old heritage oaks 

would constitute an “unmitigable” impact on the visual and aesthetic resources of the 

Parkway 

Destruction of vegetation worsens the heat island effect. 

“Access ramps” will destroy additional trees but were not accounted for in the draft 
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SEIS/SEIR. 

2. Rip Rapped streambanks present significant negative consequences: 

Shorelines composed of large, angular rock make access by people for swimming, 

fishing, birdwatching, watercraft deployment, and other uses dangerous at worst and 

highly unpleasant at best. 

The river’s Wild and Scenic designation is compromised by a rigid, artificial shoreline. 

Riprapped shorelines are ugly and detract from the natural feel of the Lower American 

River that makes it such a special place and refuge in our city and area. 

Riprap hinders natural riverbank vegetation growth, and stifles tree growth. Heritage 

trees would be forever lost. 

The planting benches being proposed on top of the launchable rock toes and trenches 

will likely collapse (“launch”) when the launchable rock toes and trenches eventually 

launch. No provisions or commitments have been made to replace lost planting 

benches. 

3. Erosion is minimal in USACE’s Contract 3B: 

Experts disagree about the erosion risk along this stretch of the river. More empirical 

data was recommended, but generally concluded that erosion resistant material was 

present and significant scour below it was not anticipated. Seepage data show no issue 

for seepage, especially after the deep slurry walls were added inside the levees. 

Modern, advanced modeling for peak 160,000 cubic feet per second flow predicts that 

water velocities are low at the levees. The older models used did not account for the 

protective effect of trees slowing the velocities at the edges. 

The improvements to weirs and bypasses, and the new spillway at Folsom dam and 

new operating protocols allow for better managing of flows, including earlier release of 

water when storms are forecast. 

4. Impact on Wildlife and Critical Habitats: 
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The biodiversity of this ecosystem is complex and interconnected and is heavily used 

by wildlife 

Clear-cutting and rip rapped streambanks pose a threat to critical habitats for various 

fish species, including Chinook Salmon, Central Valley Steelhead, and North American 

Green Sturgeon. 

Clear-cutting disrupts the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local and migratory 

bird populations. 

Large, mature trees provide essential nest cavities that would be lost. 

The substantial loss of shade from the mature canopies along the river’s edge may 

lower the survival rate of various species of salmonids. 

The petition for listing the western pond turtle imposes additional requirements on the 

environmental analysis and mitigation. 

High levels of noise and vibrations will disturb natural animal behaviors such as 

nesting, spawning and feeding activities 

5. Recreational Access: 

This part of the river is heavily used by the public for walking, swimming, fishing, 

kayaking, bird and wildlife viewing, and general enjoyment of natural features. There 

are many footpaths in the forest and beaches along the shore that are extremely 

important to the public. The Corps has not provided any detail as to what, if any, of our 

mature trees, footpaths, beaches, fishing access points, and other natural features will 

be preserved. Why should we think that the Corps will do anything different than at 

River Park, where all of these features such as mature trees, beaches, footpaths, etc., 

appear to have been destroyed? Sac State is used as a restoration example, but we know 

of no beaches, footpaths, fishing access points there, either. Why should we trust that 

3B will be different when even the SEIS/SEIR does not address these issues? 

Installation of miles of angular rock (riprap) will make river access dangerous along 
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large stretches of river, and will greatly impede swimming, fishing, and deployment of 

watercraft such as kayaks. This will be a permanent and significant loss of 

irreplaceable recreational amenities to the community that is not accounted for in the 

SEIS/SEIR, despite promises by the Corps in 2016 to address these significant issues. 

The permanent loss of mature trees, beaches, river access points, footpaths, and other 

recreational amenities is not “less than significant” as stated in the SEIS/SEIR. The 

Corps needs to document these losses and redo the SEIS/SEIR to account for them, 

including proposals to modify the project where possible to minimize losses. 

The public has a right to know how specific recreational amenities will be affected by 

this project. The level of detail in the SEIS/SEIR makes it impossible for the public to 

see what will be done, and all we can assume is everything in 3B upstream of Watt 

Avenue on the south side will be ripped out like at River Park. The public has a right to 

know the details at this stage of review and should not be required to “trust” the Corps. 

We want the Corps to document and justify specifically which of our trails, trees, 

beaches, fishing access, and riparian forest must be destroyed to keep us safe from 

floods, and how much of that destruction will be replaced, versus what will be lost 

permanently given current design. 

What mitigation for lost beaches, trails, forests, etc. will there be? The SEIS/SEIR does 

not discuss the loss of these features, so it also inappropriately fails to discuss 

mitigation for permanent impacts to features that the Corps cannot replace onsite. If 

beaches or trails are lost forever onsite, will other beaches or trails be installed? 

6. Mental Health and Vegetation 

Trees contribute to the creation of green spaces, which have been associated with 

improved mental health. The presence of greenery has been linked to reduced stress 

levels, enhanced mood, and increased feelings of well-being. The removal of trees can 

lead to a loss of these beneficial green environments. 

Research has shown that “green exercise” may confer mental health benefits in 

addition to improving physical health. 

Natural park settings decrease anger, anxiety, and depression; and increase restoration 
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and tranquility. 

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services states that the lack of green space 

is one of the most important causes of childhood obesity, and the need for green places 

to protect children's health is becoming more recognized and apparent. 

Trees play a role in filtering air pollutants and absorbing noise. Their removal can 

contribute to increased levels of air pollution and noise, both of which have been 

associated with negative effects on mental health. Poor air quality and excessive noise 

can contribute to stress, anxiety, and other mental health issues. 

Trees often serve as gathering places and contribute to the sense of community. The 

removal of trees can alter the social dynamics of an area, potentially reducing 

opportunities for social interaction and community engagement. Social connections are 

important for mental health, and changes in community dynamics can have 

psychological implications. 

7. Cultural Restoration and Inclusion: 

Culturally significant plant species must be included in restoration and mitigation 

efforts, allowing for tribal ceremonies. 

8. Air Quality: 

For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is a carcinogen, 

with a cancer potency value from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment (OEHHA),and OEHHA reports that between the ages of 2 to 16 years old, 

children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen than adults. (Between third 

trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The project is large, with over 100 daily truck trips at each site and staging areas 

adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires 

using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks 

are already required to be 2010 or newer under CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation. 

The USACE mitigation measures should require much cleaner trucks -- 2014 or newer 

or, better yet, electrics. 
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Even where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA 

requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public 

Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site would have 

over 100 daily truck trips at each location that travel through residential communities. 

USACE claims less than significant impacts of air pollution on sensitive receptors. 

However, the OEHHA guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction 

projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, page 8-18). USACE should have 

prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA), to provide substantial evidence 

on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that 

would result in a significant health impact. 

Using quarry rocks from unspecified quarry sources has not been adequately addressed 

for concerns that the rocks may contain asbestos content (given the prevalence of 

serpentine rocks in surrounding foothill sources). Dust from hauling and dumping 

asbestos-containing rocks within a quarter mile of a school requires further 

environmental impact analysis. 

9. Environmental Justice (EJ): 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational 

opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, 

and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in 

this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice issue has not been adequately 

addressed in the environmental analysis. 

10. More Important Risks and Impact to our flood risk such as the sale of the Kassis 

property to developers are not being addressed ahead of this. Kassis property 

development by Trumark Homes. 

https://www.sarariverwatch.org/kassis_property_easements 

I am extremely concerned about the terrible blight that has been created in the River 

Park area of Sacramento and implore you to find more sustainable solutions, if you can 

prove they are in fact, necessary. 

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADk4NmY4OWVjLTcwMmQtNDc3ZS05MmZjLTdhMDFiMjk0NGRlZQBGAAAAAAC5VyyBYdd9RoTmXns… 7/8 

https://www.sarariverwatch.org/kassis_property_easements


 

  

  

 

 

 

 

2/23/24, 8:50 AM Mail - Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB - Outlook 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 

analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and 

should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much 

MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion 

Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”.  These 

proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and 

should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Melina Cacciurri 
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[UPDATED] Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Click to view/send) 

pscorcoran827@gmail.com <pscorcoran827@gmail.com> 

Fri 2/23/2024 12:46 AM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from pscorcoran827@gmail.com. Learn 

why this is important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 

the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 

4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 

proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 

close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 

expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 

and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 

concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 

flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers 

presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 

communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 

this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further 

understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 

the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank 

alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 

protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 

American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 

for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were 

collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 

1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and 

there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many 

aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 

construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at 

risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the 

Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 

the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 

Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 

USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the 

extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 

wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 

for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and 

wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 

dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 

destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife 

(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 

used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 

encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 

approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 

and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 

support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 

this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 

special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 

determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 

require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 

data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine 

Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 

one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 

pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in 

the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ 

deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 

Patrick Corcoran 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B 
Project 

Sarah Strand <scstrand@gmail.com> 

Thu 2/22/2024 9:34 PM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 
Some people who received this message don't often get email from scstrand@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 

the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 

3B and 4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 

proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

• Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal
prior to the close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project;

• Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur;
• Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have

been expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in
comment letters, and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed
information and questions concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation
to keep residents safe from future flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful
responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop
their goal to “Communicate, communicate and communicate as soon as possible”. It is
necessary that this goal be accomplished now.

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 

this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain 

further understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe 

Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway 

(south bank alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is 

based on minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account 

for the protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section 

of the American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data 

and details for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and 

where data were collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension 

to February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public 

review and comment, and there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially 

considering the fact that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the 

American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADk4NmY4OWVjLTcwMmQtNDc3ZS05MmZjLTdhMDFiMjk0NGRlZQBGAAAAAAC5VyyBYdd9RoTmXns… 1/2 
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years 
during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to 
put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing 
methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We 
have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach 
parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 
USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose 
the extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of 
rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality 
and access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, 
including the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded 
trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our 
astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued 
by recreational Parkway users. If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less 
destructive alternative methods should be used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other 
stabilizing vegetation, and biotechnical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), and the 
use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 
approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River 
status, and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do 
not support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood 
safety in this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up 
for this special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to 
make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong 
conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather 
than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies 
presenting data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in 
the past and is also one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and 
a short walk from pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has 
promised to assist in the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and 
our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s 
“jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 
Sarah Strand 
Gulfport Way 

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADk4NmY4OWVjLTcwMmQtNDc3ZS05MmZjLTdhMDFiMjk0NGRlZQBGAAAAAAC5VyyBYdd9RoTmXns… 2/2 
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Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Sarah Strand <scstrand@gmail.com> 

Thu 2/22/2024 9:27 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov>; Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB 

<Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov>; BellasE@saccounty.net <BellasE@saccounty.net>; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov 

<SorgenKC@saccounty.gov>; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov <Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov>; Barbara_Rice@nps.gov 

<Barbara_Rice@nps.gov>; hbwillia44@gmail.com <hbwillia44@gmail.com>; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov 

<RichDesmond@saccounty.gov>; PatHume@saccounty.gov <PatHume@saccounty.gov>; SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov 

<SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov>; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov <SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov>; 

SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov <SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov>; Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov 

<Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov>; repamibera@mail.house.gov <repamibera@mail.house.gov> 

You don't often get email from scstrand@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 

Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

Long before I ever moved to this area, I would drive from where I lived in Sacramento to the Sac State 

campus and then run along the trail to the very neighborhood where I now live. I dreamed that one 

day I would own a home here. It is a peaceful refuge where I can feel like I am nearby the woods even 

in the middle of Sacramento. The lower path that will be destroyed if this project moves forward was 

where I took one last walk with my dog who died of cancer. I love this area where we live BECAUSE 

of this beautiful American River nature area. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion 

concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions 

are “necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American 

River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental 

analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor 

provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 

alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained 

scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant 

and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 

(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met 
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that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach 

are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding 

this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set 

of significant adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts 

of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging 

areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the unaccounted 

for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but have not been 

shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or the 

exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices 

have not been meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated 

for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the 

surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated 

dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used 

and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For 

California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a 

cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In 

the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel 

exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The 

proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent 

to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to 

be equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer 

under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not 

adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks to be 

much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children.  Trucks should 

be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 

unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 

(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 

daily truck trips at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR 

claims “less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk 

guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months 

(OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk 

assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the 

record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a 

significant health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew 

Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River 

Parkway for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is 

based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and 

modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often 

inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
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conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed 

streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 

General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. 

While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the 

data presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, 

especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and 

there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 

overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair 

Oaks formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date 

models that likely did not adequately account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow 

velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on 

other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when included 

in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the American 

River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 

unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling 

or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently 

provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, 

bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by 

many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. 

The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have 

yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of 

prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 

under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable 

rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as 

well, exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there 

has been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and 

replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles 

of the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for 

recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway 

Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, 

aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not 

miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; 

and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak 

and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for 

mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access 

dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles. 

The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features 

except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 

the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare 

shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our 

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADk4NmY4OWVjLTcwMmQtNDc3ZS05MmZjLTdhMDFiMjk0NGRlZQBGAAAAAAC5VyyBYdd9RoTmXns… 3/5 



2/23/24, 8:51 AM Mail - Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB - Outlook 

astonishing wildlife in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-

nesting birds, and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the 

provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American 

River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted 

that “the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country 

because of the close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of 

Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that 

includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood 

strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior 

Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for 

values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, 

fish and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value 

of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower 

American River would directly affect the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River 

a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said 

they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will 

the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a 

determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 

that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially 

heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation --

which studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap 

installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American 

River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including 

some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, 

involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics 

on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would 

eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice 

(EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas 

are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are 

“significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the 

impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should 

be used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of 

existing stabilizing vegetation, and biotechnical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, 

that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were not 

adequately evaluated. 
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This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 

approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are 

deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained 

alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of 

the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable 

need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B 

and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control 

Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was 

designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected 

Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B 

affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect 

the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Sarah Strand 

Gulfport Way 
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Please Help Ensure a Better USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project 

Barbara Beeman <butterfingrz@gmail.com> 

Fri 2/23/2024 11:33 AM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from butterfingrz@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening 
to members of the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower 
American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers 
to revise the proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the 
proposal prior to the close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that 
have been expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public 
meetings, in comment letters, and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists 
with detailed information and questions concerning the proposed removal of nearly all 
trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future flooding potential have spoken 
up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers presented at 
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your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 
communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and 
does not have this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial 
to helping the public gain further understanding and support USACE in their above 
stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends 
east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees 
on the American River Parkway (south bank alone) for “bank erosion protection”. 
The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on minimal, 
overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for 
the protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along 
this section of the American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and 
presentations lack sufficient data and details for such a major construction project, and 
documents are not clear regarding what and where data were collected to warrant such 
extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 1,000 
pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and 
comment, and there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, 
especially considering the fact that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow 
guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a 
minimum of 2 years during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many 
more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at 
all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes 
along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 
the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of 
prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks 
damaged by the USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 
26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the extreme destruction of trees (including some 
potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in 
this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for 
recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along 
the river’s edge, including the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access 
trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 
wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls, 
beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway 
users. If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 
alternative methods should be used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other 
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stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park 
Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted 
analysis and approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and 
Scenic River status, and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the 
Army Corps is involved. I do not support the USACE claim that this extension and the 
methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in this zone; and instead it would 
destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of 
the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 
determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose 
strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less 
destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 
3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible 
agencies presenting data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these 
important issues. The O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has been suggested as a 
meeting location that has been used in the past and is also one of the proposed staging 
areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from pristine areas 
endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist 
in the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our 
lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 
Sacramento’s “jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 

Barbara Beeman 
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[UPDATED] Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Click to view/send) 

brian agnell <daredevilcourier@yahoo.com> 

Fri 2/23/2024 5:41 AM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[You don't often get email from daredevilcourier@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important at 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 

the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 

4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 

proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 

close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 

expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 

and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 

concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 

flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers 

presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 

communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 

this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further 

understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 

the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank 

alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 

protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 

American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 

for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were 

collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 

1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and 

there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many 

aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 

construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at 

risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the 

Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 

the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 

Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 

USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the 

extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 

wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 

for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and 

wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 

dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 

destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife 

(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 

used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 

encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 

approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 

and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 

support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 

this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 

special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 

determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 

require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 

data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine 

Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 

one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 

pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in 

the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ 

deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 

Brian Agnell 

Owner 

Bizfox 

Apostille & Notary • 
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[UPDATED] Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Click to view/send) 

Charles <mlbccd@comcast.net> 

Thu 2/22/2024 10:43 PM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

You don't often get email from mlbccd@comcast.net. Learn why this is important 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 

the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B 

and 4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 

proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 

close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 

expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 

and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 

concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 

flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers 

presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 

communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 

this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain 

further understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, 

to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south 

bank alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based 

on minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 

protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 

American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and 

details for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where 

data were collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to 

February 23, over 1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review 

and comment, and there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially 

considering the fact that many aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the 

American River Parkway Plan and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years 
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during construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to 

put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing 

methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have 

yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach 

(parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 

USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the 

extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 

wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and 

access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird 

and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the 

loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles 

of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife 

(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway 

users. If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods 

should be used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-

technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 

approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 

and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 

support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 

this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 

special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 

determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions 

that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 

data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the 

past and is also one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a 

short walk from pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has 

promised to assist in the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and 

our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s 

“jewel’ deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you, 

Charles C. Dallas 
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[UPDATED] Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Click to view/send) 

Carla Dillinger <rachaelunrest@icloud.com> 

Thu 2/22/2024 8:18 PM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

[You don't often get email from rachaelunrest@icloud.com. Learn why this is important at 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I appreciate you dedicating your time and expertise to serve on the Board and listening to members of 

the public who are concerned about the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) proposed Contracts 3B and 

4 for “bank erosion protection” on the lower American River east of Howe Ave. 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 

proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 

DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

And, I respectfully request that your Board: 

Hold a workshop specifically addressing this proposal and public hearing on the proposal prior to the 

close of the comment period and prior to a vote on the project; 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur; 

Work with other agencies to address the many unanswered questions and concerns that have been 

expressed by so many members of the public at the USACE virtual public meetings, in comment letters, 

and at other public forums. Professionals and specialists with detailed information and questions 

concerning the proposed removal of nearly all trees and vegetation to keep residents safe from future 

flooding potential have spoken up and require respectful responses. The US Army Corps of Engineers 

presented at your February 9, 2024 Workshop their goal to “Communicate, communicate and 

communicate as soon as possible”. It is necessary this goal be accomplished now. 

Now that the Agenda for your next meeting on February 23, 2024 has been posted and does not have 

this project listed, the extension of the public comment period is crucial to helping the public gain further 

understanding and support USACE in their above stated goal to communicate. 

As you are aware, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to 

the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway (south bank 

alone) for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this protection is “needed” is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized “data”, and does not use advanced modern modeling to account for the 

protective effects of trees. I strongly question whether this work is necessary along this section of the 

American River. The plans shown on the USACE website and presentations lack sufficient data and details 

for such a major construction project, and documents are not clear regarding what and where data were 

collected to warrant such extreme measures. And while we appreciate the extension to February 23, over 

1,000 pages were provided just before the holidays in December for public review and comment, and 

there is still not enough time to answer all the questions posed, especially considering the fact that many 

aspects of the proposal do not seem to follow guidelines within the American River Parkway Plan and the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAMkADk4NmY4OWVjLTcwMmQtNDc3ZS05MmZjLTdhMDFiMjk0NGRlZQBGAAAAAAC5VyyBYdd9RoTmXns… 1/2 
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during 

construction (and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at 

risk in high water flows as no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the 

Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how 

the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion 

Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

The new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the 

USACE erosion control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I oppose the 

extreme destruction of trees (including some potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, 

wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access 

for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and paddle board access, bird and 

wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, including the loss of 

dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat 

destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife 

(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 

used (such as in-place use of existing trees and other stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, 

encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 

approach. 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, 

and in turn answers to county, state, and federal officials when the Army Corps is involved. I do not 

support the USACE claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in 

this zone; and instead it would destroy a vital stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this 

special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge Sacramento Regional Parks to make a 

determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that 

require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible agencies presenting 

data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these important issues. The O.W. Erlewine 

Elementary School has been suggested as a meeting location that has been used in the past and is also 

one of the proposed staging areas for heavy equipment in the latest proposal, and a short walk from 

pristine areas endangered by the proposed project. Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist in 

the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our lives. 

As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Sacramento’s “jewel’ 

deserves the utmost care now and for future generations! 

Thank you. 
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From: Brown, Josh@DWR <Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:06 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 

Subject: [EXT] FW: C3B Comments 

From: MHI Gtkpr <mhigtkpr@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:00 PM 

To: Guy.K.Romine@usace.army.mil; Brown, Josh@DWR <Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov> 

Cc: Peter Spaulding <petenyvtca@comcast.net> 

Subject: C3B Comments 

You don't often get email from mhigtkpr@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Mr. Guy Romine 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Guy.K.Romine@usace.army.mil 

Mr. Josh Brown 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board/California Dept of Water Resources 
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 170 
Sacramento, California 95821 
Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov 

Submitted via email: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil and PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

February 23, 2024 

Re: December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk 
Management Project, Sacramento, CA 

Dear Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the reports pertaining to this important project. 

I am a lifelong naturalist, bird watcher, photographer, and the daughter of a professional artist and an engineer, who 

channeled capacity for innovation with tangible problem solving into specialization as a physiatrist, with a concentration 

on catastrophic care and care coordination. I am also a nationally recognized expert on Environmental Health, and in 
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particular, the adverse impacts of disasters upon vulnerable populations. My NFP, the Multicultural Health Institute 

represents thousands of vulnerable individuals and communities across the country. My daily work involves preventing, 

educating about and treating catastrophic injuries and teaching health systems about preparation and response to 

environmental disasters for vulnerable communities.. 

Any good clinician knows the importance of clinical judgement, lifelong commitment to learning and acquisition of 

“clinical experience” to apply to achieve greater success in subsequent cases and scenarios, while also exercising, at 

times, independent critical analysis and decision making for the best outcomes. 

When I diagnosed my own mother with lung cancer, after failure of the disconnected health care system to do so, the 

standard of treatment at that time was annihilation of the patients’ immune system with potent chemotherapeutic agents 

with the hope that the more rapidly dividing malignant cells would be more adversely impacted than the ‘acceptable 

collateral damage” of healthy tissue. Dire side effects and poor outcomes did not deter such approaches for decades, it is 

what medicine had to work with. 

We stepped right past that, and were able to secure a variety of treatments for her only just emerging at that time nearly 2 

decades ago, but far more logical-targeting the invading abnormal cancer cells, without pulverizing and paralyzing the 

entire immune system, permitting her own defenses to help fight back. Knowing she had survived pneumonia as a child in 

pre-antibiotic era, we knew she had a very strong immune system, and it was so, defying all odds, she not only beat slim 

odds to make 5 years, going to prolifically to enjoy nearly 3 x that amount of extended quality of life. 

Yet ironically, speaking of antibiotics, due to their wanton overuse, we have cultivated armies of resistant microbes, and 

in some places, physicians have gone full circle, resorting to more “natural approaches” to treat minor infections, with 

better outcomes, rather than excessive prescribing of antibiotics and cultivating more and more resistance. 

The analogy is-nurture nature, work together with and play to strengths. Thus in the case of the decimation of the 

carefully balanced ARC ecosystem that has evolved over millennia, such folly will end in similar results as my mother’s 

unfortunate elder sister and many others who only had the options of brute force destruction of their natural defenses in 

attempt to blunt the progression of their cancers before new thought/innovative approaches and international 

collaborations produced far better options. 

My motivation to live near the incredible jewel of the American River Parkway is similar to that of my neighbors, most of 

whom share a sense of caretaking devotion for the privilege of living near and being able to enjoy this unique, nationally 

recognized, well studied and treasured ecosystem. The engineer daughter that grew up on an island part of me carefully 

studied the history and risks of living so close to the river, and I was and remain quite reassured that we are and have been 

on the safest, straightest, widest low flow stretch, in large part due to the natural defenses that exist and have been proven 

to WORK WELL over time. In medicine, “1st Do No Harm” is a very useful adage to follow, same with regard to this 

project. 

As part of my consulting work, I perform complex analyses of forensic cases, considering all sides as an Agreed Medical 

Examiner, to produce an objective set of recommendations and conclusions. In analyzing available data and speaking 

with neutral and objective engineers and water experts who do not stand to benefit from whatever final outcome of the 

C3B project, they echo and confirm the following factual evidence: 

1. There is little to no historical precedence of trees being a risk factor for levee stability, in fact, removing them has 

served to destabilize other levee projects and we all know it takes not just years, but decades and centuries to re -

establish complex Riparian habitats. 

2. The removal of large heritage oak trees and other habitat along the levee so that rock/riprap can be placed is a 

costly and unnecessary action, these trees already provide erosion protection along the levee. 

3. Erosion is a minute concern, and as has been tested repeatedly in the C3 and C3b sections, nature restores loss 

through gradual recession of high waters in a majestic and breathtaking display of balance between the trees, 

vegetation and water cycles. For example, during the floods of 1997 and high water levels last winter, the flow 

rates along the levee were nearly stagnant with higher flows towards the center of the river channel, well away 

from the levee. Recovery during receding flows was rapid and well complete. 

4. Such flows occur infrequently, are of short duration and will be further abated by the new spillway at Folsom 

Dam. 

5. Removal of well matured, compacted soils replacing with alternatives based on soil samples from other locations 

not reflective of unique qualities of this location will result additional failed plantings (status update on prior areas 
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welcomed) and further washing away and exposure of dangerous jagged rocks as has already happened in 

denuded areas downstream. 

6. There is acknowledged risk to environmentally threatened species and their habitats, and the risk vs Benefit is 

insufficient to justify proceeding with clear cutting a stable, and previously deemed stable with no need for 

intervention, section of the river parkway. 

7. Working with the natural inclinations and defenses of the river, rather than literally undermining them by tearing 

out historic and protected old grown Heritage Oaks and other layers of the forest, will continue and ensure 

stabilization and enjoyment for continued generations of humans and wildlife to come. 

8. It is the 50th anniversary of the endangered species act, and we averted mass death and destruction of habitats, and 

species, however, we know significant threat continues. Every effort must be made to keep balance and preserve 

rare urban reserve sites such as targeted 4, C3 and C3b North and South sections of the river. 

9. This action is likely to further adversely affect critical habitat and threatened species including the Chinook 

Salmon, Central Valley Steelhead, North American Green Sturgeon, Long Horn Beetle (“mitigated” Elderberry 

bushes from other sections mostly dead/dying off, failed effort) as well as hundreds of local and migratory bird 

populations whose nesting, mating and feeding habits will be disrupted by noise, habitat destruction and greater 

vulnerability to predators. 

10. 2023 was the hottest year on record, Sacramento was sweltering, however near the river, we were always 

benefitting from the breezes and cooling effect of the trees and vegetation through shade and transpiration, losing 

that will worsen the “heat island effect” with adverse population health consequences. The IRA seeks to mitigate 

the adverse effects of heat, it is illogical to contribute to worsening life threatening conditions in the name of 

preventing a problem that does not exist-erosion. 

11. This area is prioritized for recreational access and enjoyment by the public for kayaking, fishing, bird watching, 

fishing, wading with dogs, nature photography, spiritual practices, all of which will be severely interrupted and 

access forever limited by replacement of accessible shoreline beach with jagged rocks of uncertain source. 

12. Communities with strong cohesive social connection and exposure to nature are hallmarks of well touted “blue 

zones” around the world. It is well documented that even in economically limited resourced communities, people 

live longer, healthier and more satisfied lives when there are strong social connections, regular physical activity 

and connection to the natural world. Average blood pressures are lower, there is lower incidence of Diabetes and 

other autoimmune disorders and life expectancy is longer. This is why, despite having lived and worked in a 

variety of other beautiful and desirable national and international locations, I repeatedly return to enjoy my home 

in College Greens East, and the American River Parkway adjoining our community is central to that. There are 

decades of neighbors and intergenerational family connections creating a rich fabric of support, celebration of life 

contributing to great resilience, improved health and mental health for us all. Destruction of this may contribute to 

destruction of decades of such relationships as well, with resultant destabilization and adverse mental health and 

health effects. 

13. The Elementary school and its activities as well as the Larchmont Park are other extremely active components of 

healthy and happy community life. This area is used year round by youth groups, intramural sports 

teams, multicultural communities enjoying the playground and socializing with their children, dog walkers and 

tennis and pickleball players. Heavy equipment rumbling through with clouds of dust, diesel, vibrations, 

destruction of the beautiful vista at the end of the park and possible further destabilization of the levee in order to 

put in a few extra rocks along the edge seems an incredible waste of resources and unnecessary disruption in 

community life. 

14. I have already treated a patient who was out walking with her family in the recently “improved” areas near Sac 

State, the sandy inadequately reinforced levee gave way underneath her, causing her to tumble down and onto the 

jagged rocks, sustaining fractures, lacerations and head trauma. Sad irony that an intervention meant to protect 

the public leads to greater risk and further restriction from doing what I like to see as a physician-exercising, 

managing stress through peaceful interaction with natural surroundings, breathing healthy air and generally 

enjoying themselves. 

Thus on behalf of my community, which includes humans as well as the myriad forms of wildlife and vegetation, we 

urge the Army Corps to reconsider the further work on the American River Parkway. This parkway is a nationally 

designated wild and scenic area heavily enjoyed by the public and safe habitat for endangered and threatened species that 

shall be severely degraded including as noted: 

May 12, 2021 
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Alicia E. Kirchner 

Chief, Planning Division 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

1325 J Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 

Re: Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(2) Biological Opinion, Magnuson-Stevens 

Fishery  Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Response for the American  River 

Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report Reinitiation 2020 

Enclosure 

cc: 151422-WCR 2020-SA00019 

Andrea Meier, Andrea.J.Meier@usace.army.mil 

Rena Eddy, Rena.Eddy@usace.army.mil 

Robert Chase, Robert.D.Chase@usace.army.mil 

Error! Filename not specified. 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7(a)(2) Biological Opinion and Magnuson-

Stevens  Fishery Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Response 

American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report 

NMFS Consultation Number: WCRO-2020-03082 

Action Agency: United Stated Army Corps of Engineers 

Affected Species and NMFS’ Determinations: 

ESA-Listed 

Species 

Status Is Action 

Likely to 

Adversely 

Affect 

Species? 

Is Action 

Likely To 

Jeopardize 

the Species? 

Is Action Likely to 

Adversely 

Affect 

Critical Habitat? 

Is Action Likely To 

Destroy or 

Adversely Modify 

Critical 

Habitat? 

Central Valley 

spring-run 

Chinook Salmon 

ESU 

(Oncorhynchus 

tshawytscha) 

Threatened Yes No Yes No 

California 

Central Valley 

steelhead DPS (O. 

mykiss) 

Threatened Yes No Yes No 

Southern DPS 

of North 

American green 

sturgeon 

(Acipenser 

medirostris) 

Threatened Yes No Yes No 
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Sacramento 

River winter-run 

Chinook 

salmon ESU (O. 

tshawytscha) 

Endangered Yes No Yes No 

Fishery Management Plan 

That  Identifies EFH in the Project Area 

Does Action Have 

an  Adverse Effect on EFH? 

Are EFH 

Conservation 

Recommendations 

Provided? 

Pacific Coast Salmon Yes Yes 

Consultation Conducted By: National Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast Region

 Cathy Marcinkevage 

Assistant Regional Administrator for the California Central Valley Office 

Date: May 12, 2021 

I take issue with the following purported minimal impacts extracted from the 2016 and 
supplemental 12.2023 SEIR including : 

• changes in scenic view and existing visual character, 
• creation of new sources of substantial light and light pollution, 
• conflicts with existing environmental standards including violation of air quality 

standards 
• increased noise, 
• increased vibrations, 
• destruction of culturally and spiritually significant areas, 
• interruption and contamination of optimal storm and groundwater 

management 

Only “partial compliance” ? How can you be in full compliance when identified Hawks and Eagles 
are trying to nest in area being disrupted and a historic location is going to be dug up and 
irrevocably disfigured? 

We request objective Peer review and further modification or elimination of any planned activities as 
intended for: 
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Supplemental SEIR continues to admit: 

The following are photos and general questions . 

high water and dry 

Last winter the water was elevated and covering the trail behind where I am standing in this picture. With the 

wide berm, trees, there was very slow or almost no flow. See how placid it is in the photo above. 

Once the surge stopped, the levels receded quickly, sucked up by the well established vegetation, none of which 

was lost even though several feet of trunks were submerged during the event.   

This has been repeatedly observed throughout the years.  

I have walked this trail over 35 years 

Part of the beauty is the timeless unchanging nature, hard clay, no erosion. 

Compare proposed well vegetated and armored 3B on the chopping block for clear cutting in area previously 

reinforced, stable, previously noted not requiring intervention 

with area of intervention near Sac State with sandy already eroding areas, and still not growing in vegetation, no 

trees in sight, grasses not taking, soft, sandy hard to walk on unsightly soft muddy wasteland barren regions. 

What was the justification of cutting well established trees BEHIND the levee? How sad and unseemly and now 

will be termite palaces, eroding the previous armoring root systems of beautiful shade rendering, carbon 

neutralizing tree cover that also helped neutralize toxics and air pollution from heavily trafficked H Street bridge. 

Yet a small band of trees was kept on the ridge at back of the park for “park like” esthetics? But that doesn’t work 

because the fences, barriers, greatly limit access and are further visually unappealing/. 

Additional Questions: 
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Please explain: 

https://www.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/document/2020/Oct/07354626787.pdf 

What is the status of 10-15 year monitoring? 

“ In 2003, the Corps worked with local, state, and federal agencies to develop a project that established 

approximately 650 linear feet of shaded riverine aquatic (SRA) habitat at RM 2.4L. The habitat is now under 

active maintenance by a landscaping contractor and this site will be monitored for 1 0–15 years after planting. “∙ 

Engineering and Hydrology Concerns: 

In stark contrast to other sections of river, this basically straight section has proven to resist observable 

erosion or scour during flood control releases comparable to the new 160 kcfs emergency design flow (eg, 

1964’s 115 kcfs, 1986’s 134 kcfs, 1997’s 110 kcfs, & 2017’s 80 kcfs releases), as witnessed by local 

residents and river experts. For this stretch, what, if any, physical observations or measurements does 

USACE have of either river velocities or erosion at or near the river bank (eg, photographs, video, velocity 

measurements), or is USACE relying entirely or almost entirely on model simulation output for this large 

scale tree and habitat removal project? 

Please explain if the modelling of Safca and observed river behavior demonstrates low flow rates along the 

border of the river, what modelling is being used to justify high flow velocity requiring erosion control? 

Safca Modelling at new maximum flow 160 shows that velocities along the edge of the bank during high 

water events is extremely slow 0-2ft/second,That is not considered enough to cause erosion , so how can you 

explain why that makes the bank is more susceptible to erosion to justify removing 500 trees? 

History and modern numerical flow modeling both show that removal of vegetation, or roughness, along 

river banks increases river velocity at the river banks. If flow velocities at the river bank increase after 

vegetation and tree removal, won’t that worsen the erosion conditions for the river banks, including any 

habitat or soil above the riprap? 

Please explain the logic that your plan calls for development of planting benches that fall in to launchable 

rock toes, yet you are removing trees and vegetation and then having to replant them in sandy soil, how will 

this impact heat island effect and habitat interim and long term stability? 

RECREATION CONCERNS: 

The American River Parkway is a highly visited “Wild and Scenic Area”attracting more visitors than 

Yosemite National Park annually. Thousands of birdwatcher and other nature lovers from around the world 

come to visit. 

How will the sharp rocky installations impact recreational activities and access such as kayaking, fishing, 

wading? 

How many linear feet of shoreline will be removed from public access after you install the launchable rock 

toes, planting benches, and bank armoring with very sharp rocks of unknown source in area 3B? 

Will there be more toxic serpentine laden rocks for this infill? 
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How will this, along with loss of shade, usual habitat and general disruption, impact the beleaguered 

Salmon life cycle and waterfowl and other wildlife? 

Research has linked exposure to trees to both physical and mental restoration. For example, a number of 

studies have found that exposure to urban forests generally reduces mental and physical stress, anxiety, 

and depression, and that they improve moods. 

How will removal of 500 heritage oak trees impact wildlife as well as the mental health of human 

visitors? Trees provide several benefits that relate to well-being. Research has also found that tree 

canopy cover significantly contributes to neighborhood social connection and social support, both 

important to mental well-being. 

The study authors, Thomas Astell-Burt, Ph.D. and Xiaoqi Feng, Ph.D. with the University of 

Wollongong, in New South Wales, Australia, 

EPA/CLIMATE/EQUITY QUESTIONs: 

https://www.epa.gov/heatislands/heat-island-compendium 

Evidence from other similarly mitigated habitats shows that a half century later, there remains 
substantial habitat loss. How will we be reaching the EPA goal of reducing heat islands by cutting 
trees and clearing vegetation with anticipated several years delay before partial restoration might 
possibly be achieved? 

What protection or mitigation can be provided to the Tile 1 Elementary School locate in the 
epicenter of this intended work? How will school children be able to concentrate with substantial 
noise pollution? Will you be providing Ear protection to mitigate the hearing loss and headaches? 
Will you be providing Hepa Filters and other anti-pollution devices or measures to protect them in 
their classrooms? 

We know from 2017 SMUD report Page 28 specifies the amount of carbon storage in Sac County 
that forests provide - there is an associated map that identifies the forested area as basically the Blue 
Oak Woodlands in the Southeast County. There is another section starting on page 41 - Urban 
Forestry that details additional carbon capturing benefits within the urban areas. 

Page 28, 
3.1 CURRENT INVENTORY AND FORECAST SCENARIOS 

The results of the carbon inventory reflect that there is a substantial quantity of carbon sequestered 
by lands in Sacramento County. Based on LANDFIRE 2014, Sacramento County lands held roughly 
36.3 million MTCO2e in aboveground biomass, belowground biomass, and soils. General agriculture, 
shrublands and urban areas make up a majority (approximately 80 percent) of landscape carbon in 
the 2014 inventory (Figure 14). Forests and grasslands consist of about 16 percent of the landscape 
carbon in the county with the rest of the LULCs accounting for approximately 3 to 4 percent of the 
inventory. These results are intuitive given that urban, agriculture and shrubland areas dominate the 
acreage of the county. Furthermore, although forests only make up approximately 3 percent (Figure 
15) of county acreage, their high biomass and soil carbon sequestration rates cause them to 
account for 8 percent of the 2014 inventory (Figure 14). 
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It is a move backward to deforest when history has demonstrated deforested regions were MOST 
susceptible to flooding, and we know forested regions have lower temperature, better air cleaning 
capacity and water saturation recovery and are more beautiful and offer needed shade for the wildlife 
on land and in the waters. 

Lower risk particulate matter by river, higher by Watt and Rt 50 

100 yr flood risk minimal along our portion of levee[1] 

Note baseline Air toxics risk 95-100% along rt 50, watt corridor, 80th % along South side river, 70th along North Side in 

areas of planned interventions. 

How much will this further exceed EPA standards with as yet not clearly designated staging, heavy equipment 

maneuvering and staging, potential compromise of Levees with situation of said equipment and accompanying noise, 

vibration, heavy exhaust compromising residents and habitat along the 3B corridor. 

There appears to be a baseline protective effect of the river parkway heavily forested habitat, with natural mitigation of 

effects of high volume traffic areas high toxics cancer risk along Rt 50 Corridor and Watt Avenue which are at the 95-

100% percentile on the EJ Screening tool, but reduced to the 80th percentile closer to the river, what is the predicted 

impact of this project on heat, air quality, fine particulates, increased cancer risk and risk of aggravation of respiratory 

disorders. 

My daughter lives with lung cancer, the last thing we need is for her to be exposed to increased fine particulates and 

fugitive dust. What will you do to protect her health and the health of other vulnerable members of our community not 

only from the intended demolition, but which shall be forever impacted for our lifetimes once the trees are gone?. 

The anticipated devastation that contract 3B North and South of the American River Watershed Common Features Project 

proposes for over a mile of the Riparian Habitat will be a costly loss to the regional ecosystem. Since California became a 

state in 1850, riparian forest in the Sacramento Valley has declined more than 98% from 800,000 acres to less than 14,000 
(Stephen Johnson, Gerald Haslam, and Robert Dawson, The Great Central Valley: California’s Heartland, p. 96). This 

rare treasure including trees protected by local ordinances, within urban Sacramento County must be preserved and 

protected, not decimated due to lack of careful consideration of risks vs benefits. 
In same way we now know physiatrists obtain far better outcomes in function, symptom management and return to 

productive lifestyle for people with spinal conditions than any other specialty, including spine surgeons, we must take into 

consideration the power of working With the River and it’s natural resources, not AGAINST it. 
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Thus I urge the Army Corps to reconsider and cease and desist the pending work in areas 3B North and South of the 

American River. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lisa Merritt MD 

Executive Director, MHI 

My opinion is EPA is not up to date on the latest and greatest analyses USBR/NOAA/DWR/USACE have done 

considering various duration 100/200/1000-yr events and how Folsom would be able to dampen them, so I'd say to 

not bring this one up. 

Sarasota Community Action COVID Dashboard: https://resiliencesystem.org/dashboards/sarasota-county/ 

Multicultural Health Institute 
1781 Dr. Martin Luther King Way, 
Sarasota, Florida 34234 

2443 Fair Oaks Blvd #168 
Sacramento, California 95825 
Office: 941-706-3362 │ Fax: 941-225-8198 
www.the-MHI.org │Facebook 

The information transmitted with this message is confidential and intended only for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, 
disclosure, copying, distribution and use are prohibited; please notify us immediately and delete this copy from your system. 
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From: Brown, Josh@DWR <Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:45 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 

Subject: [EXT] FW: USACE Contract 3B Public Comment 

From: Elizabeth Ganz <eganz482@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:43 PM 

To: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Subject: USACE Contract 3B Public Comment 

You don't often get email from eganz482@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

I am the grandmother of an 8 year old little boy who lives next to Larchmont Park and O.W. Erlewine 

Elementary School. The current project proposal predicts significant and harmful impact to the air quality to the area 

including the school. I am very concerned for how the dust and fumes will impact health as well as the other children in 

the community. Please consider a less destructive and more targeted approach to strengthening the levees. Please 

implement mitigation measures such as moving construction away from O.W. Erlewine Elementary School and 

Larchmont Park. 

Elizabeth Ganz 
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From: Brown, Josh@DWR <Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:25 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Contract 3B site 

From: Kristi Anderson <kaeberle@comcast.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:38 AM 

To: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Subject: Contract 3B site 

You don't often get email from kaeberle@comcast.net. Learn why this is important 

Please I beg you do not take out more than a handful of trees along this section of the AR Parkway. I have lived near and 

recreated along the bike trail there almost daily since 1975. The loss of trees and shade will make that entire section hot, 

desolate and unappealing for the next 200 years. This parkway is a treasure, the likes of which are rare across this entire 

country. You will destroy it with these plans. There is certainly a way to protect from floods without this environmentally 

abusive approach. You just have not figured it out yet. 

Kristi Anderson 
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From: Brown, Josh@DWR <Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:24 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 

Subject: [EXT] FW: American River Project, whatever the designation for East of Watt Av. 

From: Randy Fisher <rndyfshr@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 7:33 AM 

To: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Subject: American River Project, whatever the designation for East of Watt Av. 

You don't often get email from rndyfshr@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Thank goodness I finally found some volunteers who could provide some 
information on the American River project - whatever you call it for the project East 
of Watt Av. Searching Army Corps websites for hours I’ve found nothing about this 
area. There are some shallow descriptions of already completed sections near 
Howe Av. and 2-hour deeply technical videos covering the entire area. What the 
hell? Is the Army Corps trying to sneak this by because it’s such a huge 
governmental funding commitment? 

I find no effort to explain to residents what the need is? Yes there were floods in 
1950 before the levees, etc etc. That’s not explanation for THIS project. First of all, 
I find no mention of the huge fairly recent project inserting the “slurry walls” - is that 
what it was called? Because I understand the purpose of that project, but I can’t 
find any mention of it or why now it is decided it was not adequate. Was the current 
plan already part of that project and we’re just discovering it? 

I’ve been involved with Community Engagement for the arts for decades. The #1 
thing understood since the 1980s is that, to persuade, you have to speak the 
language of those you are talking to. Otherwise, you’re doing more harm than good 
in gaining any interest in your work because you’re building more resistance to your 
purposes. 
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So far, every time I try to gain information about this project, I just get more pissed 
off and ready to block your work in any way possible. You’ve got full resistance 
getting ready for you unless you actually care to explain to us that this project does 
something for us and not just yourselves in your insular world that clearly cares only 
about persuading politicians and self-perpetuating funding. 
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From: Brown, Josh@DWR <Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:00 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 

Subject: [EXT] FW: American River parkway tree cutting 

From: Chris Beegan <dvdbgn@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:55 PM 

To: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Subject: American River parkway tree cutting 

You don't often get email from dvdbgn@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along 
this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed 
approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by 
years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high 
water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis 
adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall 
project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
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requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained 
approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

The US Army Corp of Engineer would perform a more adequate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 
These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to 
come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. David C. Beegan 
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From: Brown, Josh@DWR <Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 1:45 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 

Subject: [EXT] FW: American River Common Features public comment 

From: Lissa Souther <lsouther@newbelgium.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 12:14 PM 

To: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Subject: American River Common Features public comment 

Hello 

You don't often get email from lsouther@newbelgium.com. Learn why this is important 

I live on Middleton Way, in Sierra Oaks, with the levee in sight and the Parkway as my neighboring jewel. Finding out 

about the current plan for it to soon look denuded as it does near Sac State in the name of levee improvement has me 

greatly troubled. While I appreciate the need for flood control, it is hard for me to fathom that razing the land and 

decimating both flora and fauna is the only route available. And in saying this, I feel as if I one of many. Are there 

no engineers within the Army Corps who can figure out alternatives that find a balance between respect for the 

environment and keeping homes and infrastructures safe? If not, other opinions and ideas need to be sought out and 

considered. A targeted approach maybe? Again, there has to be a better way than the plan outlaid, which seems to 

me, simply crazy and without thought or concern for our wild and scenic river and the life beside it. And yes, I am 

saying that as a homeowner. 

Adding my name to the masses, 

Lissa Souther 

LISSA SOUTHER 
Sacramento/Tahoe/Chico Regional Ranger 

916-879-0191

lsouther@newbelgium.com
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2/22/24, 1:30 PM Mail - Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB - Outlook 

Fwd: Delta Stewardship Council staff forget concerns expressed by local agencies about 

Delta Levees Investment Strategy 

Deirdre Des Jardins <ddj@cah2oresearch.com> 

Thu 2/22/2024 1:21 PM 

To: Selvamohan, Selvaratnam@CVFPB <Selvaratnam.Selvamohan@cvflood.ca.gov>; Dolan, Jane@CVFPB 

<Jane.Dolan@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Cc: DWR CVFPBQuestions <Questions@CVFlood.ca.gov> 

Some people who received this message don't often get email from ddj@cah2oresearch.com. Learn why this is important 

Hello 

FYI -- The Delta Stewardship Council staff seem to have totally forgotten the concerns expressed by 

the Central Valley Flood Protection Board and local agencies about the failure of the Delta Levees 

Investment Strategy to prioritize investments in the State Plan of Flood Control levees on the 

Sacramento River, as shown by yesterday's presentation to the Delta Independent Science Board. 

As you know, it's a major issue because there is already inadequate funding for maintaining primary 

Delta levees and upgrading them to deal with sea level rise. 

I sent this followup email to the Delta Independent Science Board, the Delta Lead Scientist, and DSC 

Chair Virginia Madueno. Trying to let the folks who raised concerns in the Delta Levee Investment 

Strategy hearings know as well. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Deirdre Des Jardins <ddj@cah2oresearch.com> 

Date: Wed, Feb 21, 2024 at 12:36 PM 

Subject: Concerns expressed by Delta local flood agencies at August 2021 DLIS hearing 

To: Delta Independent Science Board <disb@deltacouncil.ca.gov>, lisamarie.windham-

myers@deltacouncil.ca.gov <lisamarie.windham-myers@deltacouncil.ca.gov>, 

<erin.mullin@deltacouncil.ca.gov>, Madueno, Virginia@DeltaCouncil 

<virginia.madueno@deltacouncil.ca.gov> 

At the August 2021 hearing on DLIS, the DSC Executive Director said that the concerns expressed by 

the Central Valley Flood Protection Board, the Central Valley Flood Protection Association, Central Delta 

Reclamation Districts, and Gil Cosio could be addressed going forward. But the presentation today by 

the Delta Stewardship Council staff showed that these concerns have been completely forgotten. 

Further, none of the local flood agency folks who expressed concerns were asked to present to the 

Delta Independent Science Board. This fails to give adequate information to the Delta ISB for 

independent oversight of the Delta Stewardship Council. 

The characterization of the DLIS as prioritizing "risk reduction" is also fundamentally obfuscatory. The 

Council's decisionmaking documents showed that the Council did not choose the option that would 

have prioritized protecting lives and property. The decision making instead chose the option that would 

prioritize protecting statewide interests -- Delta export water supply and ecosystem restoration. 
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2/22/24, 1:30 PM Mail - Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB - Outlook 

You can see this in the categorization of restoration of Grizzly Island and Hasting Tracts as "very high" 

priority, above that of most levees protecting Delta legacy communities. 

https://deltacouncil.ca.gov/pdf/dlis/2024-01-02-closeup-extent-1.pdf 

https://deltacouncil.ca.gov/pdf/dlis/2024-01-02-closeup-extent-2.pdf 

https://deltacouncil.ca.gov/pdf/dlis/2024-01-02-closeup-extent-3.pdf 

This is my blog post on the August 2021 hearing (with a transcript of my concerns about protecting 

lives and property in Delta legacy communities.) 

Revised Delta Levees Investment Strategy approved over objections by Delta stakeholders The 

DLIS maps continue to fail to even show the location of Delta Legacy Communities. 

Transcript of comments by Melinda Terry of the Central Valley Flood Protection Association, Dante 

Nomellini Sr. representing Central Delta Reclamation Districts, and Gil Cosio, the levee engineer for 

North Delta Reclamation Districts. 
Comments of Delta stakeholders on revised Delta Levees Investment Strategy 

The table below (updated from our 2019 brief) shows actual conditions of the levees protecting Delta 

legacy communities. 

Hazard Level definitions are from the Lower Sacramento River/Delta North Regional Flood 

Management Plan, July 2014.  Available at h ps://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=28753 

When water reaches the Levee Assessment Tool assessed Water Surface Elevation: 

• Hazard Level A –low likelihood of either levee failure or the need to flood-fight to prevent Levee 
failure. 

• Hazard Level B – moderate likelihood of either levee failure or the need to flood-fight to 
prevent levee failure. 

• Hazard Level C – high likelihood of either levee failure or the need to flood-fight to prevent levee 
failure. 

• Lacking Sufficient Data (LD) – There is currently insufficient data about past performance or 
hazard indicators to assign a hazard level, or there is poor correlation between past 
performance and hazard indicator scores. 

Community 

DLIS Island 

/Tract or 

portion SPFC RD 
Hazard 

Level 
Standards 

2010 

population 

(whole 

island / 

tract) 

Probability 

of Flooding 

(Hydrologic 

2012 

Baseline) 

Priority 

Freeport Maintenance 

Area 9 North 

Y 744 38* 1.4% Very 

High 

Clarksburg Netherlands Y 999 All B 917 1.2% High 

Clarksburg 

area 

Lisbon Y 307 C 163 1.0% Other 

Clarksburg 

area 

Merritt island Y 150 A or B, 

B, C 

173 1.2% Other 

Hood Maintenance 

Area 9 South 

Y 746 C 1,495 6.6% Very 

High 

Courtland Pearson 

District 

Y 551 B, LD 696 1.7% HIgh 

Locke Libby McNeil Y 369 A 108 0.9% Other 
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Walnut 

Grove – 

East Bank 

Walnut Grove 

(Has its own 

RD) 

Y 554 A 502 1.5% High 

Walnut 

Grove – 

West Bank 

Grand Island Y 3 B, C 1,388 2.2% High 

Ryde Grand Island Y 3 1,388 2.2% Very 

High 

Isleton Brannan-

Andrus Island 

Y 407 B and C 1,586 1.9% Very 

High 

Rio Vista DLIS-22 2.4 m of 

waterfront 

need 

upgrades 

158 (within 

flood area) 

0.1% High 

Bethel 

Island 

Bethel Island 11.5 m at 

HMP 

2,137 1.0% Very 

High 

Knightsen DLIS-07 

(Adjacent to 

Hotchkiss 

Tract) 

216 0.0% High 

Knightsen Veale Tract 4.2 m at 

HMP 

(100%) 

55 1.0% High 

Other sources: 

Report 1607, Delta Levees in Contra Costa County: How well do we protect this vital safety system, 

Contra Costa Grand Jury, 2015-16.  Available at http://www.cc-
courts.org/civil/docs/grandjury/1607_ReportSigned.pdf

From the Yolo Bypass Draft EIS-EIR Chapter 4: 

The Rio Vista waterfront is vulnerable to flooding along a 2.4-mile reach that extends along the 
waterfront from downtown near California Street to the Mellin Levee and northward along the 
Mellin Levee to high ground (Figure 5-18) (Solano County Water Agency, 2015). Rio Vista has 
proposed a combination of floodwalls, closure structures, and levee improvements to protect 
the city from 200-year flooding and higher sea level rise due to climate change. In the event 
that changes in the Yolo Bypass contribute to stage increases in the vicinity of Rio Vista, the 
State could potentially participate in the implementation of the local 200-year flood protection 
project as mitigation for such effects. 

Deirdre Des Jardins 

California Water Research 

Climate change, adaptation & western water from nonlinear dynamics & complex systems perspective 

Former researcher, Santa Fe Institute, Center for Nonlinear Studies at Los Alamos National Lab, NASA 

Ames 
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"We aren’t just failing to address the growing climate crisis to come; we’re unprepared even for the 

impacts already here—in part because they keep surprising us with their intensity and in part because 

we can’t seem to fathom our genuine vulnerability.” – David Wallace Wells 

831 566-6320 

cah2oresearch.com 

twitter: @flowinguphill 
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From: Brown, Josh@DWR <Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 1:29 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Oppose the American River parkway project 

-----Original Message-----

From: Melissa Gates <melissa.gatesdvm@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 1:00 PM 

To: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Subject: Oppose the American River parkway project 

[You don't often get email from melissa.gatesdvm@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the destruction of valuable riparian habitat along the American River. 

This is unnecessary and will cause irreparable harm to valuable and necessary habitat for wildlife. 

Melissa Gates 
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From: Brown, Josh@DWR <Josh.Brown@water.ca.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 1:23 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: Bailey.Hunter@usace.army.mil 

Subject: [EXT] FW: American River project between Howe and Watt 

From: Mary Swisher <maryeswisher@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 1:15 PM 

To: DWR Public Comment ARCF 16 <PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov> 

Subject: American River project between Howe and Watt 

You don't often get email from maryeswisher@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 

Re: comment on American River flood project between Howe and Watt 

The Army Corps of Engineers’ plans for flood control along the American River Parkway between Howe 

and Watt Ave would be a devastation of animals and habitat. 

In summer the trees and river banks provide an outdoor living area. We swim, kayak, bike and walk in the 

access to the cool river and lush trees. It is our back yard for many Sacramento families. 

The concentration of wild life would be destroyed. Where can you go to see deer with their fawn or a 

coyote; all within a few minutes walk or bike ride. There are otter and beaver that can be approached in a 

canoe or Kayak. Fishermen sit peacefully in the early morning, waiting for a fish to bite. Children swing on 

ropes to drop into the cool water. I’ve watched a hawk sweep down to snatch a baby duck. This is where 

we take our children to see nature. 

The destruction of the trees will make a once desirable place to live and play a wasteland for both humans 

and animals. The coyote and deer will be pushed into to neighborhoods causing panic and death. 

The Army Corp of Engineers solutions for flood control should be tempered by concern for people and 

habitat. We bought a house seventy years ago in a flood plain knowing the risk. We chose to live here 

because of the trees and nature. It is time to have a more balanced approach than what the Corps is 

offering. 

Mary Swisher 

Elizabeth Swisher 

Tom Freeman 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:47 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) - December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: bikesaba@gmail.com <bikesaba@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 6:08 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) - December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

American River Common Features (ARCF) SEIS/SEIR 

The American River Parkway Plan has a goal “To preserve, protect, interpret and improve the natural, archaeological, 

historical and recreational resources of the Parkway, including an adequate flow of high quality water, anadromous and

resident fishes, migratory and resident wildlife, and diverse natural vegetation.”

The project is inconsistent with that goal. The project denaturalizes the parkway’s natural resources by imposing a 

man-made topography and removing vegetation. It’s ironic to note that this extensive, expensive denaturalization is

occurring not too long after considerable effort and taxpayer expense separately was required to do just the opposite,

namely, to naturalize Cordova Creek in the parkway. 

The American River Parkway Plan has a requirement for public notifications.

“Any proposed project within the Parkway which is inconsistent with the goals and policies or land use designations of

this Plan, shall require an amendment to this Plan and is subject to public notification as required by State law.

Subsequent changes to local General Plans or the County and City’s Zoning Ordinance must also be presented at 

designated General Plan amendment hearings. Actions which are consistent with this Plan do not require special public

notice, but must be clearly posted on published agendas for the Commissions, City Council and the Board of Supervisors

in order for action to

be taken.” To my knowledge the Parkway Plan has not been amended as required. 

It is not possible to comment fully on the project’s impacts and proposed mitigation measures because the

environmental statement does not clearly describe what changes will be made to the parkway trail, the duration of trail

closure, and what the detours will be. What is clear is the project will impact transportation and recreational use of the

parkway trail for years. 
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However, based on the previous phase of the project, we recommend that the mitigations include: 

Well-signed, ADA compliant detours. 

Detours with adequate paving quality in place before project start. 

Additional or improved access points, for example at Kadema 

Native tree planting to shade the refurbished trail 

Proper striping of refurbished trail 

Additional mitigation if project schedule is exceeded 

These mitigations were not done during the previous phase. As a result, during the height of the Covid pandemic, 

when many people turned to bicycling for transportation and recreation, they were deterred by the project’s lacking or 

inadequate mitigations. 

Signage for the prior project phase was not initially adequate. The ramp to the levee top detour at Howe Avenue was 

not ADA compliant. No warning signs about the steepness of the ramp grade were ever placed. 

The levee top detour was not resurfaced prior to or during the project. The pavement on the levee top was 

substandard: rough and potholed. 

The quality of the access points at the Fair Oaks Bridge and Campus Commons Golf Course was worsened by the 

project and not corrected resulting in trail flooding/puddling. 

No shade trees have been planted along the refurbished trail exposing trail users to the hot summer sun, increasing the 

likelihood of malignant health effects, diminishing user enjoyment, and missing an opportunity to fight global warming. 

The striping of the refurbished trail was a solid yellow line for its entire length. The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 

Devices calls for a dashed yellow line where passing is allowed. 

Project work and trail closure extended well past schedule. No adjustment to mitigations were made for this extra 

disruption. 

Walt Seifert 

Sacramento Trailnet 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:34 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Re. American River Common Features 2016 

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report for the 2016 American River Watershed Common Features Project , Sacramento 

CA 

Importance: High 

From: Jeri Langham <jerilangham@icloud.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 9:27 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Re. American River Common Features 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the 2016 American River Watershed Common Features 

Project , Sacramento CA 

Importance: High 

February 23, 2024 

Mr. Guy Romine 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 

1325 J Street 

Sacramento. CA 95814 

Mr. Josh Brown 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board / California Department of Water Resources 

3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 170 

Sacramento, CA 95821 

Dear Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown, 

On December 22, 2023, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) 

published the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

1
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(SEIS/SEIR) for the 2016 American River Watershed Common Features Project (ARCF), Sacramento, CA. My comments 

focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, Contract 3B, 4A and 4B. 

I am a Professor Emeritus who taught Principles of Ecology and Plant Biology for 38 years in the Department of Biological 

Sciences, California State University, Sacramento, CA 95819; who has led birdwatching tours all over the world for 37 

years for Victor Emanuel Nature Tours; and who purchased a home in July 1993 whose back fence gate opens up to the 

American River Parkway. 

Since July 1993, 209 bird species have been seen and/or heard by me while I am in my yard and 238 species have been 

identified by me between the CSUS campus and the Nimbus Fish Hatchery. This is to show the incredible ornithological 

diversity of the American River Parkway. 

After I retired from CSUS in 2008, I have invited as many as 5 friends to bird the American River Parkway 2-3 times a 

week when I am not away leading tours for VENT. I never tire of the diversity…something your project will eliminate as it 

already has by what you did near CSUS where I used to take some of my classes for field work. 

There is no need for me to repeat all that has been pointed out in excellent, very detailed, and specific letters from: 

Liz Bellas [Director of Regional Parks] (51 pages) and K.C. Sorgen [Senior Planner, Sacramento County Department of 

Regional Parks] 

Dan Airola [Certified Wildlife Biologist] and Pat Bachetti [President, Central Valley Bird Club] (21 pages) 

William Avery [Professor Emeritus CSUS], Joshua Thomas [Ph.D. candidate U.C. Davis], Gerald Djuth [retired P.E. Civil 

Engineer], and William Brattain [P.E.] (22 pages) 

Dr. Michele Stevens, Emeritus Professor, Environmental Studies Department, CSUS (7 pages) 

Barbara Leary, Chair Sierra Club Sacramento Group (3 pages) 

Dan Meier, Sacramento Valley Chapter, California Native Plant Society 

Paul Miller, President Sacramento Audubon Society 

Leo Winternitz 

Chris Conard 

etc. etc. etc. 

One thing that may not have been mentioned is the plan to use the levee side of Larchmont Community Park as one 

launch pad for all the heavy equipment needed for portions of this project. It has taken many years to perfect the grass 

in the two soccer fields used by hundreds of area soccer players. 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the habitat destruction proposed within the American River 
Common Features 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR). In the strongest terms possible I urge that the proposed actions in the SEIS/SEIR, 

particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B, be put on hold, and that the flood control objectives be designed in a way 

to maximally preserve habitat consistent with the American River Parkway Natural Resources Management Plan. 
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Jeri M. Langham, Ph.D. 

Professor Emeritus of Biological Sciences 

OR 

langhamjm@csus.edu 

Neotropical Grassland Conservancy, Director 

http://conservegrassland.org/ 

Victor Emanuel Nature Tours, Leader 

https://ventbird.com/our-team/JeriLangham/34 

"ONE TOUCH OF NATURE MAKES THE WHOLE WORLD KIN" 

William Shakespeare 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:32 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common 

Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, CA 

From: juliegabele@sbcglobal.net <juliegabele@sbcglobal.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 9:00 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; sorgenkc@saccounty.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] December 2023, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, 

Sacramento, CA 

Feb 23, 2024 

Subject: Comments for American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Dra> Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Comment 
Recipients: 

My comments focus on the Lower American River projects listed in the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 

3B, 4A and 4B, as well as general comment to the overall study, gaps, deficiency, and failure on public outreach. 
USACE must address and not advance this work. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. 

Comment 1: 

I have serious concerns regarding proposed actions and mitigation proposed for Contracts 3B, 4A, and 4B. The 
current proposed actions and alternatives show a need for much greater study, understanding and appreciation of 
the serious and very real lasting impacts USACE proposed actions and poor mitigation options will have on the 
lower American River, community, wildlife, and countless ecosystems struggling to survive us, as well as the unique 
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and sensitive nature that sites listed in contract 3B, 4A, and 4B have on the daily lives, health, well-being, social, 
and economic benefits for our community, and the millions who visit each year. 

After careful review of the draft SEIS/SEIR and earlier documents I have observed significant gaps in data, outdated 
data, unverified assumptions, old methods, and aged data and approaches repackaged and perpetuated to support 
assumptions, site selection, alternative actions, and mitigation options (which are woefully inadequate). 

After significant research and review, I strongly question Contracts 3B, 4A, and 4B erosion site selection. I do not 
support the proposed actions, and I find the current alternatives and mitigation unacceptable. Serious and lasting 
impacts are ignored or dismissed. 

Please conduct further study to better understand this section of the river, the sensitive habitat and ecosystems, 
its role and very real impacts to wildlife and people using and or living nearby.  

Please ensure USACE works with the community and project partners to develop much less invasive, surgical 
options to address erosion where needed and restore and develop much better restoration and mitigation plans 
that will be onsite at all locations disturbed (not offsite or use green credits). 
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Comment 2: 

It is unclear what increased benefit or goals (other than generalized improved flood protection) that USACE and 

others are targeting, in exchange for devastating this section of the lower American River and using crucial tax 

payer dollars. USACE estimates performance assurance for sites in contract 3B today without any work are at 45% 

and 47% in a 1/200 ACE flood event. USACE then stated the levees assurance would be at 60% and 57% in a 1/200 

ACE after work proposed is completed for sites contract 3B. This is discussed in earlier EIS/EIR documents, but not 

mentioned in the draft SEIS/SEIR). 

Please explain specific assurance for the levees in a 1/200 ACE flood event for levees in contracts 3B before and 

after work using proposed actions. Please also provide copies of complete study that support this assurance 

assessment. 

Please also explain specific assurance for the levees in a 1/200 ACE flood event for levees in contracts 4A & 4B 

before and after work using proposed actions. Please also provide copies of complete study that support this 

assurance assessment. 

Please also provide cost/budget by project – i.e. listing cost/ budget for each of the contracts 3B, contract 4A, & 

contract 4B (as this is part of economic analysis). 

Comment 3: 

Tree & Habitat - USACE has failed to provide detailed maps of what habitat and or trees are to be removed (or what 

would be kept) for contracts 3B, 4A, & 4B. 

USACE SEIS/SEIR documents (appendices and earlier EIR & EIS documents) – do not adequately inform and answer the 

question about what trees will be removed – despite the fact the public has asked repeatedly for this information. The 

public, congress, USACE, and others need this date to accurately assess impacts of proposed actions and suggested 

alternatives based on the tree loss. This is impeding our review and ability to recommend better alternatives to 

USACE . 

The one page “Tree Surveys” USACE posted to the Sac Levee website on 2/16/24 for contracts 3B North and contract 

3B South fail to answer this question and were posted just 7 days before your 2/23/24 deadline for public comment 

on the draft SEIS/SEIR. Links for these tree surveys are below. The one page graphic does not tell reviewer what trees 

are to be removed and what will be kept (it simply states not all trees will be removed) in either one. 

• LAR C3B trees upstream 20240216 

https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Portals/12/documents/civil_works/CommonFeatures/ARCF%20Images/ 

LAR%20C3B%20trees%20upstream%2020240216.pdf?ver=g77S56NJfmSgxT4fSmikkQ%3d%3d 

• LAR C3B trees downstream 20240216 

https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Portals/12/documents/civil_works/CommonFeatures/ARCF%20Images/ 

LAR%20C3B%20trees%20downstream%2020240216.pdf?ver=TEZUt9K9zHjOiXVcV-fdXw%3d%3d 

Comment 4: 

No vegetation variance study was conducted for the lower American River sites in contract 3B, 4A, & 4B. This 

habitat is some of the most sensitive and critical portion of the lower American River fisheries and recreational 

areas recognized by the National Wild & Scenic Rivers act and must be studied for vegetation variance before any 

final ruling or acceptance of the draft SEIS/SEIR. Adequate alternatives cannot be assessed without this. 
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In contrast, USACE conduct a study to support a vegetation variance for the Sacramento River levee and a vegetation 

variance will be sought for the Sacramento River (as shown in the following USACE report citations below). Per the 

SEIS/SEIR –“Because a vegetation variance would be obtained approximately 930 large trees would be left in place on 

the lower one-half waterside slope, and rock would be placed around the base of the trees. The trees that would remain 

in place are scattered over approximately 50,000 linear feet and 50 acres.” 

The habitat on the American River is no less important and must be more adequately studied to determine the actual 

importance and benefit of vegetation to the levee integrity and redirection of flows away from the levee, as well as to 

the fisheries of federally listed and endangered fish and recreational value of these fisheries directly at these sites and 

overall recreational value. 

The Lower American River’s National Wild & Scenic River Designation recognizes and protects the lower American River 

for its extraordinary Outstandingly remarkable values for recreational values and fishery. USACE has not studied, nor 

developed adequate alternatives for lower American River erosion sites Shaded Riverine Aquatic (SRA) habitat 

The public wants USACE to develop options which preserve trees on the lower American River sites in contract 3B, 

4A, & 4B. The public wants USACE to develop better options that work with nature, vs against nature as we consider 

what work is needed in this section of the river must be done. The stakes are too high and the public and congress 

have been deprived of this information and alternative. 

Please conduct a specific study of the trees located in contract 3B, 4A, & 4B for their value and benefit to erosion and 

flood protection. This is one of the most scenic and productive areas of essential habitat left in the heart of the 

American River 

Per the American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Final 

Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report December 2015, Revised May 2016: 

“ ES.7 Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures 

The effects to the human and natural environment have been considered throughout the planning 

phase of the study and opportunities have been evaluated to reduce effects to resources within the project 

area. A vegetation variance will be sought for the Sacramento River reach of the project which will allow 

vegetation to remain on the lower one third of the waterside levee slope. The waterside vegetation on the 

Sacramento River is valuable Shaded Riverine Aquatic (SRA) habitat for many State- and Federally listed fish 

species and State-listed Swainson’s hawk. Because the ARCF GRR alternatives would affect Federally listed fish 

species, consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is required with the National Marine 

Fisheries Service (NMFS). Additionally, during the next phase of the project, design refinements will minimize 

effects to the American River Parkway where feasible.” (Source: American River Watershed Common 

Features General Reevaluation Report, Final Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact 

Report December 2015, Revised May 2016, p ES-7) 

Per the: American River Watershed Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Final Environmental 

Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report December 2015, Revised May 2016) 

“ Vegetation Variance 

A vegetation variance will be sought by the Sacramento District to comply with ETL 1110-2-583 

on the waterside of the levee. The vegetation variance request requires the Corps to show that the safety, 

structural integrity, and functionality of the levee would be retained if the vegetation were to remain in place. 

An evaluation of under seepage and waterside embankment slope stability was completed for this study by 

Corps geotechnical engineers. 

This analysis was completed for the section/index point at levee mile (LM) 5.92 on the 
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Sacramento River. This index point was chosen for the variance analyses because it was considered to be 

representative of the most critical channel and levee geometry, underseepage and slope stability conditions, 

and vegetation conditions. The cross-section geometry of the index point incorporated tree fall and scour by 

using maximum potential diameter at breast height (dbh) of cottonwoods (12.0 feet) projected horizontally at 

a depth of 11.0 feet below the existing ground profile. The results show that the tree fall and scour did not 

significantly affect levee performance and that the levee meets Corps seepage and slope stability criteria 

considering the seepage and stability improvement measures are in place (“with project” conditions). 

Therefore, it is a reasonable conclusion that by allowing vegetation to remain as stated above, the safety, 

structural integrity, and functionality of the Sacramento River levee would be retained.”  

Additionally – you can see the Sacramento River site Vegetation Variance is listed in Table ES.3 - Summary of 

Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures, p ES-14 in Fisheries section). 
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Comment 5: USACE Public Outreach has failed. 

In Chapter 7. Public Involvement Coordination and Review of the Draft Supplemental EIS/EIR – page 7.1 USACE 

states the public would be properly notified by USACE. This did not occur. 

USACE own public outreach has failed. Not one person or business I spoke to personally on the North side of the lower 

American River who will be directly impacted by contract 3B and possibly 4B knew of these projects, nor recalls ever 

receiving a postcard or any other communication from USACE as stated page 7-1 (or from any other government entity) 

regarding the project or notice of the release of the draft SEIS/SEIR, or earlier versions of the original environmental 

study. 

• This includes individuals that literally will have their homes and lives completely disrupted by the work effort 

occurring in their backyards, front yards, who live on the haul routes and trucks that will impact their lives and 

homes for years. They will also lose use, value, and access of the river and parkway they know and love (and will 

be returned a river they will not recognize). Only two people I spoke with on the south received a postcard 

about the draft SEIS/SEIR. 

• USACE also failed to bring forward any leadership or technical expertise needed by public to address questions 

on either Jan 10th and Jan 16th, 2024 virtual meetings. The meetings had technical problems and promises to 

post both meetings were not kept. 

• Questions raised in order to properly participate in public comment have also not been answered. 

• USACE failed to honor the request for in-person meetings that have been requested by countless individuals 

who expressed the need for such meeting. 

• A number of leaders of parks listed for staging areas in USACE documents, had no knowledge of the project or 

draft SEIS/SEIR either (until people who live in community started sharing). 

• Neighbors and others have been trying to help each other, so they would not be blindsided by USACE, CVFPB, 

other state and local stakeholders. 

• USACE website is also jumble of data and topics that is extremely difficult to navigate and mixes up information 

from different projects in numerous places on the site, making it difficult for public to find and align documents 

they need by contract. 

• In addition, combining several contracts into the draft SEIS/SEIR is a mess as well. 

• Signing up for alerts on USACE website has also not worked. 

All of these failures and poor execution unfairly disadvantages the public to adequately find and review what is needed. 

It is also an extra burden to public who do not have computers, internet access, or other limitations (which includes a 

number of homeowners adjacent to proposed work sites in contract 3B. 4A, & 4B).  

Please extend your public comment period, define and execute a much a better outreach plan, and share the list of 

addresses, criteria of who USACE is sending notices to, radius from site who will be notified and how, include copies 

and alerts to televised media and written letters with significant advance notice to homeowners, businesses, and 

property owners and residents impacted – especially those immediately adjacent proposed sites, haul routes, 

staging areas, constructions zones, etc.   

Please conduct in-person meetings that include technical experts working on these contracts qualified and able to 

answer questions to aid the understanding, address the public’s questions, and assist the public in evaluating 

impacts of the proposed work and actions, discuss and exchange ideas, as well as discuss and answer questions 

regarding the environmental review for contract 3B, 4A, & 4B. 

Please also provide a list of all addresses USACE sent postcard notice of the draft SEIS/SEIR release, copy of postcard 

materials sent, dates, and proof of delivery. 
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Comment 6: 

Please conduct more in-depth studies and address continued gaps in data for sites listed in contract 3B, 4A, and 4B, 

and for work needed work to develop more adequate alternatives that work with nature and preserve first, that also 

deliver restoration and mitigation onsite, not buying of green credits and land elsewhere. 

General Comments: 

USACE must not approve and advance the SEIS/SEIR to final accepted study. The data is inadequate to properly assess 

the environment and environmental consequences as required. 

USACE has not properly and fully studied, nor presented adequate alternatives needed for the Lower American River 

sites identified in Contract 3B, 4A, and 4B and must extend their study further to more adequately study and gather 

data to both validate site selection and develop much better alternatives to erosion work and must develop onsite 
restoration and onsite mitigation for all sites Contract 3B, 4A, and 4B (offsite mitigation or use of green credits are not 

acceptable for destroying the heart of the lower American River and sensitive habitat and recreational corridor this 

work will impact) 

The options for restoration and mitigation for Contract 3B, 4A, and 4B fail to accurately account for and reflect the 

wildlife, ecosystems, and value of the river for recreational values and the impact of the proposed actions for the 

species, as well as the surrounding community and region at large for sites listed in contract 3B, 4A, & 4B.    

In addition, the study and proposed options are not considering viable options that are crucial for this portion of the 

Lower American River, especially in light of the sensitivity of this area and long term permanent impacts the report fails 

to assess or dismisses. 

There is a concerning lack of alternatives presented and those options must be expanded. 

Thank you, 

Julie Gabele 

Sacramento, CA 

  

mmohamed
Line

mmohamed
Text Box
8



 

     

 

 

          

       

          

  

 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:33 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Elaine Baden <elaine.baden@att.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:25 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft 
SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. Although I live 
in the SF Bay Area, I come up to the River many times each year to enjoy 
paddling and hiking. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is 
necessary along this section of the American River, and have concerns 
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that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of 
construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as 
likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address 
potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the 
environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated 
to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 
“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods 
on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 
(see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The 
draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 
environmental impacts) are not presented. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 
project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 
and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 
3B and 4 is presented. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this 
treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 
Elaine Baden 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:33 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: David Solomon <rhythmtime@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 9:03 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water 
Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the 
draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft 
SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. 

I grew up hiking and riding my bike with my friends along the river 
just behind Rio Americano High School. I still frequently hike and 
ride in the same vicinity even though I now live closer to downtown 
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Sacramento. I think it would be a travesty to tear all the trees and 
plants out of this area to create no more than an ugly channel. 
Indeed trees and plants provide substantial barrier to erosion. I first 
moved to the area in 1966 and while I have witnessed several 
extreme high water years I have never seen the water rise high 
enough to cover the plateau between the levy and the main 
channel behind Rio Americano High School. I support making the 
levies strong enough to contain extremely high water flow i.e. flow 
much greater than any since 1966.. The most important safeguard 
against flood in this area is the levy that abuts Rio Americano High 
School. Whatever is required to maintain this levy, which runs for 
several miles up and down stream should not require stripping all 
the vegetation between the levy and the river. There is between 150 
ft to .25 miles between the levy and the main river channel. Any 
buttressing work in this area would be of no use if the river rises 
above those areas as it will then require the levy to control the flow. 
Therefore, I believe examining the levy to ensure its strength and 
fixing any weak points should be the focus of the present 
project. This should not require the removal of all the vegetation 
between the levy and the river. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is 
necessary along this section of the American River, and have 
concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks 
during two years of construction followed by years of isolated, 
immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to 
address potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the 
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environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 
mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to 
supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than 
simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where 
impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, 
CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The 
analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained 
approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

[ YOU CAN ENTER YOUR OWN LIST OF CONCERNS, OR YOU CAN 

COPY AND PASTE FROM OUR LIST OF KEY CONCERNS FROM OUR 

TEAM OF REVIEWERS ] 

[ THEN YOU CAN END WITH YOUR OWN CLOSING REQUESTS, 

ORCOPY AND PASTE FROM OUR LIST OF SUGGESTED REQUESTS 

FROM OUR TEAM OF REVIEWERS ] 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 
project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE 
TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 
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The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of 
Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable 
treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that 
this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

David Solomon 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:31 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Jaime Becker <jaime@jaimesells.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:28 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable 
to me. I use the parkway throughout the year for recreation, running, walking, 
biking, respite, to soak in nature, to clear my head and don't know what I would 
do without it. You state the impacts are less than significant and unavoidable 
and I disagree. These impacts are more than significant and avoidable. 

At the top of my list are recreation, mental health and wildlife which are severely 
impacted by this project. Below you will find a lot more detail as it pertains to 
the SEIS/SEIR and contract 3B. 
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Recreation is also critically important to public health, yet this is nowhere addressed in the 

SEIS/SEIR.[1] Many people come to the 3B Project area for their physical and mental well being, 

and that is especially so because of the close proximity of the area to urban Sacramento. Research 

has shown that “green exercise” may confer mental health benefits in addition to improving 

physical health. For instance, it was found that exercising with views of nature led to more 

consistent mental health improvements.[2] Similarly, natural park settings help decrease anger, 

anxiety, and depression; and increase restoration and tranquility.[3] Just the simple act of viewing 

nature has shown to provide physiological restoration, reduce stress and provide calming effects.[4] 

Maintaining a connection with nature is particularly valuable in reducing stress that accompanies 

urban living,[5] and scientific studies confirm that regular engagement with green spaces is linked 

with better mental health and well-being.[6] More greenery, access to nearby natural areas, and 

green exercise, positively correlate with less stress, less sadness, more satisfaction with life, and 

overall better mental health.[7] Morita et al. found that depression decreased and liveliness increased 

with forest immersion.[8] For people having high initial stress levels, exposure to forest settings 

produced lower measures of anxiety, depression, anger, confusion, and fatigue, and forest walking 

increased happiness more than walking in a gymnasium, with meditative walking in the forest 

being the most effective.[9] The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services states that the lack 

of green space is one of the most important causes of childhood obesity, and the need for green 

places to protect children’s health is becoming more recognized and apparent.[10] 

The loss of riparian forest in the 3B area will detrimentally impact the health of the many people 

who use this particular area to relax, hike, run, walk, watch wildlife, swim, fish, and boat. This is 

especially so given how few areas nearby to Sacramento provide such opportunity for connection to 

nature, relaxation, and the many other ways that the area uniquely offers mental health sustenance. 

This is yet another important reason to protect the area’s riparian forest. 

With respect to cumulative impacts to recreation, the SEIS/SEIR states that “the Proposed Action 

would result in a considerable contribution to the short-term significant cumulative impact on 

recreation,” but fails to address the long-term significant impacts in any meaningful way. This is a 

serious oversight given how much of the lower American River’s vegetation is being harmed. 

[1] See, e.g., Urban River Parkways, An Essential Tool for Public Health (July 2014) 
[2] Barton, J and Rogerson, M (2017) The importance of greenspace for mental health. BJPsych 

International, 14 (4). pp. 79-81. DOI https://doi.org/10.1192/s2056474000002051 
[3] Pretty J, Peacock J, Sellens M, Griffin M. The mental and physical health outcomes of green 

exercise. Int J Environ Health Res. 2005 Oct;15(5):319-37. doi: 10.1080/09603120500155963. 

PMID: 16416750 
[4] Grinde B, Patil GG. Biophilia: does visual contact with nature impact on health and well-being? 

Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2009 Sep;6(9):2332-43. doi: 10.3390/ijerph6092332. Epub 2009 

Aug 31. PMID: 19826546; PMCID: PMC2760412; Dannenberg AL, Jackson RJ, Frumkin H, 

Schieber RA, Pratt M, Kochtitzky C, Tilson HH. The impact of community design and land-use 

choices on public health: a scientific research agenda. Am J Public Health. 2003 Sep;93(9):1500-8. 

doi: 10.2105/ajph.93.9.1500. PMID: 12948970; PMCID: PMC1448000 
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[5] Vining, J. (2003). The Connection to Other Animals and Caring for Nature. Human Ecology 

Review, 10(2), 87–99. http://www.jstor.org/stable/24706957 
[6] Maller, C., Townsend, M., St Leger, L., Henderson Wilson, C., Pryor, A., Prosser, L. and Moore, 

M. (2009). Healthy Parks, Healthy People: The Health Benefits of Contact with Nature in a Park 

Context. 
[7] World Health Organization. (2011). Investing in Mental Health; Kuo, M. (2011). Parks and 

Other Green Environments: 'Essential Components of a Healthy Human Habitat'. Australasian 

Parks and Leisure, 14(1); Barton, S. (2008). Human Benefits of Green Spaces. 
[8] Morita, E.; Fukuda, S.; Nagano, J.; Hamajima, N.; Yamamoto, H.; Iwai, Y.; Nakashima, T.; 

Ohira, H.; Shirakawa, T. Psychological effects of forest environments on healthy adults: Shinrin-

yoku (forest-air bathing, walking) as a possible method of stress reduction. Public Health 2007, 

121, 54–63 
[9] Park, B.-J.; Furuya, K.; Kasetani, T.; Takayama, N.; Kagawa, T.; Miyazaki, Y. Relationship 

between psychological responses and physical environments in forest settings. Landsc. Urban Plan. 

2011, 102, 24–32; Shin, Y.-K.; Kim, D.J.; Jung-Choi, K.; Son, Y.; Koo, J.-W.; Min, J.-A.; Chae, J.-

H. Differences of psychological effects between meditative and athletic walking in a forest and 

gymnasium. Scand. J. For. Res. 2013, 28, 64–72 
[10] Mayors’ Guide to Fighting Childhood Obesity. The United States Conference of Mayors; 

Preventing childhood obesity: the need to create healthy places. (2007). A Cities and Communities 

Health Report; Space oriented Children's Policy: Creating Child friendly Communities to Improve 

Children's Well being 

Why else is nature so important and keeping our river from being bulldozed? 
Remember the pandemic? Why isn't any of this taken into consideration as an 
impact? Nature played a crucial role during the COVID-19 pandemic for several reasons: 

1. Physical  Health:  Outdoor  activities  in  nature  provided  a  safe  way  for  people  to  engage  in  

physical  exercise. E xercise  is  essential  for  maintaining  overall  health, i ncluding  boosting  the  

immune  system  and  reducing  the  risk o f  chronic  diseases.  

2. Mental  Well-being:  Nature  has  been  shown  to  have  positive  effects  on  mental  health.  

Spending  time  in  natural  environments  can  reduce  stress, a nxiety, a nd  depression. T he  calming

and  rejuvenating  aspects  of  nature  helped  people  cope  with  the  challenges  and  uncertainties  

of  the  pandemic.  

 

3. Social  Connection:  Outdoor  spaces  allowed  for  safe  socialization. P eople  could  meet  friends  

and  family  in  parks  or  natural  settings  while  maintaining  physical  distance. So cial  connections  

are  vital  for  emotional  well-being, a nd  nature  provided  a  conducive  environment  for  these  

interactions.  

4. Escape  and  Relaxation:  With  lockdowns  and  restrictions  in  place, n ature  offered  an  escape  

from  the  confines  of  indoor  spaces. B eing  in  green  spaces  provided  a  sense  of  tranquility  and  

relaxation, h elping  individuals  take  a  break f rom  the  stressors  associated  with  the  pandemic.  
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5. Coping Mechanism: Nature served as a coping mechanism for many individuals dealing with 

isolation, grief, and other emotional challenges brought about by the pandemic. The beauty 

and serenity of natural settings offered a positive outlet for emotional expression and 

reflection. 

6. Mindfulness and Reflection: Nature encourages mindfulness and a connection to the present 

moment. During a time of heightened uncertainty, people turned to nature as a source of 

solace, allowing them to reflect on their thoughts and find a sense of grounding. 

7. Economic Impact: Outdoor activities related to nature, such as hiking, camping, and local 

tourism, became popular during the pandemic. This contributed positively to local economies 

and businesses that were heavily affected by lockdowns. 

What about the wildlife? As if we haven't built enough in our region moving the wildlife out. The 

American River Parkway is the one place they should be safe from being pushed out or destroyed. 

Has any of this been taken into consideration? And what will be done to avoid it? 

Impact on Wildlife and Critical Habitats: 

• The biodiversity of this ecosystem is complex and interconnected and is heavily used by 

wildlife 

• Clear-cutting and rip rapped streambanks pose a threat to critical habitats for various 

fish species, including Chinook Salmon, Central Valley Steelhead, and North American 

Green Sturgeon. 

• Clear-cutting disrupts the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local and migratory 

bird populations. 

• Large, mature trees provide essential nest cavities that would be lost. 

• The substantial loss of shade from the mature canopies along the river’s edge may 

lower the survival rate of various species of salmonids. 

• The petition for listing the western pond turtle imposes additional requirements on the 

environmental analysis and mitigation. 

• High levels of noise and vibrations will disturb natural animal behaviors such as nesting, 

spawning and feeding activities 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the 
claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 
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I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more 
appropriate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed 
project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the 
significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them 
mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 
“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained 
scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, 
fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would 
result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and 
trenches – and adding this type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior 
revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of 
rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting 
equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to 
“access ramps” that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the 
draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or 
the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of 
other design choices have not been meaningfully presented that could have 
very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been 
adequately evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, 
such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
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hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a 
quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution 
impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School 
has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust 
particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer 
potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more 
sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third 
trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed 
project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging 
areas adjacent to residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR 
requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 
engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the 
mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the 
local population, and especially children. Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, 
better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 
measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each 
site may have over 100 daily truck trips at each location that would travel 
through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” 
impacts of air pollutants on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk 
guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting 
longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should 
have prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This 
way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that the 
Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in 
a significant health impact. This has not been provided. 
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The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe 
Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-
south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on 
minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date 
information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert 
opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and 
some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see 
adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed 
streambank “erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the 
incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient 
evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for 
other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data 
presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or 
under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls 
were added to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any 
urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need 
based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks 
formation. The modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used 
out-of-date models that likely did not adequately account for the protective 
effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the 
levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of 
the lower American River demonstrates the protective effect of trees when 
included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary 
along this section of the American River. This calls into question whether the 
environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the 
need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling 
or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and 
vegetation (which currently provide self-renewing natural armoring of the 
levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and 
“planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by 
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many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us 
more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at 
risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed 
areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior 
Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent 
revetment area under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-
peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause 
the installed launchable rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that 
the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or 
leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has 
been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment 
regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps 
proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and Scenic American River 
(designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and 
fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River 
Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, 
vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for 
sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, 
is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine 
area of the Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation 
(hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental 
health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make 
river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone 
mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features except the bike trail. 
In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed 
the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access 
trails, and rare shaded trails. These miles of habitat destruction threaten the 

8 

mmohamed
Line

mmohamed
Text Box
10

mmohamed
Line

mmohamed
Text Box
11

mmohamed
Line

mmohamed
Text Box
12



              
          

            
            
               

          
         

             
             

          
            

           
            

          
            

          
            

           
            

            
              

           
          

             
            

            
           

     

              
             
             

            
        

wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an urban area 
(otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, 
and more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with 
the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). 
In classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly remarkable 
recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the 
American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland 
in the country because of the close proximity of its natural and recreational 
features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 
cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood 
strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and 
Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, water 
quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and 
wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall 
recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, any long-term impacts to the 
mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal 
Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they 
would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to 
make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more 
targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is 
being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, 
including potentially heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than 
California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a 
cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 
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The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total 
length of American River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to 
almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-quality 
miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 
recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income 
levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches 
are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate 
these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This 
environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, 
aesthetics and vistas are not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to 
less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft 
SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive 
alternative methods should be used, including the use of smaller equipment, 
and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing 
vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park 
Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These 
alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more 
targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that 
result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, 
and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 
subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the 
impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and 
only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 
with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 
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and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is 
presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 
2012 it was designated a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into 
a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway Plan. 
The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and 
irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the 
far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Jaime Becker 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:30 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comment on ARCF draft SEIS/SEIR Dec. 2023 -- Parkway_Serenity Photo near 

LarchmontPark_2_23_2024 

Attachments: AmerRiv_Fri_Eve_Serenity_on_Parkway_Near_LarchmontPark_2_23_2024_b.png 

From: Beth S <m.beth.s@hotmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:41 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: jonah.knapp@CVFlood.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on ARCF draft SEIS/SEIR Dec. 2023 -- Parkway_Serenity Photo near 

LarchmontPark_2_23_2024 

February 23, 2024 

Dear Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown, 

Subject: Comment on ARCF draft SEIS/SEIR Dec. 2023 -- Parkway Serenity Photo near Larchmont Park 2-23-

2024 

Please find the attached photo moment I noticed while walking along the American River Parkway near 

Larchmont Park just before sunset today. The peacefulness of it caused me to pause and smile. 

Caption: Friday evening serenity on the Parkway. 

Feb. 23, 2024 Near Larchmont Park. 

(A place of great value, within proposed Contract 3B). 

Thank you and have a wonderful weekend. 

Mary Beth Schwehr 

Local Resident 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:24 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report 

From: Fisher, Jacob L <jlfisher@csus.edu> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 8:05 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed impacts on the lower American River based on the draft SEIS/SEIR, 

particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. My concerns relate to the inadequate mitigation of potential damage to 

cultural resources, the local ecology hosted by the riparian corridor within an urbanized landscape, and the underlying 

arguments for erosion control. 

I am currently a faculty member at Sacramento State with a research specialization on past human interactions with 

their local environments, and in doing so, my expertise bridges archaeology and historical ecology. Further, I have 

served as the NAGPRA Director for the campus since 2010 and can speak specifically of USACE’s history of compliance 

with repatriation law alongside their commitments to curation of archaeological collections that are generated by 

actions of the Corps. Prior to joining the Department of Anthropology in 2010, I worked in cultural resources 

management beginning in 2000. 

It is through this lens that I share the sentiment in the EIS that here is a high probability of undiscovered, buried cultural 

resources that are eligible for inclusion onto the National Register of Historic Places in the areas of potential effect. 

While the programmatic agreement outlines how the project will be monitored and such sites may be evaluated and 

mitigated, USACE recent history relating to cultural resources suggests that the existing plans are inadequate. For 

instance, the Feather River levee repair (during which several archaeology faculty and numerous students at Sacramento 

State were involved in), the inadequate subsurface surveying conducted ahead of earth-moving activities resulted in the 

discovery of archaeological sites, disrupting sacred localities, and disturbing ancestral remains. Doing so again will not 

only cause deep damage to the local Nisenan and Miwok communities, but will undoubtedly extend the project timeline 

and increase project costs footed by taxpayers significantly. 
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Further, the argument that USACE is not responsible for NAGPRA, including the most recent (December 2023) 

regulations, is questionable at best. Regardless of land ownership, activities funded by federal monies are supposed to 

activate this incredibly important repatriation law that provides human rights to ancestors and civil rights to the 

descendent communities. No matter who the landowner is, NAGPRA must be followed and this is inadequately 

addressed in the plan. If USACE is not responsible for meeting the requirements under current NAGPRA regulations, the 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board and the landowner will be held responsible. This plan needs to be made 

transparent to the public to ensure that the Corps is doing right with the local indigenous communities. 

I have personally experienced USACE’s skirting of NAGPRA for existing collections housed in museums, including the 

Archaeological Curation Facility at Sacramento State, that were generated by their actions. Time and again, lawyers from 

USACE have communicated that they hold no responsibility for collections generated by their actions simply because 

they didn’t own the land at the time of excavation. This supposed loophole effectively allows USACE to place full 

responsibility upon the University and creates unnecessary delays for the repatriation of ancestors, funerary objects, 

sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony that would not have been disturbed if it were not for the actions of the 

Corps. Further, it places a significant financial burden on the University, forcing it to allocate funds that should be 

directed to the advancement of student education. The public, local agencies, and local landowners should be aware 

that the USACE will undoubtedly continue this trend with the proposed American River project. 

I also question the underlying reasoning for this project, which appears to be a boondoggle in the name of erosion 

control. While I am not a geologist, I received formal graduate-level training in sedimentology and geoarchaeology. 

Simply stated, the project is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective modeling that fails to 

recognize the role that local floras play in erosion control. The plan to clearcut miles of intact trees and vegetation that 

provides natural erosion control needs clearer justification and a demonstration that it will not counterproductively 

increase erosion along this section of the river. USACE has failed to explain why a more surgical approach is inadequate. 

More clearcutting of the nature witnessed recently west of Howe Bridge will have an enormous impact on individuals 

residing along the river (alongside diminished reality values) and I expect it will have significant negative impacts on the 

broader region’s attraction to individuals and businesses looked to relocate out of more expansive locations like the Bay 

Area. 

These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 

urban area (otters, beavers, predatory birds including the prospect of further expansion of the bald eagle, countless 

waterfowl, deer, foxes, bobcats, and coyotes, to name just some representative faunas) highly valued by recreational 

Parkway users, and this is part of the cultural environment that likewise is not being adequately mitigated. I further 

question the replanting plans: as a historical ecologist who can speak on the thousands of years of ecological change in 

the Sacramento area, what benchmark is guiding what ecosystem should be recreated? The 20th century landscape? The 

landscape at contact as described by inadequate and biased historical records? The landscape of the Medieval Climatic 

Anomaly? The goals of vegetation and wildlife rehabilitation in the affected area need to be made clearer. 

This broader project has personally impacted me. I cycle from my residence in Carmichael to Sacramento State year-

round, four to five days a week, regardless of freezing temperatures, extreme heat, poor air quality, and rain. I do so for 

the personal financial benefits, exercise, mental health, and reduced carbon emissions—but I also do so because it’s my 

fortune to take the opportunity to witness Sacramento’s crown jewel, the American River and adjacent parkway. I have 

the opportunity to see the seasonal changes as migratory wildlife come and go, the brilliant greening every spring 

followed by the golden fields of summer, and the rare glimpses of otters, beavers, foxes, bobcats (not to discount the 

numerous deer, cottontail and jackrabbits, ground and tree squirrels, and even the lowly moles). When work was being 

conducted west of Howe Bridge, it brought great pain to me knowing the direct impacts on animal populations, such as 

annual locations of deer nesting sites, coyote dens, and cormorant hangouts (to name a few) that undoubtedly went 

unnoticed by biology monitors who are “helicoptered” into the project who do not hold such intimate knowledge that 

the locals—those who will be most directly impacted (outside the faunas and floras) cherish. 

I have already embedded the Corps’ recent actions along the north bank of the American River into my main course 

(“The Anthropocene: Human Impacts on the Environment”) at Sacramento State to demonstrate to students how 
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misguided public works can be in the guise of science. I hope that I don’t have to add another section of the river to my 

lectures. 

Sincerely, 

Jacob L. Fisher, PhD 

Professor, Department of Anthropology 

NAGPRA Director, Native American Graves Protection, Repatriation and Healing 

Director, Archaeological Curation Facility 

Sacramento State Zooarchaeology Lab 

California State University, Sacramento 

Office: (916) 278-4555 

http://www.csus.edu/faculty/F/jlfisher/index.html 

Questioning Rebound: People and Environmental Change in the Protohistoric and Early Historic Americas 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:22 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comments Regarding American River Common 

Features (ARCF) 

From: diane fowler <jstoll.dfowler@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 4:08 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; richdesmond@saccounty.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Public Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 

particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I oppose the project. 

It is very unfortunate that this project has been allowed to move forward 

without significant public outreach by USACE to inform the affected 

community regarding this project. The removal of over 700 trees along the 

scenic American River impacts a wide range of the community like me, 

that has had no knowledge of the project. It was not until the Sacramento 

Bee wrote an informative article this week that I became aware of the 

project. The US Army Corp of Engineers should extend the public comment 

period and do the appropriate public outreach to inform the community 

of the project. This is required by CEQA. 

Also under CEQA, all environmental concerns need to be addressed and 

mitigated. This project proposes removal of 700 or more trees leaving 
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behind bare banks that will cause significant harm. It is impossible to 

mitigate the loss of heritage trees by planting new seedlings. Mature trees 

provide habitat for animals and improve air quality. This has not been 

sufficiently addressed nor mitigated. This project should be denied. 

I also request that you revise the proposal to a less destructive one that 

can be presented to the public for review if it is still deemed necessary for 

flood control. The current proposed project is too destructive and harmful. 

We are a city and county of trees. We also have the beautiful wild and 

scenic American River parkway. This project if allowed to proceed would 

harm and destroy both. 

Thank you, 

Diane Fowler 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:16 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Sherrie Dodson <dodson.sherrie7@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 6:20 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 

and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE PARKWAY AND THE WILD AND SCENIC 

AMERICAN RIVER]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 

do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 

actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 

significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 

is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 

mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 

impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
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21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 

“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 

including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 

damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 

needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 

or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 

of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 

hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 

addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 

carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 

and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 

engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 

require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 

should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 

at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 

of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 

construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 

a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 

on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 

health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 

to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 

protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 

subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 

used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 

conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 

“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 

Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 

reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 

(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 

to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 

2 



                  

                  

                   

               

                    

               

                  

 

                 

                   

                   

                        

                     

                   

              

 

                  

                   

                   

           

 

                    

                

                    

                

                   

 

                      

                  

                  

                   

                   

               

                   

                   

                 

                 

                     

              

                     

                

                  

                 

               

                

                  

                  

                    

                 

          

 

                  

overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 

modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 

account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 

modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 

effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 

the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 

unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-

renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 

– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 

flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 

Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 

under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 

trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 

the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 

requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 

Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 

would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 

riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 

wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 

need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 

loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 

along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 

difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 

recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 

addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 

These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 

urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 

recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 

River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 

American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 

“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 

Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 

what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 

protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 

protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 

and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 

Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 

INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 

comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
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with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 

and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 

200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 

reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 

damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-

quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 

travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 

significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 

the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 

bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 

vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 

unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 

subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 

subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 

Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 

Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 

generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:13 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Melanie <nguboce@hotmail.com>  

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 7:40 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for 
a much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 
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The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced 
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modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 
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I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

James Nguyen 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:07 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on ARCF SEIS/SEIR 2013 

From: Nancy Kniskern <knancy2020@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:23 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on ARCF SEIS/SEIR 2013 

Public Engagement: 

The Army Corps of Engineers has not engaged with the Public via meetings or workshops to explain the various 

methods of bank protection measures that they expect to install. It is up to the public to figure out such terms 

as, “launchable rock toes, tiebacks, launchable rock trenches, and riprap armoring. The USACE told us when 

we requested a meeting to discuss these terms, he said that there would be presentations offered in January that 

will explain the details. The presentations did not explain these terms, nor did they allow any questions. They 

promised to record our comments. That meant that we could not get simple questions answered to better 

understand the document. Recently, in a US Army Corps of Engineer presentation, the presenting Colonel 

stated that they are, “engineering with nature,” and dedicated to” communicate, communicate and 

communicate as soon as possible.” 

The Corps held two presentations, supposedly recording comments. That was the extent of "public interaction." 

Chapter 4 of the Appendix A states “Future Public Involvement, “USACE also plans on opportunities for public 

awareness, involvement, and participation including website updates and formal and informal meetings with 

interested members of the public, community groups, and individuals as requested. We asked for a meeting 

multiple times including during the Corps two presentations, and were not able to get one. 

I made phone calls that were frequently answered by “sorry this number is not available.” When I left a 

message, it was often not returned. 

One letter written attached to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement EIR and Draft GRR stated that the best 

outcome will occur if the USACE works with stakeholder groups at the local level. Agreed! Another letter 

written by our Assembly member encouraged the Corps to work with two local agencies. 

Nancy Kniskern 
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Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 1 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments primarily focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. However, as an Environmental Scientist with a 
hydrogeological background, whose worked for DFW in the Instream Flow Program and currently 
working for the CA SWRCB Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (combined 13 years 
employment), I am concerned with the overall approach of these types of projects—this 
one and future projects. 

 My Community

I wanted to begin by offering my appreciation for your time in reviewing my community’s 
many very important comments. Having discussed the details of this proposal with so many, I 
can feel their hearts breaking at the thought of this project (implemented as-is) taking place. In 
addition to our love for this precious, protected Wild & Scenic area, I wanted to let you know that 
most of my community involved in this effort have also become well educated on the 
elements of the project—both good and bad.  

Our community includes people from all walks of life and backgrounds coming together for this 
cause, including engineers and scientists (like myself) who possess in-depth knowledge on 
the subject matter. However, I do not believe it takes a scientific background to recognize 
the areas of this project that are unquestionably in need of improvement, postponement, 
and/or reassessment. 

I ASK YOU KINDLY TO PLEASE ALLOW ALL OUR VOICES TO BE HEARD. THANK YOU.

 We Share a Common Goal!

We all want healthy waterways that safely convey water! Let’s make sure we’re using the best 
methods available that both alleviate erosion issues AND best utilize the built-in, natural 
erosion control benefits that the many trees and riparian vegetation already offer. 
“Restoration” (over many years) will not sufficiently reestablish the healthy habitat that had already 
been stabilizing the banks for hundreds of years, prior to human interference of natural flow 
characteristics. Projects that address fixes/improvements to upstream causes of unnatural 
flow, such as dams, should always be prioritized over destructive, downstream methods, 
such as this project proposes.

PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND REEVALUATE THE EROSION-CONTROL BENEFITS 
OF PRESERVING EVEN MORE TREES THAN CURRENTLY PLANNED.

 Nature-based Solutions

I understand and appreciate that USACE’s project was designed to “spare as much habitat as 
possible”, however, I don’t believe that the project (as it currently stands) preserves all that 
is possible to preserve. I have researched several alternative “nature-based”, less destructive 
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Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 2 

methods that could assuredly be implemented here and elsewhere on the American River but are 
being disregarded.  

Please review the attached document, SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT 
PHASE II SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION, EIS/EIR, VOLUME II: COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS (March 2020), as evidence of several alternative methods that 
were recommended by various agencies/organizations/governmental departments to 
USACE as a result of numerous environmental impact concerns identified in a similar 
project proposal.  

I’d like to point out one of these responses from the CA SWRCB, for which I’m employed and fully 
back their below statements (page 2-50 of attached document): 

“State Water Board staff has reviewed the Draft EIS/EIR to determine if the proposed project 
will have significant adverse impacts to water quality and, ultimately, the beneficial use of 
waters of the state. We recognize the great importance of flood protection for the 
communities and farms of the Sacramento River valley. We understand the enormous 
economic risk and the risk to human life that exists without a safe, functional levee system. 
However, significant ecological impacts are possible as a result of the proposed 
project. 

In general, we encourage the Corps and the CVFPB to implement alternatives which 
conserve to the greatest extent the existing riparian vegetation, especially large 
mature trees. Alternatives that maximize meander zones should be selected. Setback 
levees should be used when feasible. State Water Board staff has prepared the attached 
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR (see Enclosure 1, Table 1).” 

To reiterate, I understand that USACE believes their project already avoids unnecessary 
deforestation, however, I disagree given their selected method among a plethora of 
alternative techniques and approaches that would not only better preserve the environment, 
but also add to the potential overall success of the project’s effort to address erosion issues. 

PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND CONSIDER ALTERNATIVE, NATURE-BASED, LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE APPROACHES, SUCH AS THOSE ALREADY RECOMMENDED TO USACE. 

 Public Notification Insufficiencies 

Although USACE may have abided by outdated and minimal public notification requirements, I’m 
incredibly disappointed with the lack of public informing that a project—with this significant 
of an impact on the local environment, residential communities, and businesses, such as 
this one—has involved. USACE is not required to publicly inform only at the minimal requirement. 
It would be fair to assume that a trustworthy, guilt-free, good-willed agency, confident of their 
chosen method would want to sufficiently inform, even involve, the communities that would 
be directly and indirectly affected. 

Instead, our community worked tirelessly to inform hundreds of residents, businesses, and 
Parkway users who were NOT INFORMED OF THE PROJECT IN ANY RESPECT. This is 
unacceptable. So many, including myself, were appalled by the project proposal and felt deceived 



 
  

 
   

    
    

  

  
  

     
    

 

         

   
 

  

  

    
 

        

      
      

   

      
 

     
     

  
       

     
                 

Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 3 

by USACE at the lack of public notice and involvement. I don’t want to accuse USACE of being 
“sneaky”, but unfortunately, this is the only impression I’ve received from their actions, or lack 
thereof, regarding this project thus far.  

PLEASE CONSIDER BETTER INFORMING AND INVOLVING COMMUNITIES AND 
BUSSINESSES IMPACTED BY USACE PROJECTS. 

 California Waterways Unique to the County 

California waterways are UNIQUE, SENSITIVE, AND UNCOMPARABLE to most other waterways 
throughout the country. The American River does not, for example, function primarily as a 
conveyance system for commercial boat transportation, and possesses a wide spectrum of differing 
characteristics, and as such, requires specifically tailored, and equally unique treatments to achieve 
the best results. 

Any USACE projects executed elsewhere, such as on the Missouri or Mississippi Rivers, 
should undergo massive adaptation, involving extensive targeted research of California’s 
unique waterway uses and needs (including California species protection), before being 
applied in California rivers. The currently proposed project requires even more adaptation 
and targeted assessment. 

I do not believe this project (as-is) sufficiently encapsulates all the many special components 
that would be required to effectively mitigate erosion issues without inadvertently inflicting 
other, equally serious issues (such as the loss of vital species and large-scale, natural erosion 
control provided by riparian vegetation). 

PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND PERFORM MORE TAILORED RESEARCH. 

PLEASE WORK WITH MORE CALIFORNIA RESOURCE ENTITIES TO INCORPORATE 
RELEVENT AND LESS DESTRUCTIVE SOLUTIONS. 

 Wild and Scenic Protected 

The Lower American River is fully protected under the Wild and Scenic Act, which classifies it as a 
water system that “possess extraordinary scenic, recreational, fishery, or wildlife values [that] 
shall be preserved in their free-flowing state, together with their immediate environments, for 
the benefit and enjoyment of the people of the state.” —California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 1972. 

National Wild and Scenic River System | Rivers.gov describes the American River’s unparalleled 
recreational importance as it exists in its current state, “This short stretch of river, flowing through the 
city of Sacramento, is the most heavily used recreation river in California. It provides an urban 
greenway for trail and boating activities and is also known for its runs of steelhead trout and salmon.” 

https://www.rivers.gov/


 
  

          
   

   
 

  
   

   
   

  
      

   
  

   

    
    

    

 

             
             

    

     

          
       
       

         
          

    
    

    

  
 

Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 4 

The methods proposed by USACE’s project (as-is) DO NOT COMPLY with the protections granted under 
the Wild and Scenic Act. This project would significantly and negatively impact the river’s “free-
flowing state, together with [its] immediate environment”.  

Furthermore, Section 6.3 of the USACE Erosion Protection Report of the American River Common 
Features GRR Report states, "The rock trench design concept (depicted below in Figure 6-1) comes 
from the Windrow trenching method of erosion protection widely used along the Mississippi and 
Missouri Rivers”. This was referenced as if it represented what USACE has implemented in both the 
Wild and Scenic portion of the Missouri River, and the long, navigable sections in need of their 
continued monitoring and structural maintenance. However, USACE DOES NOT IMPLEMENT THEIR 
“LAUNCHABLE ROCK TRENCH” METHOD IN THE WILD AND SCENIC PROTECTED PORTION OF THE 
MISSOURI RIVER, which is more characteristically more comparable to the lower American 
River.

How was it then justified as a viable method used to be in the Wild and Scenic portion of the 
American River? USACE had already set a precedent for non-use of this method in Wild and 
Scenic portions but are unjustifiably applying it here. This is a very consequential inconsistency 
that must be further investigated. 

PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND REEVALUATE METHODS THAT SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE 
IMPACTS TO PROTECTED ELEMENTS OF THIS WILD AND SCENIC AREA. 

PLEASE BE FAIR AND CONSISTENT IN COMPLYING WITH THE WILD AND SCENIC ACT. 

 Other Urgent Concerns

Again, I appreciate your time and understand there are many lengthy comments to review, but I’d 
like to ask for your continued attention as I outline the equally serious concerns I have with the 
proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

 Erosion is actually minimal in USACE’s Contract 3B

• Advanced, modern modeling more accurately predicts low water velocities at the levees.
• Modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrate the

protective effect of trees when included in the models.
• While seepage is mentioned for other reaches, the data presented for Contract 3B show no

seepage risk for this zone and there is inadequate evidence for urgent erosion issues.

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND USE MORE MODERN, UP-TO-DATE MODELS
TO MORE ACCURATLY DETERMINE THE DEGREE OF EROSION FIXES NECESSARY.

 Upcoming Folsom Dam Improvements Not Considered

• According to the USACE website, “The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Sacramento District is
moving forward with the Folsom Dam Raise Project to help further reduce flood risk in the
Greater Sacramento area. The Dam Raise Project has prioritized completion of the
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remaining flood risk reduction elements of the overall project, which include raising the 
existing crest elevation of Dikes 1 through 8, MIAD, LWD, and RWD by approximately 
3.5 feet. This work is expected to enhance utilization of Folsom Lake’s existing 
surcharge flood storage space and increase the temporary water storage space 
that can be used during flood events.”–https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/ 
Civil-Works/Folsom-Dam-Raise/ 

• The project modeling was designed under the premise of 160,000cfs releases from the 
current, pre-improved Folsom Dam. When the dam improvements are in place, the 
maximum release will significantly decrease to 115,000cfs. 

• According to the USACE website, preparation and construction for the Folsom Dam 
Raise Project have already begun and is scheduled for completion in 2027. 

• Improvements and resulting changes in flow volumes, especially “during flood events”, 
must be incorporated into USACE project models to effectively evaluate the degree of 
erosion fixes necesary. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT UNTIL FLOW-ALTERING FOLSOM DAM 
IMPROVEMNTS ARE COMPLETED 

• USE MODELING THAT ENCORPORATES THE SOON-TO-BE LOWER FLOW 
VOLUME. 

 Riprapped Riverbanks Present Significant Negative Consequences 

• Significant Impacts to American River Recreational Beneficial Uses: The proposed installment 
of riprap will make river access, and very popular recreational activities (e.g., swimming, 
fishing, birdwatching, watercraft deployment, etc.), difficult and potentially dangerous, if not 
completely impossible, for miles of the project area. 

• The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational 
features, except the bike trail. 

• Non-compliance with Wild and Scenic Act: The riprap revetment element of this project would 
significantly and negatively impact the river’s “free-flowing state, together with [its] immediate 
environment”, a protection offered by the Act. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO EVALUATE METHODS THAT PRIORITIZE THE 
PRESEVATION OF RECREATIONAL BENEIFIAL USES. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO EVALUATE USING NATURE-BASED 
SOLUTIONS TO COMBAT EROSION. 

 Significant Impacts on Wildlife and Critical Habitats 

• Riprap hinders natural riverbank vegetation growth, and stifles tree growth. 
• Major loss of habitat for many important species. The biodiversity of this ecosystem is 

complex and interconnected and is heavily used by wildlife. 
• Major loss of 200+ old “heritage” trees, precious to this area’s human and creature inhabitants 

alike. 

• Clear-cutting disrupts the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local and migratory bird 
populations. 

https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Folsom-Dam-Raise/
https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Folsom-Dam-Raise/


 
  

            
    

           
   

        

     
    

 
 

   
 

     
 

   
             

             
      

       

           
         

    

    
     

  
   

 
 

  

 
 

    

   
     

Candice Heinz_Public Comment 
Page 6 

• Substantial loss of shade from the mature canopies along the river’s edge may lower the 
survival rate of various species of salmonids. 

• The petition for listing the western pond turtle imposes additional requirements on the 
environmental analysis and mitigation. 

• High levels of noise and vibrations will disturb natural animal behaviors such as nesting, 
spawning, and feeding activities 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO EVALUATE USING NATURE-BASED 
SOLUTIONS THAT ARE MORE PROTECTIVE OF INVALUABLE WILDLIFE AND 
CRITICAL HABITATS. 

 Significant Impacts to Mental Health and Green Spaces 

• Trees and vegetation are important elements of green spaces, which have been scientifically 
linked to improved mental health, stress level reduction, enhanced mood, and increased 
feelings of well-being. The removal of trees proposed by this project will lead to great loss of 
these beneficial green environments. 

• According to the California Department of Public Health, “As communities become increasingly 
more urban, parks and the protection of green and open spaces within cities increase in 
importance. Parks and natural areas buffer pollutants and contribute to the quality of life by 
providing communities with social and psychological benefits such as leisure, play, sports, and 
contact with nature. Parks are critical to human health by providing spaces for health and 
wellness activities.” 
https://data.chhs.ca.gov/dataset/park-beach-open-space-or-coastline-access 

• The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services states that the lack of green space is one 
of the most important causes of childhood obesity, and the need for green places to protect 
children’s health is becoming more recognized and apparent. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO CONSIDER METHODS THAT AVOID SERIOUS 
IMPACTS TO GREEN SPACES AND HUMAN HEALTH. 

 Significant Air Quality Impacts on Human Health 

• As the proposed USACE project currently stands, each construction site would have an 
estimated 100+ daily truck trips that travel through residential communities over the span of 
2+ years. USACE claims less than significant impacts of air pollution on sensitive 
receptors. However, the OEHHA guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, page 8-18). 
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf 

• The use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately 
evaluated for the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine 
rock common in the surrounding foothills. Transportation of 100+ truckloads of such rocks 
per day, and the associated dust, within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed 
in the SEIS/SEIR. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT AND PREPARE A CONSTRUCTION HEALTH 
RISK ASSESSMENT (HRA) TO PROVIDE SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT THE 
PROJECT 

https://data.chhs.ca.gov/dataset/park-beach-open-space-or-coastline-access
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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WOULD NOT EXPOSE RESIDENCES TO DIESEL PM EMISSIONS, NOR ASBESTOS 
CONTAMINATION, AT LEVELS RESULTING IN SIGNIFICANT HUMAN HEALTH 
IMPACTS. 

 Significant Impacts to Environmental Justice 

• The American River Parkway sees more than 5 million visitors annually, which is more than 
Yosemite! Both locals and travelers from far and wide come to enjoy the one-of-a-kind “Crown 
Jewel of Sacramento”. 

• It provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little to no cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics and events 
on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. 

• PLEASE POSTPONE THE PROJECT TO CONSIDER METHODS THAT AVOID SERIOUS 
IMPACTS TO ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE RIGHTS. 

 My Personal Connection and Final Pleas 

The American River’s Wild and Scenic river designation was based on “recreation” and 
“anadromous fish”, wherein the definition of “recreation” includes intrinsic values that 
include a person’s enjoyment and value of nature and wildlife and woods in all forms. 

For this reason, I wanted to briefly share with you my personal connection to this one-of-a-kind, 
precious area with the hope that you’ll hear my heart as the last item of evidence among the many 
extremely important and valid points I’ve presented in this letter, requesting the postponement and 
reevaluation of the destructive and unnecessary elements of this proposed project.  

I moved over a year ago to, and still reside in, an apartment complex adjacent to the proposed 
USACE Contract 3B project portion of the American River. My father had just passed unexpectedly, 
and I’d just escaped an emotionally abusive husband of ten years. However, this is not a sob-story 
because I now have the mental stability and quality of life that I’d been seeking my entire existence. 

I owe this to the Parkway. To the heritage trees whose souls connect to mine, and whose branches 
on which the happy, fat squirrels chase each other about; and whose trunks so generously house 
the busy, little woodpeckers and so many others. To the wise Great Blue Herons and the snow-white 
Great Egrets who so stealthily fish at the water’s edge. To the turkey vultures that take to the skies 
and glide about the breeze with ease and majesty.  

I owe this to the salmonids whom I love to watch wiggle up the shallow riffles with shear tenacity; 
and to the sea lions who occasionally follow them up in higher flows. To the many wonderful, good-
willed, nature-loving people I’ve met along the Parkway. To the irreplaceable summer raft-floating 
adventures with friends and loved ones. To the peace and love that emanates from every piece of 
this Wild and Scenic area, so rightfully designated. 

Please allow my voice, and those of my community’s, to be heard and taken seriously. I’m not 
asking USACE to stop providing erosion fixes, where necessary, or discontinue projects altogether. 
I’m simply asking that they postpone and reevaluate their proposed project to better address and 
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incorporate all the many valid points I’ve presented in this letter, and those of my community’s letters 
as well. 

Please support my request for re-evaluation of the overall necessity for this proposed project taking 
place in this beautiful Wild and Scenic protected area. Please evaluate and seriously consider 
alternative methods and solutions that are more targeted, less destructive, more ecosystem-
conscious and wildlife-protective, that also utilize the natural erosion protection benefits that the 
existing trees and riparian vegetation already provide; and those that are less negatively impactful to 
human health, mental health, recreation, and all those who currently thrive and depend on this one-
of-kind, easy-to-access and easy-to-appreciate area. 

Please heed our requests and desperate pleas. 

Thank you for your time. You are appreciated! 

Candice Heinz 
Environmental Scientist 



 

     

 

 

          

       

         

      

 

  
  

     

 

     

       

    

     

  

             

            

 

 

               

                   
 

                 
                     

                    
                 

                   
                      

                    
                      

                    
       

                   
                   

                      

                    
              

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:05 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: K. I. <kimler515@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 7:00 PM 

To: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov; BellasE@saccounty.net; SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov; 

SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 
4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. The American River 
Parkway is extremely valuable to me, my family, and friends. I live at 2237 Rogue River Dr, Sacramento, CA 95826, about 
50 feet from the Parkway and my family and I recreate on the parkway daily. This includes running, walking, picnicking, 
kayaking, fishing, and biking. This is an irreplaceable section of habitat. We personally regularly witness bald eagles, 
owls, seals, beavers, river otters, turtles, coyotes, deer, possum, racoons, and every duck and bird species in the region 
on the American River Parkway that this plan proposes to destroy. The trees along this section of the river support all of 
these animals, provide for enjoyable recreation to all of Sacramento, and the mature oak forests that lines this section of 
the river are some of the only remaining such forests in the region. This section of riparian habitat is irreplaceable and its 
destruction can not be mitigated by building wetlands ext. elsewhere. These are 200+ year old trees that create a corridor 
from Folsom to the Sacramento River. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the American River, and 
have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of 
isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns, and I do not see 
that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to 
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consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, 

including considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

Environmental Justice (EJ): 

Portions of the American River Parkway near wealthy neighborhoods, such as the 'Estates' neighborhood, have been 

declared protected habitat. The section of riparian habitat that this project proposes to destroy is just as valuable and 

worthy of protection as the 'Estates' Section of the Parkway. This project will disportionately the lower income families that 

live and recreate on this side of the river. The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and 

recreational opportunities, involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family 

picnics on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these 

locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations and reduce property values of the people that live on the lower 

income side of the river this project proposed to destroy. This environmental justice issue has not been adequately 

addressed in the environmental analysis. 

Impact on Wildlife and Critical Habitats: 

The biodiversity of this ecosystem is complex and interconnected and is heavily used by wildlife. Clear-cutting and rip-

rapped streambanks pose a threat to critical habitats for various fish species, including Chinook Salmon, Central Valley 

Steelhead, and North American Green Sturgeon. Clear cutting disrupts the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local 

and migratory bird populations. Large, mature trees provide essential nest cavities that would be lost. The substantial loss 

of shade from the mature canopies along the river’s edge may lower the survival rate of various species of salmonids. The 

petition for listing the western pond turtle imposes additional requirements on the environmental analysis and mitigation. 

High levels of noise and vibrations will disturb natural animal behaviors such as nesting, spawning and feeding activities. 

Recreational Access 

This part of the river is heavily used by the public for walking, swimming, fishing, kayaking, bird and wildlife viewing, and 

general enjoyment of natural features. There are many footpaths in the forest and beaches along the shore that are 

extremely important to the public. The Corps has not provided any detail as to what, if any, of our mature trees, footpaths, 

beaches, fishing access points, and other natural features will be preserved. Why should we think that the Corps will do 

anything different than at River Park, where all of these features such as mature trees, beaches, footpaths, etc., appear to 

have been destroyed? Sac State is used as a restoration example, but we know of no beaches, footpaths, fishing access 

points there, either. Why should we trust that 3B will be different when even the SEIS/SEIR does not address these 

issues? Installation of miles of angular rock (riprap) will make river access dangerous along large stretches of river, and 

will greatly impede swimming, fishing, and deployment of watercraft such as kayaks. This will be a permanent and 

significant loss of irreplaceable recreational amenities to the community that is not accounted for in the SEIS/SEIR, 

despite promises by the Corps in 2016 to address these significant issues. 

The permanent loss of mature trees, beaches, river access points, footpaths, and other recreational amenities is not “less 

than significant” as stated in the SEIS/SEIR. The Corps needs to document these losses and redo the SEIS/SEIR to 

account for them, including proposals to modify the project where possible to minimize losses. The public has a right to 

know how specific recreational amenities will be affected by this project. The level of detail in the SEIS/SEIR makes it 

impossible for the public to see what will be done, and all we can assume is everything in 3B upstream of Watt Avenue on 

the south side will be ripped out like at River Park. The public has a right to know the details at this stage of review and 

should not be required to “trust” the Corps. We want the Corps to document and justify specifically which of our trails, 

trees, beaches, fishing access, and riparian forest must be destroyed to keep us safe from floods, and how much of that 

destruction will be replaced, versus what will be lost permanently given current design. What mitigation for lost beaches, 

trails, forests, etc. will there be? The SEIS/SEIR does not discuss the loss of these features, so it also inappropriately fails 

to discuss mitigation for permanent impacts to features that the Corps cannot replace onsite. If beaches or trails are lost 

forever onsite, will other beaches or trails be installed? 6. Mental Health and Vegetation Trees contribute to the creation of 

green spaces, which have been associated with improved mental health. The presence of greenery has been linked to 
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reduced stress levels, enhanced mood, and increased feelings of well-being. The removal of trees can lead to a loss of 

these beneficial green environments. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the 

proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until 

a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion ContrProjects 3B and 4 is 

presented. Preventing flooding should be focused on hardening the levees not destroying the riparian habitat that abuts 

them. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed decisions affect this 
irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you, 

Keith Imler and Alyx Shigenaga 

Property owners adjacent to the Parkway -

3 



From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:00 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS; Romine, Guy K CIV USARMY CESPK 

(USA); Schleeter, Nicole Marie CIV USARMY CESPK (USA); Duey, Keleigh L CIV USARMY 

CESPK (USA); Saucier. Melanie; Martin, Nathaniel J CIV USARMY CESPK (USA) 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] 2023 draft SEIS/SEIR NMFS comment letter 

Attachments: 2024-02-23 ARCF reinitiation and 2023 SEIS - SIGNED 508.pdf 

From: Lyla Pirkola - NOAA Federal <lyla.pirkola@noaa.gov> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 2:09 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: Romine, Guy K CIV USARMY CESPK (USA) <Guy.K.Romine@usace.army.mil>; Ellen McBride - NOAA Federal 

<ellen.mcbride@noaa.gov> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] 2023 draft SEIS/SEIR NMFS comment letter 

Hey Guy, 

Please see attached comment letter from NMFS on the 2023 draft SEIS/SEIR. None of the content related to 
reinitiation of consultation should be a surprise as it's just a reiteration of the conversations we've been having 
over the past year regarding the need for reinitiation. I also recommend that the results of recent studies 
published related to hydrology modelling on the Lower American be taken into consideration by USACE. These 
studies focused on the same watershed and flood flow conditions being considered for LAR contracts, as such 
the results would be particularly relevant as best available science to inform potential avoidance and 
minimization at LAR contracts in the upcoming reinitiation. 

I would also like to request that we start a discussion between USACE and the resource agencies regarding 
these hydrology modelling studies. It would be helpful to hear your team's interpretation of relevance and get 
us all on the same page regarding how this new information may affect future contracts. 

Lyla Pirkola 
Natural Resource Management Specialist 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
California Central Valley Office 

Office: (916) 930-5615 

Telework/Mobile: (916) 591-4030 
lyla.pirkola@noaa.gov 
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February 23, 2024 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
Attn: Mr. Guy Romine 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, California 95814-2922 
ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 

California Department of Water Resources 
Attn: ARCF SEIR 
3464 El Camino Avenue, Room 200, Sacramento CA 95821 
PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SEIS/SEIR for the proposed levee work along 
the American River. I am fortunate to live near two crown jewels for the Sacramento area, the American 
River, and the Parkway. I and many, many others use the trails and levees daily.  I was shocked to see 

what was done at the River Park, Paradise Beach, H Street Bridge section and I do not want to see the 

same denuding of the trees and vegetative habitat further upstream.  

I am providing the following comments: 

1) 3.5.2.1.2 Temporary Bike Trail Reroute: American River Erosion Contract 3B North

Erosion protection work would impact the Jedediah Smith Memorial Trail for both Site 3-1 and

Site 4-2. It is anticipated that safe detour options can be provided either within the project

footprint or outside the project footprint without requiring additional major work. In addition,

there is an equestrian trail that would be impacted by work in the area. Where/how will the

trail(s) be rerouted? This needs to be provided in the document.

2) Trees Surveyed – Who decides which trees will be removed and which will remain? The

public needs to understand the process for tree removal.

3) Page 2-8 – What permits or leases are required from the California State Lands Commission?

Have applications been submitted for necessary entitlements from the Commission?

4) Page 3-49 – Figure 3.5.28 Stockpiling – What is the size of this proposed stockpiling site?  It

appears that field surveys have been conducted, but there are Elderberry bushes located near

the site.

5) Page 3-29 – The American River is actively used for water recreation.  There are areas along

the American River that are used by boaters to haul-in or out from the river and transport their

INDIV-822
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kayaks, canoes, rafts, etc., ashore.  This takes place along the existing public access points (such 
as Estates, Ashton Drive, Rio Americano High School, etc.)  Placing revetment and other bank 

protection will affect this public use.  Has this potential significant effect been analyzed? If so, 

where? 

6) Page 3-43 – States that Contract 3B North and 3B South would start in 2024 with tree clearing, 

etc.  Construction of erosion protection is anticipated to take two years to complete and is 

anticipated to begin in 2025 and finish in 2026, with revegetation in 2026/2027.  Will public 

access be impacted during the entire duration?  If so, this needs to be described and fully 
analyzed. 

7) Page 3-44 – Describes the number of loads, trucks, days, etc.  The estimates provided will 
have a substantial negative effect on the neighborhood and streets needs to be fully mitigated. 

8) American River Erosion Contract 3B South – As stated in the document, there is not a paved 

bike trail within Site 4-1. The top of the levee is used by recreationalists. Signs with top of levee 
trail closure locations will be posted prior to work starting. If needed, detours would be 

coordinated with the Sacramento County Department of Parks and Recreation to ensure they 
are safe and minimize potentially significant recreational impacts for both 3B North and South. 
However, regarding Contract 3B North the top of the levee is extensively used by 
recreationalists. Signs also need to be placed along 3B North. When and who decides if a 

detour is required? Needs to be included in the document. 

I am deeply saddened about the sheer number of significant and unavoidable impacts from the 
proposed project. Recreational activity is important in the maintenance of healthy lives and residents in 
the Sacramento region are particularly fortunate in having easy access to the recreational opportunities 
that the Parkway provides.  It is vital that the importance of recreational opportunities is recognized, and 
preserving the natural qualities of the Parkway resource is essential. I urge all decision makers to 
consider the impacts to this remarkable treasure we call the American River Parkway.  Thank you for the 

consideration of my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Dugal 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:55 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Concerns, American River Tree Removal 

From: Smills7112 <smills7112@aol.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 6:15 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Concerns, American River Tree Removal 

I am against the removal of trees for the next project of Army Core of Engineers along the American River Parkway. 

Thank you, 

Steve Mills 

Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:53 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Marlyce Myers <marmyers@sbcglobal.net>  

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 6:15 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for 
a much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 
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The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the 
protective effect 
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of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of the 
American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” 
when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 
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I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Marlyce Myers 

Sent from my iPad 
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Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

To: United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE); Department of Water Resources 
(DWR); Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. I have lived nearly 50 
years within a mile or two of the American River. I have canoed, kayaked, swam, 
in the river and hiked, biked, bird watched and ridden my horse along the 
Parkway. I have been an attorney fort over 45 years focusing on public rights and 
protection of California’s rivers. I also serve on public interest boards connected 
with protecting the Parkway. 

I understand the concerns for flood protection and do not question the goals. It is the 
method to reach those goals and the environmental and recreational impacts of the 
methods and proposed mitigation. I strongly question whether this “potential bank 
erosion” work as proposed is necessary along this section of the American River, and 
have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of 
construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us 
at risk in high water flows as no work at all. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, 
nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including 
considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply 
the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain 
“significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation 
measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of 
alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less environmental 
impacts) are not presented. 
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The US Army Corp of Engineers and SVFPB should perform a more adequate 
environmental analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents and should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B 
and 4, until a much more targeted and less destructive alternative approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

Please schedule an onsite public meeting with the professionals of the responsible 
agencies presenting data and fostering a collaborative environment to address these 
important issues. Sacramento County Supervisor Rich Desmond has promised to assist 
in the organizing of public meetings to discuss this major impact to our region and our 
lives. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Your 
decisions will affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come and should 
reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Sincerely, 

Curtis L. Fossum 



   

       

       

        

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:49 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: lucy haworthfamily.name <lucy@haworthfamily.name> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 1:34 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 

Report and Appendices  

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) 
Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis.  

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. I moved to the area at 
the beginning of 2024, and my house directly abuts the levee. Access to the 
river and parkway was one of the things that sold me on this house, as I love 
nature and going outdoors. I had no idea prior to purchase that this project would be 
occurring, and learning so quickly that access to our beautiful backdoors might soon 
be affected is extremely disheartening.  
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I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this 
section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of 
clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of isolated, 
immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at 
all. Trees in riparian corridors work to slow water velocities, and if trees in large 
sections are cleared I can only imagine that this would result in higher velocities and 
higher erosion potential. It will likely be decades before a functioning riparian forest 
establishes itself.  

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank 
erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately 
characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider 
them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed 
“unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a much more 
fine-grained scale than simply the overall project.  

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible 
mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 
14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis 
of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 
environmental impacts) are not presented.  

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

• Long-term noise, air quality, aesthetic, and recreation disturbance to community 

• Impacts to fish and wildlife species due to removal of habitat, including to special 
status species. 

• Loss of heritage oaks, which is unmitigated. At a minimum key trees should be 
retained. 

• Rip rap and bank hardening have long term impacts to rivers and can cause their 
own issues. There has been a move toward nature based 
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solutions, including the Corps own “engineering with nature” initiative. Why nature 
based solutions alternatives were not considered has not been analyzed. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and 
should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much 
MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion Control 
Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These 
proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and 
should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Lucy Haworth 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:48 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Tree removal by the American river 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Evigna <evigna@sbcglobal.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:42 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Tree removal by the American river 

I am appalled at the plans to destroy so much of the local environment. There has to be a better way than the total

destruction of that area. House values will go down, and to me the more important thing is the total destruction of

that habitat. Please go back to the drawing board and come up w a different plan. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Vigna 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:48 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Kelly Ramsay <kellymarieramsay@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:41 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; bellase@saccounty.net; Susan_Rosebrough@nps.gov; 

SorgenKC@saccounty.gov; Barbara_Rice@nps.gov; hbwillia44@gmail.com; RichDesmond@saccounty.gov; 

PatHume@saccounty.gov; SupervisorKennedy@saccounty.gov; SupervisorSerna@saccounty.gov; 

SupervisorFrost@saccounty.gov; Matthew.Ceccato@mail.house.gov; repamibera@mail.house.gov; 

Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 

and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. They are the primary reason I 

bought the house I now own on American River Drive. They are my escape to nature, and are pivotal to my physical and 

mental health. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 

do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 

actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. The fact that we are even debating whole sale 

destruction of a wildlife area and natural oasis (versus a careful and targeted approach) in the year 2024 is sickening to 

me. Have we not learned better? 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 

significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 

is presented. 
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I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 

mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 

impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 

“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 

including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 

damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 

needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 

or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 

of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 

hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 

addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 

carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 

and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 

engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 

require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 

should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 

at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 

of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 

construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 

a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 

on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 

health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 

to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 

protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 

subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 

used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
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conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 

“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 

Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 

reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 

(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 

to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 

overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 

modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 

account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 

modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 

effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 

the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 

unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical 

data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-

renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 

– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 

flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 

Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 

under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 

trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 

the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 

requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 

Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 

would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 

riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 

wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 

need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 

loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 

along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 

difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 

recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 

addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 

These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 

urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 

recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 

River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 

American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 

“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 

Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
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what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 

protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 

protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 

and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 

Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 

INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 

comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 

with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 

and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 

200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 

reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 

damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-

quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 

travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 

significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 

the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 

bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 

vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 

unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 

subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 

subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 

Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 

Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 

generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you, 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:47 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Glen Korengold <gkorengold@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:39 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 

and 4B. I use section of the American River regularly for recreation, hiking, bird watching and the mental heath 

advantages of being in nature. 

I have already experienced the devastating effects of the years long USACE project recently completed west of Howe 

Ave. in the River Park neighborhood. The area was reduced to a moonscape, noisy, unprotected by trees, and now, 

though replanted will not be returned to a mature natural environment for decades. 

The area of covered by Contracts 3B and 4A and 4B is part of the American River Parkway, considered the “Crown Jewel 

of Sacramento”. This particular section, I consider the most scenic, with the 200+ Heritage Oak Trees. This part of the 

river is heavily used by the public for walking, swimming, fishing, kayaking, bird and wildlife viewing, and general 

enjoyment of natural features. 

My main concerns are: 

• The clearcutting of trees and plants could actually make this area less stable. Trees and vegetation provide

self-renewing natural armoring of the banks. During and after construction, Lack of mature root systems could

result in erosion.
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• The clear cutting of trees and the high levels of noise and vibrations will disturb nesting, mating, and feeding 

habits of local and migratory bird populations. The construction will also likely chase away other wildlife from 

the area. 

• There are many footpaths in the forest and beaches along the shore that are extremely important to the 

public. The Corps has not provided any detail as to what, if any, of our mature trees, footpaths, beaches, 

fishing access points, and other natural features will be preserved. At River Park, where USACE just completed 

a similar project, all of these features such as mature trees, beaches, footpaths, etc., appear to have been 

destroyed. 

• The project, with over 100 daily truck trips at each site and staging areas adjacent to residences and schools, 

exposing students and neighbors to noise, and traffic pollution. 

• Trees contribute to the creation of green spaces, which have been associated with improved mental health. 

The presence of greenery has been linked to reduced stress levels, enhanced mood, and increased feelings of 

well-being. The removal of trees can lead to a loss of these beneficial green environments. 

• The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little 

cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. The proposed methods would 

eliminate many locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice issue 

has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

In conclusion, I have already experienced the impact of this type of clear cutting for levee reconstruction at the USACE 

project done at River Park and mourn the loss of one of our wild areas. I therefore strongly object to the devastating 

methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns including the clearing of trees In fact, I do 

not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 

actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am demanding that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 

significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 

is presented. 

Thank you. 

Glen Korengold 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:47 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the 2016 American River 

Watershed Common Features Project, Sacramento CA 

From: Marsha S Erickson <mserickson@ucdavis.edu> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:38 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent

Environmental Impact Report for the 2016 American River Watershed Common Features Project, Sacramento CA 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers, 

I am writing regarding the lower American River projects outlined in the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR), specifically Contracts 3B, 4A, and 4B. My main 

concerns revolve around the potential environmental impacts of these projects on the American River Parkway, which

plays a crucial role in my community and family life. While erosion control is essential, I am wary of the consequences

of beach modification on the recreational and beneficial uses of the waterway. The disruption to the ecosystem and the

long-term loss of beneficial uses, identified as 'significant and unavoidable' by the project, cast doubt on the viability of

proceeding. It is my understanding these beneficial uses are protected under the Clean Water Act. 

Additionally, the anticipated increase in water temperature due to tree removal is likely to escalate the risk of harmful

algae blooms, posing a threat to waterway users, pets, and wildlife. I recommend a thorough assessment of pollutant 

levels in the water body and propose the implementation of additional measures to prevent sediment and temperature

impacts from construction activities. According to the California Water Boards Integrated Map tool, the segment of the

American River under discussion is contaminated with various pollutants of concern, such as Bifenthrin, Indicator 

Bacteria (total coliform, fecal coliform, E. coli, enterococci), Mercury, and Temperature, among others. Many of these 

pollutants already exceed levels necessary to protect beneficial uses, such as the preservation of freshwater habitats

for spawning and migration. The introduction of the listed pollutants of concern will be unavoidable during the project.

Construction next to or at times in the water body will undoubtedly result in more sediment entering the water body

and sediment is the primary carrier of these pollutants due to its tendency to bind with contaminants. 

Moreover, I am troubled by the proximity of the laydown yard to an elementary school, raising concerns about the 

potential exposure of children to diesel particulate matter from construction equipment and dust. I inquire about

mitigation measures and enforcement of regulations to protect the health of students especially when considering the

length of the proposed project. Will equipment that emits emissions be under a stationary air permit? Portable permits

for construction equipment are only allowed to be on site for 1 year and equipment will be stationed by the school for

twice that long. What will stop contractors from circumventing these rules by swapping out equipment so the

emissions 
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remain the same but it is not technically the same equipment? What health risk modeling has been conducted on the 

impact of the project on the kids? Thank you 

Marsha Erickson QSP/QSD, CPESC, QISP 

she/her/hers 

Environmental Specialist 

Environmental Health and Safety 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 12:46 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Brian Schmid <BSchmid@formationenv.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:26 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

Our comments focus on the Lower American River components of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, 4A and 
4B. The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to the region and our community. In fact, the American River 
Parkway is called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento” and was designated a “Regional Treasure” in 2012. The proposed 
actions under USACE Contract 3B would negatively affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come. The proposed actions must be reconsidered to reflect the great care the Parkway requires and 
deserves. 

The USACE Contract 3B extends east from Howe Ave to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans to destroy over 500 trees on 
the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for bank erosion protection. We have serious concerns with the 
proposed project and the Draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. The extent of impacts to trees and vegetation are not 
fully disclosed in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Although there is a description of unavoidable impacts to trees and habitat, there 
is no identification of which trees will be necessary for removal, nor a description of the criteria and decision-making 
process to determine which trees need to be removed. In addition, the Draft SEIS/SEIR describes potential measures to 
protect trees from scour instead of removal, which should be the first line of consideration, not a secondary approach. 
This is especially important for heritage oaks and other mature trees in the corridor. 

We do not support the destructive and devastating methods being proposed to address bank erosion concerns. We do 
not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, provides adequate mitigation 
to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts. 
Specifically, there is no consideration of fine-grained methods to identify trees necessary for removal. Under 
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the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” after 
mitigation, CEQA requires all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Codes 21081; 14 
CCRS 15126.2 (b)). The Draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much 
more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented, even though this is feasible and would reduce the significance 
of impacts. We insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of the 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much more targeted approach is identified and selected. 

Furthermore, the proposed project is inconsistent with the secretarial designation of the Lower American River under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, VOL.46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). The Lower American River is 
designated as a Wild and Scenic River from the confluence with the Sacramento River to Nimbus Dam. In classifying the 
Lower American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the National Park Service (formerly the 
Heritage Conservation Service) noted that “the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public 
parkland in the country because of the close proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment 
of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, 
oak, cottonwood, and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes the “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is 
that “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected.” The US Department of Interior noted that the protections for values 
such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link 
to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of scenic rivers.” Thus, any long-term 
impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the intrinsic conditions which 
make the Lower American River a Wild and Scenic River. 

Further, the American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities with little cost 
of travel for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged 
populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

In addition, the vacant lot on Crondall Drive should not be used for construction staging. This residential neighborhood 
is used by hundreds of high school drivers each morning and each afternoon. Use of Crondall Drive for staging and 
construction equipment is a significant safety hazard to these young drivers and their families. We are aware the 
property owner of the vacant lot does not support use of his property for staging and we adamantly oppose use of the 
property by force. 

Lastly, in a February 15, 2024, email from the SEIS/SEIR team, they note that Contracts 3B and 4 have undergone 
significant changes from what is described in the SEIS/SEIR and continues to be refined from a design standpoint. 
However, no information is provided regarding these changes and how they influence the analysis of impacts in the 
SEIS/SEIR. Therefore, it is imperative that significant changes in the approach be transparent and made available for 
further comment and input from the public. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Schmid 

Formation Environmental, LLC 

Managing Partner – Principal Scientist 

1631 Alhambra Boulevard, Suite 220 

Sacramento, CA 95816 

Cell: 916.517.2480 

Web: www.formationenvironmental.com 

Email: bschmid@formationenv.com 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:09 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comment ARCF draft SEIS/SEIR (Dec 2023) - Proposed and Prior American 

River Parkway Work - photo slides 

Attachments: 1_AmerRiv_Proposed_and_Prior_ParkwayWork_photo_slides.png; 2 

_AmerRiv_Proposed_and_Prior_ParkwayWork_photo_slides.png; 3 

_AmerRiv_Proposed_and_Prior_ParkwayWork_photo_slides.png; 4 

_AmerRiv_Proposed_and_Prior_ParkwayWork_photo_slides.png 

From: Beth S <m.beth.s@hotmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 5:35 AM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil>; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: AveryW <averyw@csus.edu> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment ARCF draft SEIS/SEIR (Dec 2023) - Proposed and Prior American River Parkway 

Work - photo slides 

Dear USACE and DWR Comment Recipients, 

Attached please find a series of 4 photo slides regarding proposed and prior American River Parkway work 

projects. The slides show methods and status in the vicinity of Howe Ave/Sacramento State University under 

recent prior USACE erosion contracts. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Beth Schwehr 

William Avery 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:07 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Millie Baird <milliebaird@hotmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, February 25, 2024 9:43 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) 

Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. 

I moved to an apartment along the levee this past year with my new baby and we 
enjoy frequent walks along the American River. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along 
this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach 
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of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by years of 
isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as 
no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis 
adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall 
project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. 
The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with 
less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

Basically I understand that Sacramento is a high flood risk and I agree with 
implementing protections as soon as possible because we never know what year it 
may happen. I am not an engineer and I want to be assured that this is the best 
course of action. Some say that the destruction of all the trees is not necessary. I 
can see how it is necessary for what you are planning on doing. I am sad and 
grieving the loss of these trees and want to make sure it’s worth it to make the city 
safer from being flooded and be confident that these actions will be effective. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, 
and should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a 
much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to Erosion 
Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 
These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to 
come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 
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Thank you. 

Millie Baird 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:06 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Amy Gusman <thegusmanfamily@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Sunday, February 25, 2024 3:50 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway 

To Whom it May concern, 

PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE do not take away our BEAUTIFUL River parkway and scenic levee by bulldozing it for your 3B 

project. Thousands of people, locals, residents, and college students use this area as a recreational, peaceful, scenic area

EVERYDAY. Residents and locals alike, walk, run, ride and walk their animals amongst these beautiful landscapes.

HUNDREDS of wildlife animals live amongst the MANY different types of trees and foliage. You will be killing our 

beautiful trees, (including our oaks- that have specific laws and rights), vast foliage and so many wild life animals will

perish. Please reconsider and AT LEAST think through your approach when fixing our levees!! There MUST be a more 

HUMANE way of preserving our beautiful river parkway and still follow through with your project. The rivers are the

CROWNED JEWEL of the Sacramento Area (which used to be referred to the city of 2 rivers). Please understand what it 

will also do to our property values, as well. The completed project near CSUS looks bleak, lifeless and no one can enjoy 

beautiful walks there any longer.

Please consider all the beauty you will be destroying. 

Sincerely, 

Shawn and Amy Trice 

Local Sacramento River Residents 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:05 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Gmail <g.passanante10@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, February 25, 2024 11:10 AM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 

and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

We value functional and safety upgrades to the system including encampment clearing, trail upgrades and general 

changes to improve 

Law enforcement. 

We do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 

do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 

actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 

significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 

is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 

mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 

impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 

“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 

including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 

damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 

needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 

or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 

of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 

hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 

addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 

carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 

and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 

engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 

require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 

should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 

at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 

of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 

construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 

a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 

on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 

health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 

to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 

protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 

subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 

used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 

conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 

“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 

Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 

reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
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(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 

to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 

overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 

modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 

account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 

modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 

effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 

the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 

unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-

renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 

– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 

flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 

Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 

under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 

trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 

the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 

requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 

Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 

would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 

riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 

wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 

need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 

loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 

along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 

difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 

recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 

addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 

These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 

urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 

recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 

River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 

American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 

“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 

Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 

what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 

protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 

protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 

and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 

Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 

INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 

comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 

with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 

and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 

200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 

reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 

damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-

quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 

travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 

significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 

the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 

bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 

vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 

unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 

subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 

subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 

Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 

Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 

generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Giovanni James Passanante 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:05 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: T Jamison <t_jamison40@yahoo.com>  

Sent: Sunday, February 25, 2024 9:28 AM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 
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The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the 
protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this 
section of the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 
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Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events.  

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the  
need. 
I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were  
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B.
I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 
200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 
reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

3 



The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves.  

Thank you.  

Teri Jamison  
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:05 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project (Howe 

Avenue to Watt Avenue) 

From: facebook <carolynwilliam@aol.com> 

Sent: Saturday, February 24, 2024 7:27 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] USACE Proposal for American River 3B Project (Howe Avenue to Watt Avenue) 

Dear President Dolan and Members of the Board and Staff: 

I am writing to ask that you and the Board work with the US Army Corp of Engineers to revise the 
proposal and not proceed with those components until there is a MORE TARGETED and LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

Please hold a workshop and public meeting specifically addressing this proposal prior to the close of 
the comment period and prior to a vote on the project. 

Work with USACE to extend the public comment period to ensure the above occur. 

I am a regular walker on the parkway between Howe Avenue and Watt Avenue. I enjoy walking in 
nature, this walk is my "stress buster" from living in the city. If these trees are taken down it will be too 
hot to walk in the summer. In the winter the vistas provided by the trees will be gone. Wildlife will 
suffer.The trees provide homes and food to owls, bald eagles,deer, beavers, otters, snakes, etc.) I 
have observed groups of quail hiding in the trees on my nature walks. The trees not only provide 
shade but clean the smoggy air in the summer. We will lose 200-300 year oak trees and the 
landscape will look like the moon. Just look at the work done to the levee by Sacramento State 
University next to the bridge! It is a desert landscape. All forms of recreation will be affected. Biking, 
walking, fishing, dog walking, access for kayaking and paddle boarding. This area is so beautiful 
when I walk there I forget I am close to the city. It feels like country, it is so pristine. There will be no 
place for me to go for shaded nature walks and I cannot afford to drive miles away to the foothills. 
Please consider the citizens of Sacramento! 

Thank you 
Carolyn Jensen 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:04 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] AMERICAN RIVER Trees 

-----Original Message----- 

From: glenn olson <golson84@icloud.com> 

Sent: Saturday, February 24, 2024 4:41 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: Glenn Olson <golson@audubon.org> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] AMERICAN RIVER Trees 

I am writing to ask that you and other Sacramento County officials persuade the US Army Corp of Engineers to perform

a MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 

to bulldoze over 500 trees on the American River Parkway for “bank erosion protection”. The USACE claim that this

protection is “needed” is based on minimal, overgeneralized “data”. I strongly question whether this work is necessary

along this section of the American River.

Further, I believe the USACE approach to leave denuded, bare dirt banks for a minimum of 2 years during construction

(and immature, isolated plantings for many more years to come) is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as

no work at all. I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of 

the Wild and Scenic American River. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University 

and Paradise Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. 

This new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River Banks damaged by the USACE erosion 

control projects to 11 miles. Almost half of the lower 26 miles of Parkway! I object to the extreme destruction of trees

(including potentially 200-300 year-old heritage oaks); loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the

Parkway; and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, biking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak

and paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge, 

including the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved access trails, equestrian and rare shaded trails. These miles of 

habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing urban wildlife (otters, owls,

beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, and more) valued by recreational Parkway users. If erosion “spot fixes” are

needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used (such as in-place use of stabilizing

vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service), and the use of smaller equipment.

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

1
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 As you know, the American River is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. Please do not let our “jewel” be 

stolen from us! 

Sacramento Regional Parks officially manages the American River Parkway Wild and Scenic River status, and in turn 

answers to YOU in your role as county supervisors, as well as members of the SAFCA Board. I do not support the USACE 

claim that this extension and the methods planned are “needed” for flood safety in this zone; and it would destroy a vital 

stretch of the Parkway. I urge you to stand up for this special stretch of the American River Parkway, and to urge 

Sacramento Regional Parks to make a determination of “inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose 

strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the 

devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

Thank you. 

Glenn and Devon Olson 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:04 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Request to save the American River trees 

From: Christine Weinstein <christineweinstein@icloud.com> 

Sent: Saturday, February 24, 2024 4:46 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Request to save the American River trees 

I urge you to reconsider the plan to cut down hundreds of trees along the American River. Sacramento is supposed to be 

the city of trees. Trees provide habitat for animals and birds. The trees produce oxygen and beautify our American River 

Parkway. PLEASE consider other alternatives. 

Christine Weinstein, a Sacramento resident and homeowner. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
christineweinstein@sbcglobal.net 

hone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:04 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Flood Project near Watt 

Avenue/Sacramento 

From: seviml@aol.com <seviml@aol.com> 

Sent: Saturday, February 24, 2024 4:30 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Flood Project near Watt Avenue/Sacramento 

Since 1979 I have owned a home on Crondall Drive. My home backs up to the American River 
Parkway. I have sent by USPS my long personal letter stating my relationship with the 
Parkway (physical and mental health!) and my concerns/thoughts regarding the present plan for 
changes to the Parkway for improved flood control.     

I am strongly against the present plans.....and request the respect for ordinary citizens such as 
me by scheduling periodic public hearings to provide us with detailed descriptions/updates as to the 
exact plans for the Parkway in a non-technical understandable format. Please have all parties 
administering the project available for as long as it takes to answer ALL the questions that the 
community has regarding every aspect of the project.    

The removal of all (or a significant number of) living things along the proposed stretch of Parkway 
eliminates the benefit of hundreds of trees for cleansing the air, providing natural habitat and the 
essential shade for those using the Parkway during hot summer months.     

It is essential to safeguard a great proportion of the natural verdant habitat that thrives along the 
Parkway and provides health and safety to everyone using the Parkway. The injuries to users 
trying to scramble along the new rocky surfaces to access the river will be serious and 
common....and the reflective impact of the hardscape with little or no shade will impact the 
health of eyes as well as elevated body temperatures causing countless negative 
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heat/heart/pulmonary health challenges. For those moving between Sac State to the river crossing 
at Goethe Park, passing through your proposed barren stretch would be 
unavoidable. It is used as 'transportation' for many bikers & runners, saving countless miles of auto 
trips that contribute to our already polluted air and clogged streets. The impact of replacing soft 
scape with hardscape affects more than just a mile or two of the dozens of miles of river bank. It 
affects our entire region.     

My comments below were drafted by others & focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the 
American River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two 
years of construction followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at 
risk in high water flows as no work at all.  

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion 
concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant 
impacts, nor provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers 
all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative 
methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project.  

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant 
and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be 
incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/ 
SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-
grained approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented.  

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project 
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and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents 

of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 

alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed 
decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that 
this treasure deserves. 

Thank you from deep in my heart for considering my comments in hopes that recommendations from 
the community will allow you to revise the project to take into account the value of the verdant riparian 
riverside we all love and cherish. Protect us from flooding but also please consider conserving the 
majority of well established trees plus adding green breathing living coverage along the subject 
section to also protect us from the downsides of a barren stretch of Parkway.  

Respectfully, 
sevim larsen 

SEVIML@aol.com 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:03 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Fwd: Subject: Comments Regarding American River 

Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 

Report and Appendices 

From: Susan Siragusa <susanksiragusa@sbcglobal.net> 

Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2024 6:33 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Fwd: Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 

Report and Appendices 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Susan Siragusa <susanksiragusa@sbcglobal.net> 

Date: February 21, 2024 at 6:25:33 PM PST 

To: ARCF_SEIS@usacr.army.mil 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) 

– December 2023 Report and Appendices

To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 
1
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Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features 
(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – 
December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft 
SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. 

I walk my dogs and ride my bike many times a week and judging from 
the state of the sections you’ve completed earlier, the devastation and 
defoliation is horrendous. 

Show us that you can replant before you tear up any more of our most 
valuable Sacramento resource! 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:03 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Stop the Destruction! 

From: Kerry Glamsch <kglamsch@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Saturday, February 24, 2024 9:40 AM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Stop the Destruction! 

Please listen to the citizens of Sacramento. The destruction already caused by the Army Corps of Engineers is horrific. 
Replacing deep-rooted old trees that hold soil with rocks and shrubs makes absolutely no sense. I grew up in South 
Florida and witnessed the state spending millions of dollars to try and right the wrongs perpetrated by the Army Corps on 
Engineers in the Everglades. Already, a once-shaded enjoyable bike path along the American River has been turned into 
a blighted, treeless eyesore. Eventually, if the destruction continues, the American River will resemble the L.A. River: a 
cement drainage canal. Whomever approved this awful vision for Sacramento's future needs to be voted out of office. The 
Sacramento and American Rivers are treasures to be cherished; nurtured and treated with respect, they could help make 
Sacramento a world class city like Austin and Tampa are becoming. Instead, we're slowly becoming another L.A. Please 
reconsider this awful plan. 
Sincerely, 
Kerry Glamsch 
Sacramento State Faculty 
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NW Pond Turtle Bushy Lake Project Team Comments on the USACE ARCF Project 2-22-2024

February 22, 2024 

To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 
From: Dr. Michelle Stevens, Emeritus Professor, CSUS Environmental Studies 

Department and Project Manager Bushy Lake Restoration Project, Alexandra von 
Ehrenkrook, CSUS Masters Graduate Student and Senior Research Assistant Bushy 
Lake Project. Emily Turner, Research Assistant 
Contact: stevensm@csus.edu 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Bcc: AmRivTrees@gmail.com 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the 2016 American River 
Watershed Common Features Project, Sacramento CA 

Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices - Urrutia Site/ ARMS 
mitigation project and American River Erosion Contracts 3B, 4Aand 4B draft EIR/EIS 
and Turtle 1 Mitigation measures for the northwestern pond turtle (NWPT) 
(Actinemys marmorata). 

Our comments focus on providing detailed information on the northwestern pond turtle (NWPT) 
(Actinemys marmorata) and are based on a thorough literature review and data collected at the 
Bushy Lake Restoration Site (BushyLake.com). 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to the public. The 
Bushy Lake Eco-Cultural Restoration Project (Project) has been spearheaded by Dr. Michelle 
Stevens since 2015, with stakeholders along the lower American River, multiple faculty members 
of California State University, Sacramento (CSUS) (Dr. Jamie Kneitel, Biology; Dr. Tim Davidson, 
Biology Department; Dr. Kevin Cornwell, Geology Department; Christine Flowers, Environmental 
Studies Department), and the support of hundreds of CSUS students. We are funded by the 
California Wildlife Conservation Board, among other sources, and have collected three years of 
detailed data on culturally important native plants, NWPT, birds, and mammals. Our data can be 
viewed on the Bushy Lake website (BushyLake.com) in our 2023 Conceptual Restoration Plan; 
and letters in support of listing the NWPT as a federally threatened species under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). We have been provided with the guidance and training of Jeff Alvarez, a turtle 
specialist, and the founder of The Wildlife Project. 

We are writing with information specific to the Urrutia Site/ ARMS mitigation project and 
American River Erosion Contracts 3B, 4A, and 4B draft EIR/EIS and Turtle 1 Mitigation measures 
for the NWPT. The NWPT is petitioned for listing as federally threatened under the ESA. The final 
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NW Pond Turtle Bushy Lake Project Team Comments on the USACE ARCF Project 2-22-2024 

SEIS/ SEIR should discuss and address the implications of the USFWS petition to list the NWPT as 
threatened under the ESA on project design, implementation, and mitigation measures, including 
Mitigation Measure TURTLE-1. The listing of the NWPT immediately mandates consideration of 
the species in federally funded projects, which may include increased regulatory requirements, 
increased permitting requirements, and guidelines for protocol-level surveys. The SEIS/ SEIR 
should include a plan for the scenario of the NWPT being listed as threatened during the project’s 
construction period. 

Based on our research and expertise, we find the information on the NWPT in your environmental 
documentation and Mitigation Measure TURTLE-1: Implement Measures to Protect 
Northwestern Pond Turtle to have errors that will need to be corrected in the final document. An 
addendum will be required to include the NWPT as a proposed federally listed species rather 
than only a California State Species of Special Concern. The sampling methodology proposed is 
inadequate and insufficient to detect turtles and/or turtle nests. 

In this letter, we will provide information from our research on the NWPT at Bushy Lake and a 
thorough literature review, as well as make recommendations for conservation and management 
practices (BushyLake.com). Our recommendations are consistent with the Department of 
Defense Partners in Amphibian and Reptile Conservation (DOD PARC 2020). Our turtle research 
was initiated in 2020 as a component of the Bushy Lake Eco-Cultural Restoration Project which is 
located near Cal Expo on the lower American River in Sacramento, California (38.588839, -
121.434479). Our first goal designated in the Bushy Lake Conceptual Restoration Plan is to 
“protect, enhance, and restore a sustainable habitat refuge for northwestern pond turtles 
(Actinemys marmorata).” A complete report of the research methods, results, and inferences of 
the NWPT surveys can be found on the Bushy Lake website (BushyLake.com). 

Primary Recommendations for NWPT Conservation Strategies and Best Mitigation 
Management Practices: 

1) Develop consistent and comparable monitoring standards for NWPT population 
assessments. Revise your sampling methodology in ARCF Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR 
Appendix B 4.3-36 to detect the presence of turtles and nesting site surveys. Use the USGS 
protocol, as protocol-level surveys are not yet available. We have conducted 4 years of 
detailed turtle surveys following USGS guidelines (2006a, 2006b) under the guidance of 
Jeff Alvarez, the founder of The Wildlife Project. These detailed surveys highlight the need 
for increased protection of the NWPT populations and their habitat. Visual surveys are 
highly inadequate. NWPTs are notably sensitive to human disturbance, so are not likely 
to be seen or identified in visual encounter surveys. 

2) We find that catch-and-release net surveys are far more informative and accurate than 
visual encounter surveys. However, the catch-and-release methodology is very time-
consuming. Trapping and mark-recapture studies/surveys are typically not feasible for 
construction projects. We recommend you assume NWPT presence if their habitat is 
present and recommend implementing seasonal avoidance and other measures to 
lessen/avoid impacts. 
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3) To identify turtles and avoid conflicts with heavy equipment, we recommend having an 
on-site monitor during construction activities, and seasonal closure during turtle 
brumation and nesting season. The biologist should be deemed “qualified” by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

a. Nesting surveys and visual basking surveys are beneficial for identifying and 
assessing habitat quality. We have not found basking turtle surveys to provide 
reliable data, except for the identification of high-quality habitat. 

b. We offered to visit the Urrutia Site/ ARMS mitigation site to trap and identify 
NWPT (We have a NWPT Scientific Collecting Permit, and we have expertise and 
experience) to determine their presence at the site on July 15, 2023. We were told 
that we did not have permission to visit the Urrutia Site/ ARMS site. The Urrutia 
property has been purchased by the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
(SAFCA). Neither SAFCA nor the Corps would allow us access to the Urrutia 
property. Therefore, there is no baseline data for NWPT presence, habitat quality, 
or nesting activity in any of the project areas. 

4) Seasonal closure for construction – Injury or mortality to NWPT is likely if construction 
occurs during brumation as turtles are typically difficult to detect (December through 
March) and b) during nesting season (April through July). We also request the SEIS/ SEIR 
include the discussion and mitigation for pond turtle hatchlings. Hatchlings emerge from 
nests in February/March to traverse to standing water. At just the size of a quarter with 
malleable shells, hatchlings are extremely sensitive to disturbances, including falling into 
construction excavations, being stopped by minor and major barriers, being crushed by 
moving equipment, and other factors. 

a. Note: The term “brumation” is not used in the draft SEIS/SEIR. Brumation is a 
winter cool-down when food is scarce, and temperatures are lower. Turtles enter 
into a period of sluggishness, inactivity, and torpor. They live off stored fat and 
their metabolism slows, making them vulnerable to construction activities. The 
fact that this term is not present in the document draws attention to the need for 
critical species-specific knowledge. 

5) Nesting turtles move in the ecotonal area between aquatic sites and the terrestrial 
upland areas. The distance that turtles travel into uplands, from the aquatic refuge sites 
to construct nests, is highly variable and can be as far as 500 m to nest (Bushy Lake CRP 
WC-1943CA January 2022 Summary Report 2, Davidson and Alvarez 2020, Lovich and 
Meyer 2002, Holte 1998, Reese and Welsh 1997, Holland 1994, Storer 1930). Recent 
analysis of data from the Bushy Lake Project indicates NWPT nesting an average of 77m 
(253ft) from water, with a maximum distance of 154 m (505ft). To protect turtles during 
nesting season, we recommend season closure of construction and monitoring of 505ft 
from the water’s edge. 

6) Prevent road mortality and bike strikes. We highly recommend that the project site be 
monitored to reduce or eliminate injury or mortality to NWPT. Collect monitoring data on 
the potential impacts of recreational activities on nesting turtles and consider 
implementing seasonal-use guidelines. At Bushy Lake, female turtles (both native and 
non-native turtles) exhibited indications of shell pitting consistent with turtle-bicycle 
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collisions. Vehicles and lawnmowers can be fatal to nesting turtles, especially if the 
lawnmower is not raised to at least 6 inches (Alvarez, et al. 2017). 

a. Recommended Mitigation Measures to avoid mortality due to turtle strikes 
include: a) Avoid construction during brumation and nesting season: b) Determine 
the potential for construction and/or recreational impact or other human impacts 
on turtles that are basking or moving through uplands; c) Place signs around roads 
and bike paths; d) Provide education to construction crews and public to spot 
turtles, support a biological monitor on site that may be able to protect turtles 
moving through the upland. If a NWPT is observed, a qualified biological monitor 
should be required to assess the situation and provide protective measures. 

7) Nesting Surveys – Turtle nests are notoriously difficult to detect. We conducted daily 
nesting surveys every day during nesting season from April through July in 2022 and 2023. 
Most nests that trained biologists observed were predated. “Turtle nests are very hard to 
see. The cryptic nature of pond turtle nests makes them extremely difficult to locate, even 
for highly skilled biologists. Until more thorough, and consistently comparable research 
can be conducted, we recommend that all upland areas, irrespective of slope aspect, 
slope incline, soil type, vegetation type, etc., be protected if it lay within 50 m of occupied 
or presumed occupied aquatic habitat” (Davidson & Alvarez 2020). 

8) Recommended Mitigation Measures for Urrutia Site/ ARMS Project and Mitigation 
Measure TURTLE-1 to optimize turtle basking and nesting habitat: 

a. Provide high-quality basking habitat by adding large woody debris and artificial 
basking platforms in areas where there are high concentrations of turtles. 

b. Manage accessible nesting habitat by continuing to implement managed seasonal 
mowing and grazing practices. Implement continued oversight to ensure that 
mowing equipment is set at least 6 inches above the ground to avoid adverse 
impact on nesting turtles (Alvarez et al. 2017). 

c. Mowing and grazing activities at Bushy Lake have been followed by immediate use 
by nesting turtles, likely due to the increased accessibility for traveling and nest 
construction. 

d. Remove non-native vegetation, particularly those with dense foliage or 
rhizomatous root systems that impede turtle movement and obstruct nest-
building activities. 

e. Plant native, fire-resilient, and culturally significant vegetation (for erosion control 
especially use Carex barbarae, Elymus triticoides, and Artemisia douglasiana). 
Native, fire-resilient, and culturally significant vegetation will support nesting 
turtles by providing a traversable habitat for nesting turtles and access for 
hatchlings to water. 

f. Implement Traditional Fire Management to maintain native, fire-resilient, and 
culturally significant vegetation as well as support indigenous communities’ 
tending, gathering, and ceremonial practices. Traditional Fire Management 
stimulates native plants and reduces invasive species, builds the soil, and 
increases water holding capacity and permeability. 

9) Emergence of Neonate Turtles: “However, observations of nests—even direct 
observation of nesting females, with no indication of nest-site predation at the surface— 
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cannot be correlated with emergence of neonate turtles. Despite indications in the field 
of nesting, determination of “successful” nesting of Northwestern Pond Turtles should be 
confined to observations of post-emergent hatchlings” (Alvarez 2018). We conclude from 
this work that reproductive success cannot be assumed but must be observed in the form 
of neonate turtles in aquatic refuge habitat. 

10) When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible 
measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that 
requirement. 

11) The USACE needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what is deemed 
“significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained 
alternative methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate 
environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and 
then proceed if and only if a justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not 
go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED 
and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In 
addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

We have focused our attention on the analysis of impacts on NWPTs, their habitats, and 
information provided in the ARCF Comprehensive SEIR/SEIR Appendix B and Mitigation Measure 
TURTLE-1: Implement Measures to Protect Northwestern Pond Turtles. We endorse the 
concerns expressed by other entities including the letters submitted by the Sacramento County 
Department of Regional Parks, California Native Plant Society, Central Valley Bird Club, Save the 
American River Association, Preserve the American River, Sierra Club, and Environmental Council 
of Sacramento regarding the environmental process, conflicts with adopted plans, legal 
compliance, and impacts on other resource values, including other wildlife (especially the NWPT), 
vegetation communities, rare plants, general dispersed recreation, and visual quality impacts. 

We also note the inconsistency with the County’s Natural Resource Management Plan Regarding 
the American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices - Urrutia Site/ ARMS mitigation project and American River Erosion Contracts 3B, 
4Aand 4B draft EIR/EIS. These projects, as described, conflict with the American River Parkway 
Plan Integrated Area Plan Concept for the Reaches of Discovery Park, Woodlake, and Bushy Lake 
(February 2006). 

The ecological and cultural significance of the Urrutia Project, Woodlake, Bushy Lake, and Arden 
Pond is clear from the environmental assessments in combined Corps documents, and the public 
and agency responses to this documentation. The three lacustrine features on the lower 
American River provide vital habitat corridors, biodiversity, and cultural and ecological value for 
the lower American River. 

Speaking as citizens and residents of this area, and as dedicated restoration ecologists, 
scientists, and ethnobotanists, the Urrutia, Woodlake, and Bushy Lake areas are deeply loved 
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and valued by the community, and my Bushy Lake Team which includes CSUS faculty, CSUS 
students, and stakeholders on the lower American River. 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:01 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Kerry O'keefe <kokeefe@gmail.com>  

Sent: Saturday, February 24, 2024 7:20 AM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me.

[ YOU CAN CUSTOMIZE HERE WITH YOUR PERSONAL CONNECTION WITH THE PARKWAY AND THE WILD AND SCENIC 

AMERICAN RIVER]. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
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21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 
much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
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overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the 
protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this 
section of the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too 
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I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:00 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on Draft SEIS/SEIR 

From: Larry Carr <carr66@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:57 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on Draft SEIS/SEIR 

Hi, 

Upon review of the draft SEIS/SEIR report, I have a few comments. 

As a 20+ year resident of the neighborhood immediately adjacent to Site 4-1, and I am also a geologist (who works as a 

subcontractor to USACE, etc.). The erosion control methods proposed for this site seem to be excessive and destructive. 

I can't help but wonder if anyone from USACE actually walked these areas. So my question is, how was it determined 

that this area needed this particular type of erosion protection? WIll the USACE please consider looking into 

alternatives to mitigate toe erosion? Perhaps a more focused, fine-tune approach would better suit this area, perhaps 

with long term monitoring of the area. I do not see how these proposed engineering controls will be better than the 

natural dense vegetation that is present at the site, especially since the models show low velocity near the banks. With 

over 20 years of walking this site, especially after high water events, I have not seen evidence of scouring that would 

compel such a destructive remedy. Perhaps the USACE would be willing to do a site walk with a select number of citizens 

to point out some of the specific areas that are of concern and why a launchable trench/toe was selected as the 

preferred method. There are about 3 specific areas where minor scouring has occurred, so wouldn't it be better to 

remedy these specific areas rather than the whole site? This will almost permanently destroy this habitat, and 

restoration success is not guaranteed. (I have seen a number of USACE restoration sites fail) How about all of the woody 

material that will be lost? The dead trees that many species rely on? This area is not like the stretch along H St, this area 

contains more species and is also used by people more. 

This proposed work has already caused a lot of emotional stress to people who live here and enjoy this area. This site is 

an integral part of our lives and therefore moving forward with this work will have not only dire consequences to the 

wildlife, but also to the people. Please reconsider the proposed approach. 

Thanks 

Larry Carr 

PS - sorry for the long comment! 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:59 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Trees 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Lahre Shiflet <lahreandbitze@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:50 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Trees 

Please just reconsider this.  

You can try to find a better area to have this. Preserve nature, people’s lives and sanity. You have so much land to

choose from why here. Please. 

Thank you. 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:59 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway proposed tree removal-

Contract3B site 

From: A Richmond <withuney@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:43 PM 

To: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway proposed tree removal-Contract3B site 

I strongly oppose the removal of trees along the 6 miles of American River Parkway in your proposed levee 

upgrade project (Contract 3B site). 

The removal of heritage oaks and other important elements of this riparian habitat will devastate a peaceful, 

natural environment that is important habitat for wildlife, creating long lasting negative environmental 

impacts while damaging a popular regional recreation area. This damage is irreversible and will take 

generations to recover. 

To turn this area into something looking like other places where this has been done—such as the J street 

Bridge area—will be one of those things looked back on in the future as short-sighted and foolish. In this day 

and age, there have to be better, less destructive solutions. In trying to solve one problem, please don’t 

destroy our natural environments, thereby creating new problems for the future. 

Thank you, 

Anne Richmond 

lLong time American River Parkway user and supporter 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:58 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: M <medina019m@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:40 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

My name is Monique Medina. I am a soon to be graduate from Sacramento 
State University majoring in Environmental Studies. I am also an intern for a 
local restoration project at Bushy Lake adjacent to Cal Expo. 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. I have concerns with the proposed 
project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis pertaining, though not 
limited to, the removal of heritage oak trees, the use of riprap, and the impact 
upon wildlife and surrounding critical habitats. 

There are many consequences to this project that I believe are avoidable if better care and effort was taken into the 

projects attempt at erosion control. To my understanding this project is inconsistent with the Sacramento County Tree 

ordinance. Also, the damage expected to be done to these oaks is incomplete. The use of riprap is known to be 

detrimental to the growth and survival riverbank vegetation and tree growth. Furthermore, the clear-cutting approach 

will obviously disrupt seasonal nesting, mating, and feeding of important local and migratory bird populations. To 

repeat, these are just a few of my concerns with the project. 
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I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along 
this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed 
approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by 
years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high 
water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis 
adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall 
project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-
approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I've witnessed a similar project done next to my campus at Sacramento State. It 
was horrible to see all the vegetation removed with the woodchips coating the 
entire area where it occurred. The location near Guy West Bridge was a 
beautiful pathway prior where many would visit. I would hate to see this 
repeated anywhere else along the Sacramento River. I believe there is a better 
solution if the appropriate measures are taken. 

Thank you. 

Monique Medina 
2 



From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:57 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

From: Cass Mowatt <mowattc@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:09 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 

4B. 

I live off of Woodman way, and have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental 

analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. It is THE reason why my wife and I chose to buy our house. I 

was just there this morning, fishing off the shore, appreciating how beautiful it is and how lucky I am to live so close to 

so much wildlife. 

Besides the noise, dust, and other pollution the destruction of the landscape will cause, I can't even imagine the impact 

to habitat. Not to mention of course, the eye sore the area will be for years to come. 

I urge you to find another way to achieve your goals. 

Cass Mowatt 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:56 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Avery Kunstler <averykunstler@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 10:55 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, 
and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me and I visit the American River Parkway constantly. 

Last year, while planning my move to Sacramento, I knew that I wanted to be close to the American River. I 
purchased a house that was 0.2 miles, easy walking distance, from the Parkway access point by Waterton 
Way/ Twin Falls Dr. When I first toured the house, we also toured the access point, and it was a primary selling 
point for me. There were stunning trees, a beautiful river, birds, coyotes, greenery, and I fell in love instantly. 
Since settling into the house in mid-November 2023, I've taken countless walks along the American River 
Parkway with my dog, with the river, trees, and wildlife being one of my favorite parts of living in Sacramento. 

The American River is one of the factors that led to me moving to Sacramento last year. After visiting a few 
times over the years, it was in October 2022 that I realized just how happy I was during an exploratory morning 
walk. I spent several hours walking around and it was one of the first times I felt peaceful in longer than I could 
remember. Within a few months, I moved to Sacramento from Los Angeles, after living there for my entire life. 
Whenever I'm asked about the move or living in Sacramento, the American River Parkway is one of the first 
things I mention. It's my dog's favorite walk as well and I try to go daily. 
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I was absolutely devastated when I learned about the proposed demolition of the portion of the American River 
Parkway I use nearly daily. I had just returned from a walk on the exact route of the planned erosion work and 
could not believe that in a few short months I would lose access to this walk and the river, and all the trees, 
wildlife, and valuable recreation access would be destroyed. It was why I purchased my house. It was why I 
moved to the La Riviera area. 

I understand the importance of flood prevention and levee upgrades, but there is a better way. Simply 
bulldozing nature away isn't the answer. It will take generations for the area to recover in a meaningful way and 
my reason for purchasing this house can never return. 

I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along this section of the American 
River, and have concerns that the proposed approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction 
followed by years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no 
work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential bank erosion concerns, and I do 
not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides 
adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to 
supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of alternative methods on a much more fine-grained 
scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and 
unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see 
California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach (with less 
environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

1. Limited Evidence for Unnecessary Removal of Trees and Vegetation: 

• Trees are not a significant risk to levee stability. In fact, trees and vegetation provide self-renewing 
natural armoring of the banks that would be eliminated. Removing trees may make us less safe. 

• Historically, levee failures were more associated with areas where riparian forests had been thinned or 
clear-cut. 

• Inadequate environmental analysis of the removal of 200+ years old heritage oaks would constitute an 
“unmitigable” impact on the visual and aesthetic resources of the Parkway 

• Destruction of vegetation worsens the heat island effect. 
• “Access ramps” will destroy additional trees but were not accounted for in the draft SEIS/SEIR. 

2. Rip Rapped streambanks present significant negative consequences: 

• Shorelines composed of large, angular rock make access by people for swimming, fishing, birdwatching, 
watercraft deployment, and other uses dangerous at worst and highly unpleasant at best. 

• The river’s Wild and Scenic designation is compromised by a rigid, artificial shoreline. Riprapped 
shorelines are ugly and detract from the natural feel of the Lower American River that makes it such a 
special place and refuge in our city and area. 

• Riprap hinders natural riverbank vegetation growth, and stifles tree growth. Heritage trees would be 
forever lost. 

• The planting benches being proposed on top of the launchable rock toes and trenches will likely collapse 
(“launch”) when the launchable rock toes and trenches eventually launch. No provisions or commitments 
have been made to replace lost planting benches. 

3. Erosion is minimal in USACE’s Contract 3B: 
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• Experts disagree about the erosion risk along this stretch of the river. More empirical data was 
recommended, but generally concluded that erosion resistant material was present and significant 
scour below it was not anticipated. Seepage data show no issue for seepage, especially after the 
deep slurry walls were added inside the levees. 

• Modern, advanced modeling for peak 160,000 cubic feet per second flow predicts that water 
velocities are low at the levees. The older models used did not account for the protective effect of 
trees slowing the velocities at the edges. 

• The improvements to weirs and bypasses, and the new spillway at Folsom dam and new operating 
protocols allow for better managing of flows, including earlier release of water when storms are 
forecast. 

4. Impact on Wildlife and Critical Habitats: 

• The biodiversity of this ecosystem is complex and interconnected and is heavily used by wildlife 
• Clear-cutting and rip rapped streambanks pose a threat to critical habitats for various fish species, 

including Chinook Salmon, Central Valley Steelhead, and North American Green Sturgeon. 
• Clear-cutting disrupts the nesting, mating, and feeding habits of local and migratory bird populations. 
• Large, mature trees provide essential nest cavities that would be lost. 
• The substantial loss of shade from the mature canopies along the river’s edge may lower the survival rate 

of various species of salmonids. 
• The petition for listing the western pond turtle imposes additional requirements on the environmental 

analysis and mitigation. 
• High levels of noise and vibrations will disturb natural animal behaviors such as nesting, spawning and 

feeding activities 

5. Recreational Access: 

• This part of the river is heavily used by the public for walking, swimming, fishing, kayaking, bird and 
wildlife viewing, and general enjoyment of natural features. There are many footpaths in the forest and 
beaches along the shore that are extremely important to the public. The Corps has not provided any 
detail as to what, if any, of our mature trees, footpaths, beaches, fishing access points, and other natural 
features will be preserved. Why should we think that the Corps will do anything different than at River 
Park, where all of these features such as mature trees, beaches, footpaths, etc., appear to have been 
destroyed? Sac State is used as a restoration example, but we know of no beaches, footpaths, fishing 
access points there, either. Why should we trust that 3B will be different when even the 
SEIS/SEIR does not address these issues? 

• Installation of miles of angular rock (riprap) will make river access dangerous along large stretches of 
river, and will greatly impede swimming, fishing, and deployment of watercraft such as kayaks. This will 
be a permanent and significant loss of irreplaceable recreational amenities to the community that is not 
accounted for in the SEIS/SEIR, despite promises by the Corps in 2016 to address these significant 
issues. 

• The permanent loss of mature trees, beaches, river access points, footpaths, and other recreational 
amenities is not “less than significant” as stated in the SEIS/SEIR. The Corps needs to document these 
losses and redo the SEIS/SEIR to account for them, including proposals to modify the project where 
possible to minimize losses. 

• The public has a right to know how specific recreational amenities will be affected by this project. The 
level of detail in the SEIS/SEIR makes it impossible for the public to see what will be done, and all we can 
assume is everything in 3B upstream of Watt Avenue on the south side will be ripped out like at River 
Park. The public has a right to know the details at this stage of review and should not be required to 
“trust” the Corps. We want the Corps to document and justify specifically which of our trails, trees, 
beaches, fishing access, and riparian forest must be destroyed to keep us safe from floods, and how 
much of that destruction will be replaced, versus what will be lost permanently given current design. 

• What mitigation for lost beaches, trails, forests, etc. will there be? The SEIS/SEIR does not discuss the 
loss of these features, so it also inappropriately fails to discuss mitigation for permanent impacts to 
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features that the Corps cannot replace onsite. If beaches or trails are lost forever onsite, will other 
beaches or trails be installed? 

6. Mental Health and Vegetation 

• Trees contribute to the creation of green spaces, which have been associated with improved mental 
health. The presence of greenery has been linked to reduced stress levels, enhanced mood, and 
increased feelings of well-being. The removal of trees can lead to a loss of these beneficial green 
environments. 

• Research has shown that “green exercise” may confer mental health benefits in addition to improving 
physical health. 

• Natural park settings decrease anger, anxiety, and depression; and increase restoration and tranquility. 
• The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services states that the lack of green space is one of the 

most important causes of childhood obesity, and the need for green places to protect children's health is 
becoming more recognized and apparent. 

• Trees play a role in filtering air pollutants and absorbing noise. Their removal can contribute to increased 
levels of air pollution and noise, both of which have been associated with negative effects on mental 
health. Poor air quality and excessive noise can contribute to stress, anxiety, and other mental health 
issues. 

• Trees often serve as gathering places and contribute to the sense of community. The removal of trees 
can alter the social dynamics of an area, potentially reducing opportunities for social interaction and 
community engagement. Social connections are important for mental health, and changes in community 
dynamics can have psychological implications. 

6. Cultural Restoration and Inclusion: 

• Culturally significant plant species must be included in restoration and mitigation efforts, allowing for tribal 
ceremonies. 

7. Air Quality: 

• For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is a carcinogen, with a cancer potency 
value from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA),and OEHHA reports that 
between the ages of 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen than 
adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

• The project is large, with over 100 daily truck trips at each site and staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped 
with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under CARB’s 
Truck and Bus Regulation. The USACE mitigation measures should require much cleaner trucks -- 2014 
or newer or, better yet, electrics. 

• Even where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 
15126.2(b)). 

• Although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site would have over 100 daily 
truck trips at each location that travel through residential communities. USACE claims less than significant 
impacts of air pollution on sensitive receptors. However, the OEHHA guidance recommends assessing 
cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, page 8-
18). USACE should have prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA), to provide substantial 
evidence on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would 
result in a significant health impact. 

• Using quarry rocks from unspecified quarry sources has not been adequately addressed for concerns that 
the rocks may contain asbestos content (given the prevalence of serpentine rocks in surrounding foothill 
sources). Dust from hauling and dumping asbestos-containing rocks within a quarter mile of a school 
requires further environmental impact analysis. 
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8. Environmental Justice (EJ): 

• The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving 
little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small 
points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these 
locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice issue has not been 
adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 

List of Requests: 

1. Demand Spot-by-Spot Evaluation: 

• Insist on a thorough demonstration of the spot-by-spot need and benefit analysis. 
• Encourage the evaluation of alternative methods that are targeted and less destructive to habitat and 

wildlife. 

2. Highlight Unjustified Damage: 

• Draw attention to the unjustified massive damage proposed for a straight stretch of the river. 
• Reference modeling data showing low bank velocities in this specific area. 

3. Advocate for Environmentally Friendly Approaches: 

• Promote the consideration of "spot fixes," small equipment, and maintenance. 
• Support the use of stabilizing vegetation, aligning with the National Park Service's recommendation. 

4. Insist on Balanced Solutions: 

• Emphasize the importance of finding ways to achieve both tree preservation and any erosion work (if 
needed) for flood protection. 

• Encourage a balanced approach that addresses environmental concerns. 

5. Demand Greater Detail about Work to be Done 

• The current environmental documentation does not show in adequate detail what specific work will be 
done. 

6. Insist on a Peer Review 

7. Do not proceed with subcomponents until justification and alternatives are provided. 

• The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the 
subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

8. Lasting care of Sacramento’s Crown Jewel: 

• The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed decisions 
affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure 
deserves. 
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__________________ 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental analysis of the significant 
impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE alternative approach to 
Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. These proposed decisions 
affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the care that this treasure 
deserves. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Avery 

Avery Kunstler 

averykunstler@gmail.com 
Pronouns: he/him/his 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:56 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Deirdre Wilson <wilsondk@me.com>  

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:02 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 
Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 
and 4B. The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to our community.

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 
do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 
actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 
significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 
4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 
after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 
21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for 
a much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 
environmental damage.
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The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 
“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 
including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 
damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 
need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 
needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 
or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 
meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 
of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 
hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 
addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 
O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 
matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 
carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 
The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 
and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or 
newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures 
need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. 
Trucks should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 
Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 
at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 
of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 
construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 
a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 
on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 
health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 
to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 
protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 
subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 
used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 
conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 
reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 
(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 
to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 
overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 
modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 
account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. 
Advanced 
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modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 
effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 
the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 
unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 
Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-
renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 
benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction – followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 
– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 
flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 
Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 
under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 
trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 
the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 
requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 
Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 
would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 
riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 
wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 
need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 
loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 
access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 
along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 
difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 
recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 
addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 
These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 
urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 
recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 
River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 
American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 
“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 
proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 
Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 
what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 
protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 
protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 
Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 
INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 
basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 
and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 
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I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks 
over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never 
again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 
damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-
quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 
travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 
extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 
disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 
environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 
significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 
requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 
the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 
bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 
vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. The US 
Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant unavoidable” 
environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project subcomponents; then 
conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then 
proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents 
of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B 
and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 
Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 
Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 
generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Deirdre Wilson, 

Frequent user of the American River Parkway 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:54 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on Tree Removal Along Lower American River, 

USACE Contract 3B Site 

From: T.R. <teririe@comcast.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 10:41 PM 

To: susan_rosebrough@nps.gov; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: rahumada@sacbee.com; publiccommentarcf16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on Tree Removal Along Lower American River, USACE Contract 3B Site 

On July 20, 2021, the National Park Service provided a letter to Colonel James Handura, at the Army Corps of Engineers, 

stating that if the American River Common Feature project scope and effects change, a Wild and Scenic River 

consultation with the National Park Service must be reinitiated. Before the USACE Contract 3B Site project moves 

forward, a new consultation with the National Park Service must occur first because the project scope has changed. The 

3B Site includes specific heritage oak tree removal and riprapping on the American River that is inconsistent with the 

Wild and Scenic River Act. In addition, the scope and effects of the Contract 3B Site have changed since the last 

consultation with the National Park Service regarding consistency with the Wild and Scenic River Act for the American 

River. While flood control, erosion control, and levee protection are critically important, levee protection can be 

achieved by minimizing tree removal and by maintaining the principles of the Wild and Scenic River Act. I hope that the 

Army Corps of Engineers will consider other alternatives that will provide levee protection while saving irreplaceable 

heritage oak trees. 

Sincerely, 

Teri Rie 

former CVFPB Board Member 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:55 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Kevin Peters <kevin@imprintgroupwest.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 10:50 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 

and 4B. 

I was born in Sacramento, and have lived in all of my 58 years. I have enjoyed the American River Parkway all this time, 

and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. I hope to see them protected into the future, and ask that you 

please not move ahead with your ill-conceived and destructive bank erosion management plan for our beautiful riparian 

environment, which would forever damage and alter the American River Parkway, while not achieving your intended 

results. This is bad government planning at its worst, and repeats the mistakes of the USACE along with Sacramento 

River in the 1950s and 60s. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 

do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 

actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 

significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 

is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 

mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 
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impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 

“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 

including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 

damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 

needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 

or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 

of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 

hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 

addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 

carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 

and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 

engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 

require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 

should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 

at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 

of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 

construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 

a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 

on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 

health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 

to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 

protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 

subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 

used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 

conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 

“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 
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Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 

reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 

(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 

to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 

overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 

modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 

account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 

modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 

effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 

the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 

unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-

renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 

– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 

flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 

Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 

under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 

trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 

the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 

requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 

Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 

would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 

riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 

wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 

need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 

loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 

along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 

difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 

recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 

addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 

These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 

urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 

recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 

River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 

American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 

“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 

Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 

what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 

protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 

protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 

and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 

Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 

INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 
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comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 

with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 

and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 

200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 

reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 

damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-

quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 

travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 

significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 

the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 

bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 

vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 

unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 

subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 

subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 

Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 

Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 

generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin 

Kevin Peters 
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Please accept the following comments with respect to Contract 3B North, Site 4-2. 

The SEIR explains that the proposed work involved in Contract 3B North Site 4-2 is needed to 
prevent seepage, levee instability and erosion leading to flooding should a high-water event 
occur.  Yet no details are provided concerning the characteristics of the type of water event that 
might lead to catastrophic flooding or serious home-side damage at location Site 4-2 if the 
proposed work is not done. 

1. Please describe the water flow level, water velocity and duration that would need to
occur to lead to seepage, levee instability and/or erosion that would result in
catastrophic flooding or serious home-side damage at location Site 4-2.

2. Please describe the amount of precipitation (rain or snow) that would need to fall in
a season in the American River watershed to generate the water flow level, velocity
and duration described in response to question 1 above.

3. At location Site 4-2 what is the current level of flood protection (stated in cubic feet
per second of water flow) and what will the level of flood protection be after the
proposed work is completed (stated in cubic feet per second of water flow).

Thank you in advance for your anticipated responses. 

Sincerely, 

Mark L. Andrews 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:52 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Re: American River Parkway USACE Project EIS, 

etc. 

From: Dan Ward <dward@surewest.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 7:08 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Re: American River Parkway USACE Project EIS, etc. 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources 
(DWR): 

We live very near the Parkway, and enjoy walking near the Jacob Way entrance 
several times a week. We regularly keep up on local issues, but were very 
disappointed to see a sign on the Parkway today saying that comments on the 
EIR were due today. It did appear that this sign was put up by citizens, not 
IUSACE or DWR. 

In communicating with neighighbors who have seen the plans, it seems that the 
aggressive approach proposed is overkill. It will take out too many trees and be 
devastating to this pristine environment. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Dan and Teresa Ward 
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From: ARCF_SEIS  <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:50 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] usace project 3b american river 

From: Claudine Cloudett <claudinecloudett@sbcglobal.net> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 7:57 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: arcf16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] usace project 3b american river 

I am opposed tp USACE project 3b which greatly destroys the natural beauty, reduces wildlife habitat 
and hinders recreational use of the part of the American river parkway I use most often. I am strongly 
against the clearcutting of the riverside vegetation, but for doing spot fixes for possible erosion control 
spots with small equipment. 

Thank you, Claudia Elsner, Sacramento city resident 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 1:50 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features 

(ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

From: Tanya Von Awe <tonvon53@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 10:02 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A 

and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

My husband and I have lived next to the American River Parkway near Howe Ave Access for going on 7 years. We 

consider the Parkway sacred and a valuable Sanctuary for all people of Sacramento and all who visit it from other places. 

We also know the Parkway is a Sanctuary for many species of animals, birds, River creatures, plants and trees. This 

Sanctuary will be severely altered and in many places destroyed by your upcoming planned projects as it has been in 

your past projects from Paradise Beach to the Guy West Bridge. Many animals, plants, trees and birds have lost their 

homes and people have lost their natural recreation spaces in the areas you have worked on so far. I beg you to 

reconsider your upcoming projects for the sake of the animals, plants and trees of the American River Parkway. It must 

be very traumatic for them as it is to us. Furthermore, this project was not voted on by the people of Sacramento. I 

thought our Parkway was a protected area for everyone to enjoy. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion concerns. In fact, I 

do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions are “necessary” for (or would even 

actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental analysis of the 

significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward with the subcomponents of 

Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 

is presented. 
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I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 

mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” 

impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and unavoidable” 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a 

much more surgical, fine-grained approach are not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less 

environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this type of 

“revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of significant adverse impacts, 

including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding 

damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in parks and beside elementary schools, an increased 

need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be 

needed but have not been shown in the draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees 

or the exact trees that would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for the possibility 

of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the surrounding foothills. Installation of 

hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been 

addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used and staged near 

O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate 

matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer potency value from the state Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a 

carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than adults. (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). 

The proposed project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to residences 

and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be equipped with 2010 or newer 

engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to 

require these trucks to be much cleaner, and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children. Trucks 

should be 2014 or newer or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable 

after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public Resources Code§ 

21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 daily truck trips 

at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims “less than significant” impacts 

of air pollutant on sensitive receptors. However, OEHHA’s risk guidance recommends assessing cancer risks for 

construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared 

a construction health risk assessment (HRA) for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence 

on the record that the Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant 

health impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew Drain. USACE plans 

to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway for “potential bank erosion” 

protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly 

subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were 

used, and were often inconsistent among different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee 

conditions. I do not see adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank 
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“erosion” control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 

Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General Reevaluation 

Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While seepage is mentioned for other 

reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data presented show no seepage risk for this zone 

(neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added 

to the levees years ago); and there is inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis 

overgeneralizes the need based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The 

modeling of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 

account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the levees. Advanced 

modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River demonstrates the protective 

effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether this Project is necessary along this section of 

the American River. This calls into question whether the environmental impacts can be deemed “significant 

unavoidable” when the need for the work has not been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data. 

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently provide self-

renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, bare dirt banks and “planting 

benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by many more years of immature, isolated plantings 

– could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water 

flows as no work at all. We have yet to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise 

Beach (parts of prior Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area 

under a prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable rocks toes and 

trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, exposing riprap and/or leaving 

the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has been no follow-through on prior and current 

requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of the Wild and 

Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for recreation and fish), and which 

would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature 

riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s 

wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the 

need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; and the long-term 

loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak and canoe access, paddle board 

access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for mental health, and many other uses) for miles 

along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation 

difficult, if not impossible, for miles. The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most 

recreational features except the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately 

addressed the loss of dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. 

These miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife in an 

urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and more) highly valued by 

recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the secretarial designation of the Lower American 

River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower 

American River as “an outstandingly remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that 

“the American River Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining communities.” 

Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of 

what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully 

protected”. The US Interior Department and the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the 

protections for values such as “scenic, water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish 
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and wildlife,” all “link to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” 

Thus, any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect the 

INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic River. In the 2016 GRR 

comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, but stretches near River Park were 

basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of “inconsistency” 

with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army Corps to find more targeted 

and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially heritage oaks over 

200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which studies suggest will never again 

reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American River banks 

damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including some of the most wilderness-

quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, involving little cost or 

travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics on small points and beaches are 

extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate these locations that are accessible to 

disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact has not been adequately addressed in the 

environmental analysis. 

The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are not “less than 

significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant unavoidable” impacts, CEQA 

requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be used, including 

the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of existing stabilizing vegetation, and 

bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, that retain and integrate the existing trees and 

vegetation). These alternative methods were not adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed “significant 

unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative methods for project 

subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the revised project and its 

subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. In particular, the project should not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to 

Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated a “Regional 

Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under the American River Parkway 

Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected and irreplaceable regional treasure for 

generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

[NAME] 

Tanya Von Awe 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:18 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] December 2024, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common 

Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, Sacramento, CA 

Attachments: New Document(8)_(jpg).zip 

From: Josh Thomas <joshjhthomas@gmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 11:42 AM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] December 2024, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report XIV; American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project, 

Sacramento, CA 

Dear Army Corps of Engineers Comment Recipients, 

I am submitting pages from Ari Kelman's book, A River and Its City, to make them part of the project record. They are the 

pages cited in my February 22, 2024 comment letter (Joshua Thomas). 

Sincerely, 

Joshua Thomas 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:14 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] Corps Flood Protection (American River Parkway) 

From: Greg Meyer <admin@gamlaw.org> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 10:10 AM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: RE: [Non-DoD Source] Corps Flood Protection (American River Parkway) 

You may disregard my usual confidentiality clause which is standard for communications from my office. Thank you for 

bringing this to my attention. 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

On Mon, Feb 26, 2024 at 8:53 AM, ARCF_SEIS 
<ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> wrote: 

Hello Mr. Meyer, 

This email address was set up to accept public comments for the American River Common Features SEIS/SEIR. The end 

of your email says "This email communication may contain CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION WHICH ALSO MAY BE LEGALLY 

PRIVILEGED and is intended only for the use of the intended recipients identified above. If you are not the intended recipient of this 

communication, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, dissemination, distribution, downloading, or copying of 

this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this communication in error, please 

immediately notify us by reply email, delete the communication and destroy all copies." 

I wanted to clarify whether or not you were wanting the text in your email considered as part of the public review 

process or if you were just leaving a comment to the Army Corps and DWR for our internal Administrative File. If you 

would like this comment to be part of the public process, we would be including the text from your email in the Final 

SEIS/SEIR, and it would be available for the public to see. 

1

INDIV-859

mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov
mailto:ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil
mailto:admin@gamlaw.org


 

This email communication may contain CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION WHICH ALSO MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED and is intended 

only for the use of the intended recipients identified above. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, you are 

hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, dissemination, distribution, downloading, or copying of this communication is 

strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this communication in error, please immediately notify us 

by reply email, delete the communication and destroy all copies. 

Thank you for your interest in the American River Common Features SEIS/SEIR. 

Bailey Hunter 

Environmental Manager 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

From: Greg Meyer <admin@gamlaw.org> 

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2024 4:23 PM 

To: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Corps Flood Protection (American River Parkway) 

OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED FLOOD CONTROL PROTECTION METHODS (American River Parkway) 

To whomever this may concern: 

It seems counterintuitive that State and Federal agencies which frequently focus on preservation of land and habitat, and have a 

significant history opposing development projects based on biological and ecological principles, now would even consider clear 

cutting the beautiful and vibrant American River Parkway. Erosion control in the proposed areas already has trees hundreds of years 

old with significant canopies protecting rain strikes from sloped soil and root systems which bind the soils. Some maintenance may 

be required, but moon scaping the American River Parkway is a misplaced and unsupported approach leaving some of Sacramento's 

most beautiful areas barren and irreplaceable for decades to come, not to mention loss of wildlife issues. 

I wonder if these agencies have considered potential lawsuits against them by property owners living on the banks of the American 

River, supported by their property values plunging, due to such reckless decisions. 

If any motivation for the agencies to clearcut the American River Parkway is being cloaked in a misplaced and deceptive need for 

erosion control to preserve next years budget levels, priorities need to be seriously revisited both economically and politically. 

Greg A. Meyer 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 2:51 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS; Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] RE: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact 

Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Importance: High 

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 9:10 AM 

To: Sutton, Drew <dsutton@geiconsultants.com> 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: FW: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Here is a public comment. 

Bailey Hunter 

Environmental Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

From: Candice Heinz <candinoelle@hotmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 3:19 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and 

Appendices 

Hello, 
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PLEASE FIND ATTACHED (PDF) MY OFFICIAL SUBMISSION OF PUBLIC COMMENT TO USACE AND DWR 

REGARDING: American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

The additional attachment (zipped PDF) is referred to within my comment letter. 

Thanks for your time! :) 

Candice Heinz 

candinoelle@hotmail.com 

2 

mailto:candinoelle@hotmail.com


 

     

 

 

             

  

  

 

  

 

              

 

  

  

     

 

      

       

   

               

 

    

             
  

             
       

            
   

               
              
               
    

From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 3:48 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American river project between Howe and watt on north 

side of river 

From: Katie Bellotti Porter <kbellotti@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 3:35 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] American river project between Howe and watt on north side of river 

Report and Appendices 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR) 
Comment Recipients: 

My comments focus on the lower American River projects of the draft SEIS/SEIR, 
particularly Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

I have serious concerns with the proposed project and the draft SEIS/SEIR 
environmental analysis. 

The American River Parkway is extremely valuable to me. My family and I walk to 
levee and trails multiple times a week we take refuge in the beautiful plants, 
trees, growth, and animal life we see it is a special retreat from the developed 
areas of Sacramento 
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I strongly question whether this “potential bank erosion” work is necessary along 
this section of the American River, and have concerns that the proposed 
approach of clearcut, bare banks during two years of construction followed by 
years of isolated, immature plantings, is just as likely to put us at risk in high 
water flows as no work at all. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential 
bank erosion concerns, and I do not see that the environmental analysis 
adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor provides adequate 
mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 
alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations of 
alternative methods on a much more fine-grained scale than simply the overall 
project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will 
remain “significant and unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (see California Public Resources 
Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 
requirement. The analysis of alternatives for a much more surgical, fine-grained 
approach (with less environmental impacts) are not presented. 

My specific concerns and comments include the following: 

The US Army Corp of Engineers should perform a more adequate environmental 
analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its 
subcomponents, and should not go forward with the subcomponents of 
Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 
alternative approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented.\ 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. 
These proposed decisions affect this irreplaceable treasure for generations to 
come, and should reflect the care that this treasure deserves. 

Thank you. 

Katie Bellotti Porter 
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Butterfield-Riviera	East 
Community Association

P.O.	Box 276274 
Sacramento, CA	 95827
Email: jmorgan1@ix.netcom.com 

February	 19,	2024 

Mr. Guy Romine
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Email: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 

Mr.	Josh 	Brown 
California Department of Water Resources,
Central Valley	 Flood	 Protection Board
Email: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject:	 Comments on Draft American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk
Management Project, Sacramento, California
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report	XIV 

Mr. Romine and Mr. Brown: 

I. Introduction

These are the comments of the Butterfield-Riviera East Community Association
(BRECA) on the Draft American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk
Management Project, Sacramento, California, Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV (DSEIS/SEIR). 

The	Butterfield-Riviera East Community Association (BRECA) is a membership
based community organization. Our goals are to promote citizen involvement and 
enhance the community. The boundaries of our association are the American River 
on the north, Folsom	 Blvd. on the south, the Mayhew Drain on the west, and Paseo
Rio	Way	(both	sides	of	the	street)	on	the	east. 

BRECA	 is located immediately upstream	 of the Contracts 3B and 4B area, in
particular 	Site	4-1. People from	 our	 area hike, bird-watch,	kayak	and 	canoe 	in	the 
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area. As such, we are greatly concerned with the work which is proposed for
Contracts 3B and 4B, which evidently would result in the loss of very many trees. 

We wish to thank the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers	 (Corps)	 and	 Central Valley	 Flood	
Protection	Board(CVFPB)/Department of Water Resources(DWR) for	 extending	 the	
public comment deadline from	 February 5 to February 23. That 	extension	greatly	 
improved our ability to submit meaningful comments. 

II.		Contract	3B 

a.		 Incomplete information presented and limited hydrologic	 modeling used to	 
determine areas of risk and	 work 

BRECA	 had and has a representative on the Lower American River Task Force
(LARTF) and 	it’s 	Bank	Protection	Working	Group (BPWG),	 the 	latter	 of	 which 	was 
responsible	 for	 the	 initial identification of	 the	 areas	 of	 work and	 initial project
design	 in	 Contract 3B. As such, we are aware to some extent of the process and
considerations involved. Unfortunately, this information was not made available to 
the 	broader 	public 	through 	the 	DSIES/SEIR or the two public meetings provided by 
the 	Corps.		 This	has	resulted	in	great 	consternation among residents in the areas of
Contract 3B as well as a proliferation of misinformation. It would benefit all 
concerned	if	the	final	 environmental documents added the hydrology,
geomorphology,	and	procedures that were 	involved 	in	identifying	the 	Contract	3B	 
areas 	as being high	risk.		 Also, it would be of value to compare and contrast the
Contract 3B area to	 the	 Contracts	 1	 and	 2	 areas. We 	believe 	that	in-person	public	
meetings should be held wherein technical experts are made available to respond to
questions and that one of those meetings should be a site visit. 

On	page 	4-151	 of	 the	 DSEIS/SEIR	 it states:
“The 	effects of the Proposed Action on water surface elevations were evaluated
using the Hydrologic Engineering Center’s River Analysis System	 (HEC-RAS) 
computer software. HEC-RAS performs one-dimensional steady flow, one- and 
two-dimensional unsteady flow calculations, sediment transport/mobile bed
calculations, and water temperature/water quality modeling.” 

A one-dimensional hydrologic model divides the river into a series of cross-sections
perpendicular 	to	river 	flow, and assumes that all of the water in a given	cross-
section has the same velocity. A	 two-dimensional model takes the cross sections 
and divides them	 into columns of water, which can have different velocities from	
other columns of water in the same cross section. However, it still assumes that all
of the water in a given column has the same velocity. A	 three-dimensional model
divides the columns into cells which could each have different velocities from	 other 
cells in the same column or other columns (1).	 

ARCF DSEIS BRECA	 Comments F.pdf 2 



	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 		 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	

	
	 	 	
	 	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	

	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	

	
	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	

	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
		 	

	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	

	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

		 	 	 	 	 	
	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	

The	three-dimensional model should be closest to reality. The assumption in the
one-dimensional model that all of the water in a given cross section has the same
velocity	 is	obviously	not 	true,	as	the	velocity	varies	both	by	lateral 	position	and	 
depth.	 In	the	two-dimensional models, the assumption	that 	all 	of	the	water	in	a 
given column has the same velocity is more subtly false as friction from	 the bed,
banks, berm, or levee side will slow the adjacent water, as will friction and
turbulence from	 trees. The main justification for using a one- or	 two-dimensional 
model is that the amount of computations needed for the higher dimension models
increases	exponentially.		 

It	is our 	understanding	that	when	the	BPWG	assessed 	various 	areas of 	the	Lower 
American River levee system	 to be 	of 	high 	risk	of 	failure,	it	was 	based 	upon	a	two-
dimensional hydrologic model. It is apparent from	 the above quote that the Corps 
has	continued	with	 one- and two-dimensional modeling in it’s work. 

Recently, with the advances of available computing speed and power, three-
dimensional modeling of river systems has become more common. 

For example, recent research	 articles used a	 three-dimensional hydrodynamic
model of a portion of the Lower American River downstream	 of the Contract 3B
area. These articles arrived 	at	the 	conclusion	that	the 	presence 	of 	trees 	along	the 
banks 	of 	the 	river 	reduced 	the 	velocity 	and bed 	shear	 stress of	the	 river near the	 
banks and 	increased 	the 	velocity 	and bed 	shear	 stress in the middle of the river 
channel compared to the same model without trees (2,	 3).		These results	 lead to a	 
couple of questions concerning the hydrologic modeling involved in the Contract 3B
proposal. 

First, were	 trees	 represented	 in the	 hydrologic	 models used by 	the 	Corps,	and	if	so,	 
how was this accomplished? 

Second,	would	the	Corps	and/or	it’s	partners	be	willing	to	pause	the	project 	and	 
rerun the assessment of risk of erosion using a three-dimensional hydrologic model
with 	trees? If not,	why	not? 

b.		 Incomplete information presented and limited 	hydrologic modeling used to	 
determine project designs 

As stated above, BRECA	 had a representative on the LARTF and BPWG.
Consequently we are aware of some of the evolution of project designs of Contract
3B. However, this information was not made available to the public in the
DSEIS/SEIR or either of the Corps’ public meetings.		 As above, we believe that the
Corps	 should	 hold	 in-person public meetings to facilitate public understanding of
the 	designs. We 	encourage 	the 	Corps and 	CVFPB/DWR to include this information 
in	the	final 	environmental documents. Similar questions arise to those cited above. 
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First, were trees represented in the hydrologic models used by the Corps for
refining designs, and if so, how was this accomplished? 

Second,	would	the	Corps	and/or 	it’s	partners	be	willing	to 	pause 	the 	project	and
rerun refinement of designs using a three-dimensional hydrologic model? If not,	
why 	not? 

Finally, were designs considered which did not involve the placement of large
amounts of rock (see for example reference 4),	and	why	were	those	designs	
rejected? 

c. Lack of information on impact on trees of Contract 3B 

One of the great shortcomings of the DSEIS/SEIR is the lack of information of the
impact on trees of Contract 3B. Summary information on tree losses was presented
by Corps Project Manager Amanda Barlow at the LARTF meeting on 12-12-23. The	
information presented indicated that the 95% designs would involve the removal of
685 trees, the majority (522) in the Site 4-1	 area.	 While	 we	applaud	the	progress	of	 
the 	Corps 	and it’s partners in reducing the impacts as project designs evolved,	we	
strongly	 feel that further	 progress	 in	 this	 regard	 is	 needed.		 

Also, much more information needs	to be 	presented 	in	the documents.		Ideally,	this	 
should	 include	 an	 arborist’s	 report of all	trees 	in	the 	project	areas,	including	 
whether they are to be removed or	not,	their 	geographic	location,	species	and	size.		
Also, a summary table showing species of trees, size range of trees, total numbers of
trees to be left in place and total numbers of trees to be removed would be most
useful. Finally, maps of the locations of trees to be left in place or removed would
also be most useful. This sort of information seems to us to be required by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)	and	California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). 

d. Folsom	 Blvd. (Pepper	Oaks)	 Staging Area 

One 	of 	the 	staging	areas 	proposed 	for 	Contract	3B	work	is 	private 	property.		 It	is 
shown	 on	 DSEIS/SEIR	 p.	 3-30,	 Figure	 3.5.2-3	 and 	p.	3-37,	 Figure	 3.5.2-10	 as 
adjoining	Folsom	 Blvd. It	is 	identified 	in	the	text,	p.	3-49,	 as 	being	 near Pepper	Oaks	 
Dr. Actually it is located at	9425 Folsom	 Blvd., opposite	the	Butterfield	Light 	Rail 
Station. This property has been of considerable interest to BRECA	 in the past 
because 	it	 is within the BRECA	 area and has been the subject of various proposals
for development. BRECA	 strongly supports the placement of an urban park in this
area.		In	particular,	we 	wish to 	see 	the 	large 	trees 	surrounding	house and 	out	 
buildings be 	incorporated 	into	the	park.		 We 	see no 	reason	why 	this 	could 	not	be 
accommodated, as it concerns a small area of the parcel. Some questions: 
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Does the Corps have a contract or other agreement with the current owners
concerning	using	this	area	as	a	staging	area? 		If	not, what mechanism	 is 
contemplated? 

Is 	the	Corps 	willing	to	guarantee	that	the	large	trees 	surrounding	the	house	on	the	
property will not be cut down or otherwise damaged by the property’s use as a 
staging	 area? If not,	why	not? 

III.	Contract	4B 

The main	question	about	contract	4B	is: Why	is	it 	in	the	DSEIS/SEIR	at 	all? The	 
proposal is so incompletely described as to make it impossible to make more than
generic comments. Two figures purported to portray the activities that would be
undertaken,	Figures 3.5.2-11	 and	 3.5.2-12	 (text	 p.	3-42),	 are	 nowhere	 to	 be	 found.	
Even	the	Table	of Contents skips from	 Figure 3.5.2-10	 to	 Figure	 3.5.2-13.	 Further,	
this proposal has NOT been presented at any LARTF or BPWG meeting that we are 
aware 	of.		There 	is 	not	even	summary information on how many trees would be 
impacted. This proposal should be removed from	 the final document and
recirculated when there is adequate information for people to comment on	it. 

That being said, consider as a generic comments and questions on	Contract 4B 	all of	 
the comments and questions on	Contract 	3B above 	in	sections IIa,	IIb,	and IIc.		 
Please	respond	with	specifics	for	Contract 4B. 

IV. Miscellaneous comments 

a. Aesthetics and Visual Resources: Long term	 impact significant 

On	page ES-12, under the row Aesthetics and Visual Resources for American River
Erosion Contract 3B North and South, Contract 4B, SRMS and ARMS, it is	indicated	
that long term	 impacts under CEQA	 are “less than significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated”	and 	under 	NEPA	 are “less than significant.” The same assessments 
are 	also 	presented 	on	p.	4-141	 in	 Table	 4.3.1-2, Impacts 3.1-a and 	3.1-c.		 We 	disagree 
strongly with these assessments. Indeed, the assessments in the cited tables are 
inconsistent 	with	the	text 	of	the DSEIS/SEIR. On p. 4-144, under American River 
Erosion Contract 4B, it states: “Even though there will be an attempt to save every
native tree impacted at the American River Erosion Contract 4B site, the possible
need to remove heritage oaks would create long term	 significant and unavoidable
impacts.” 

Both 	Contracts 3B and 4B have the potential to remove large heritage trees that are
more than 100 years old. While small trees may be planted near the site to replace 
these 	trees,	they 	will	not	achieve 	the size	 of	 the	 large	 trees	 for	 decades or	centuries.		
The aesthetics of large trees are quite different from	 those of small trees. Hence the 
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long term	 effect is significant under both CEQA	 and NEPA. This should be
acknowledged 	in	 tables and 	text	 in	 the 	final environmental document. 

b. Table of Vegetation Impacts out of date 

On	p.	4-195	 of	 the	 DSEIS/SEIR,	 Table	 4.4.1-4 sets forth the “Vegetation Impacts for 
ARCF GRR SEIS – Proposed Action.” If the title is accurate, these are the vegetation
impacts as identified in the General Reevaluation Report from	 2016 (GRR).		
However, the	 proposed	 actions	 in the	 DSEIS/SEIR differ substantially from	 the
proposed actions in the GRR. Hence, the table is misleading and inaccurate. It 
should	 be	 replaced	 with	 a table	 that reflects the impacts of the proposed actions in
the 	DSEIS/SEIR. 

c. Future maintenance of launchable rock 

Some of the designs of erosion protection involve launchable rock. Some questions 
arise:	 Which	organization	would	be	responsible	for	repair	should 	a	flood 	event	 
occur	which	resulted	in	the	launching	of	the	rock? What	exactly 	would 	this 	consist	 
of? And, how would it be financed? 

One 	additional	point: 	it	would be 	of 	interest	to 	see 	if 	there 	is 	precedent	for 	the 
launching	of 	the 	rock	and 	how	it	turned	 out. Pictures	 would	 be	 helpful. 

d.	 Cultural and	 Tribal Resources 

In	table	ES-1,	 p.	 ES-28, it indicates CEQA	 impacts to cultural and tribal resources to
be significant and unavoidable. Further in the document, in Tables 4.5.1-1	 and	
4.5.1-2	 (p.	 4-225	 and	 4-226) it indicates that these effects are due to the American
River Mitigation Site (ARMS) proposal. The texts of the main report and Appendix B
generally	do a good job of describing why there is an impact. However, they 	do not	 
include	any	information on the required	 consultation of	the	Corps	with	Cultural 	and	 
Tribal entities regarding this proposal. Such information should be added in the 
final environmental document. 

e.		Organization	of	pages	inconsistent 

Looking at the	 Table	 of	 Contents	 (pp.	ii	and 	iii),	we	find 	inconsistent	and 	confusing	 
numbering of pages. Whereas most chapters have the format chapter number-page	
number, beginning with page 1 (e.g. 1-1,	 3-1,	5-1	 etc.),	two	of	the	chapters	deviate	
from	 this. Chapter 2 begins with page 2-8,	 proceeds	 to	 2-9,	 then	 reverts	 to	 2-1	
followed	 by	 2-3.	 The actual pages in the document are consistent with this page
numbering. Very confusing. Also, Chapter 4 begins with page 4-108	 instead	 of	 4-1.	 
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Possibly some technology has baffled the authors of	the	DSEIS/SEIR.		This	should	be	
remedied in the final environmental document. 

f.		Organization	of	appendices confusing 

In the .pdf documents made available to the public on the Corps’ web site, Appendix
B is found in the .pdf document labeled as “draft SIES-SEIR report.” However, all 
other appendices are found in a .pdf document labeled as 	“draft	SEIS-SEIR 
appendices.” The appendices document lacks Appendix B. This has caused 
considerable	confusion,	as	people	have	reported	searching	in	vain	in	the	 appendices
.pdf for Appendix B. Another problem	 this has created is that people looking in the
main report .pdf have gone to the end of the .pdf	 document in search of Chapters	 6	
through 10, and found only the end of chapter 5. This is because Appendix B ends	 
with Chapter 5. All in all, this arrangement has confused many people, and should
be modified in the final environmental document. 

V. Concluding remarks 

We greatly appreciate the enormous efforts that have gone into the identification of 
areas 	of risk of	 levee	 failure	 at 160,000	 cubic	 feet per	 second	 of	 flow in the	 Lower	
American River, as well as the refinements to design that reduce the impacts on
habitat 	and	 vegetation,	especially	trees.		None-the-less, the remaining impacts are
quite	large:	some 685 trees are likely to be removed in Contract 3B and an unknown
number in Contract 4B. It seems to us that the advancing technology, in particular
the deployment of three-dimensional hydrodynamic models capable	of	including	
trees,	call	for 	a	pause	and reevaluation of	 the	 risks	 and	 designs	 set forth	 in the	 
DSEIS/SEIR. Also, it would be desirable to re-activate 	the BPWG and 	involve 	it	in	 
said reevaluation. Likewise, greater efforts should be made to reach out to the
general	public	in	the	reevaluation.	 It would be a great shame to lose so many trees
along our State and Federally protected Wild and Scenic Lower American River if
such	 losses	 are	 not,	 in	 fact, justified.	 

Thank 	you	for	your	attention	to	these	considerations. 

========================= 
References: 
1. Glock,K. et al. (2019) Comparison of Hydrodynamics Simulated by 1D, 2D and 3D
Models 	Focusing	on	Bed 	Shear 	Stresses.		Water 	11,	226. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/w11020226
2. Flora, K, Santoni, C & Khosronejad A	 (2021) Numerical Study on the Effect	of
Bank Vegetation on the Hydrodynamics of the American River under Flood
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===================== 
James Morgan, BRECA	 Secretary 

Gay Jones, BRECA	 Chair. 
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FROM THE DESK OF 

ASSEMBLYMEMBER LLOYD LEVINE (RET.) 

February 19, 2024 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 
1325 J Street, Floor 1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing today to express my grave concerns regarding the recent and future work planned and 
overseen by the US Army Corps of Engineers along the American River Parkway. I absolutely understand 
the need for levee reinforcement – I live in the flood zone – but believe there must be a way to balance 
the need for levee improvements and flood safety with the excising environmental sensitivity and 
recreational benefits the river and parkway provide. 

While I am not an engineer, as a former California Legislator, I understand the need to balance 
competing imperatives from public safety to the environment, to community and public preference. The 
work completed recently between Glen Hall Park and the Guy West appears, to all reasonable 
observers, to have paid scant, if any, attention to the environmental impacts, habitat loss or aesthetic/ 
recreational aspects of the river. It appears there was no balancing competing interests. 

I respectfully request the Corps employ a far more nuanced, environmentally and aesthetically thought-
out approach for all future work on the American River levees, specifically and most immediately 
American River Erosion Contracts 3B North, 3B South, and 4B. 

Nearly 8 million people – including myself –  use the parkway each year, from avid runners, to families, 
hikers, bird watchers, rafters, kayakers, cyclists and many more. The river and parkway are an oasis in 
the city, a nearby sanctuary where people can safely exercise and enjoy nature within just a few miles of 
where they live and work. The work proposed will dramatically and irrevocably damage the natural 
beauty of the parkway. 

As I understand them, American River Erosion Contracts 3B North, 3B South, and 4B include removing 
hundreds, if not thousands more trees and other changes will destroy the habitat of numerous species 
that make their homes along the river. With the availability of computer modeling, I think it should be 
possible to simulate the impacts of various #ow rates and river levels to identify potential vulnerabilities 
and create a workplan that addresses those vulnerabilities. Further, I would think there must be other 
construction techniques that can be performed in a way that doesn’t require removing nearly every 
single tree for several miles along both sides of the river. 

The objective should be to remove as few trees as possible and have the least impact as possible. 
However, it appears that rather than work around existing nature and fully mature trees the Corps 
simply eliminated nearly everything along the river. Continuing that approach is unacceptable to me 
and to the millions of people who utilize the bike trail and nature area every year. 
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Again, I respectfully request the Corps take a much more nuanced, balanced, and sensitive approach to 
the upcoming work and that you explore every option possible to achieve the #ood protection necessary 
while protecting the wildlife, natural lands, mature trees, recreational aspects and majestic beauty of 
the urban wild area. If we could land a man on the moon with 1969 technology, surely, we can do far, 
far better than we did on the recently completed American River levee work. 

Respectfully, 

Lloyd Levine 

Cc: 
Congresswoman Doris Matsui 
Governor Gavin Newsom 
Lieutenant Governor Eleni Kounalakis 
Senator Angelique Ashby 
Senator Roger Niello 
Assemblymember Josh Hoover 
Assemblymember Kevin McCarty 
SAFCA Boardmembers 
Supervisor Phil Serna 
Mayor Darrell Steinberg 



To: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil 

Cc: PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Bcc: AmRivTrees@gmail.com 

Subject: Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 2016 Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 

2023 Report and Appendices  

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR): 

My comments focus on the lower American River components of the draft SEIS/SEIR, particularly 

Contracts 3B, and 4A and 4B. 

The American River Parkway and its woods and wildlife are extremely valuable to me. 

I do not support the devastating methods being proposed to address potential streambank erosion 

concerns. In fact, I do not see adequate justification for the claim that these highly destructive actions 

are “necessary” for (or would even actually improve) flood safety along this section of the American 

River. 

I am writing to insist that the US Army Corp of Engineers perform a more appropriate environmental 

analysis of the significant impacts of the proposed project and its subcomponents, and not go forward 

with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE 

approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is presented. 

I do not see that the environmental analysis adequately characterizes the significant impacts, nor 

provides adequate mitigation to consider them mitigated to insignificant, nor considers all feasible 

alternatives to supposed “unavoidable” impacts, including considerations at a much more fine-grained 

scale than simply the overall project. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even where impacts will remain “significant and 

unavoidable” after mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated 

(California Public Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). The draft SEIS/SEIR has not met that 

requirement. The analysis of alternative methods for a much more surgical, fine-grained approach are 

not presented. Such alternative methods would result in far less environmental damage. 

The decision to use a miles-long, continuous set of launchable rock toes and trenches – and adding this 

type of “revetment” EVERYWHERE there was no prior revetment – introduces a compounding set of 

significant adverse impacts, including the need for large earthmoving equipment, massive amounts of 

rocks, a hundred trucks per day, adding damage to roads and levees, putting equipment staging areas in 

parks and beside elementary schools, an increased need for mitigation, and the unaccounted for loss of 

additional trees due to “access ramps” that are known to be needed but have not been shown in the 

draft SEIS/SEIR, making it impossible for the public to know the full loss of trees or the exact trees that 
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would be saved vs. lost. This is unacceptable. A full range of other design choices have not been 

meaningfully presented that could have very different and less significant impacts. 

Further, the use of jagged quarry rock from unspecified source(s) has not been adequately evaluated for 

the possibility of asbestos-containing composition, such as the serpentine rock common in the 

surrounding foothills. Installation of hundreds of truckloads per day of such rocks and the associated 

dust within a quarter mile of a school has not been addressed in the SEIS/SEIR. 

Air quality impacts are not adequately addressed. The toxic air pollution impacts of diesel trucks used 

and staged near O.W. Erlewine Elementary School has not been adequately addressed. For 

California/CEQA, diesel exhaust particulate matter (Diesel PM) is an identified carcinogen, with a cancer 

potency value from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). In the age 

group 2 to 16 years old, children are three times more sensitive to a carcinogen like Diesel exhaust than 

adults.  (Between third trimester and 2 years old, they are 10 times more sensitive). The proposed 

project is large with 100 daily truck trips at each restoration site with staging areas adjacent to 

residences and schools. Mitigation Measure AIR-3 of the SEIR requires using on-road haul trucks to be 

equipped with 2010 or newer engines. However, trucks are already required to be 2010 or newer under 

the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Truck and Bus Regulation, so the mitigation is not adding 

anything beyond existing law. The mitigation measures need to require these trucks to be much cleaner, 

and less carcinogenic for the local population, and especially children.  Trucks should be 2014 or newer 

or, better yet, electric. Under CEQA, where impacts will remain significant and unavoidable after 

mitigation, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be incorporated (California Public 

Resources Code§ 21081; 14 CCR§ 15126.2(b)). 

Further, although construction of the Project would occur over two years, each site may have over 100 

daily truck trips at each location that would travel through residential communities. The SEIS/SEIR claims 

“less than significant” impacts of air pollutant on sensitive receptors.  However, OEHHA’s risk guidance 

recommends assessing cancer risks for construction projects lasting longer than two months (OEHHA, 

p.8-18). As the lead agency, USACE should have prepared a construction health risk assessment (HRA) 

for the Project. This way, the lead agency can provide substantial evidence on the record that the 

Project would not expose residences to Diesel PM emissions that would result in a significant health 

impact. This has not been provided. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Contract 3B, extends east from Howe Ave, to the Mayhew 

Drain. USACE plans to bulldoze over 500 trees on the 3B-south side alone of the American River Parkway 

for “potential bank erosion” protection. The USACE claim that this protection is necessary is based on 

minimal, overgeneralized, and often highly subjective and/or out-of-date information and modeling, and 

very little empirical data. Subjective expert opinions were used, and were often inconsistent among 

different sources, and some may have been based on pre-slurry wall levee conditions. I do not see 

adequate support for the USACE claim that this extension and the proposed streambank “erosion” 

control methods are needed for flood safety in this zone. 



Based on the data and modeling available with the draft SEIS/SEIR and the incorporated 2016 General 

Reevaluation Report (GRR), there is insufficient evidence justifying the significant impacts. While 

seepage is mentioned for other reaches, it is valuable to keep in mind that for Contract 3B, the data 

presented show no seepage risk for this zone (neither for through-seepage or under-seepage, especially 

after the 60 feet deep or more slurry cutoff walls were added to the levees years ago); and there is 

inadequate evidence for any urgent erosion issues. The USACE erosion analysis overgeneralizes the need 

based on limited data, and fails to account for the erosion-resistant Fair Oaks formation. The modeling 

of velocities at the levee during peak water flows used out-of-date models that likely did not adequately 

account for the protective effect of trees in slowing the flow velocities at the edges, which protects the 

levees. Advanced modern modeling recently conducted on other segments of the lower American River 

demonstrates the protective effect of trees when included in the models. I strongly question whether 

this Project is necessary along this section of the American River. This calls into question whether the 

environmental impacts can be deemed “significant unavoidable” when the need for the work has not 

been demonstrated by either appropriate modeling or empirical data.  

Further, I believe the USACE approach to destroy miles of intact trees and vegetation (which currently 

provide self-renewing natural armoring of the levees and banks), and then to leave behind denuded, 

bare dirt banks and “planting benches”, for a minimum of 2 years during construction -- followed by 

many more years of immature, isolated plantings – could actually make us more vulnerable, not less. 

The proposed approach is just as likely to put us at risk in high water flows as no work at all. We have yet 

to see how the bulldozed areas around Sacramento State University and Paradise Beach (parts of prior 

Erosion Control Projects), will fare in high water flows. (We understand a recent revetment area under a 

prior contract suffered damage during the far-from-peak-design flows during the 2023 storms). 

Furthermore, there is acknowledged concern that if high flows were to cause the installed launchable 

rocks toes and trenches to “launch” as designed, that the on-site “planting benches” may be lost as well, 

exposing riprap and/or leaving the banks bare of vegetation and vulnerable to erosion. Yet there has 

been no follow-through on prior and current requests for a commitment regarding repair and replanting 

in such events. 

I strongly oppose the “brute force” bulldozing methods the Army Corps proposes along 4 more miles of 

the Wild and Scenic American River (designated for its outstandingly remarkable values, ORVs, for 

recreation and fish), and which would extend into a “Protected Area” of the American River Parkway 

Plan, so designated due to its sensitive and mature riparian habitat, vital for human recreational use, 

aesthetic and visual character, and for sustaining the Parkway’s wildlife. A “surgical approach”, not miles 

of bulldozing, is the only acceptable option, and only where data justify the need. 

I object to the irreplaceable loss of rare, wild vistas and aesthetics in this pristine area of the Parkway; 

and the long-term loss of quality and access for recreation (hiking, dog walking, fishing, picnics, kayak 

and canoe access, paddle board access, bird and wildlife viewing, photography, solitude, a respite for 

mental health, and many other uses) for miles along the river’s edge. Riprap will make river access 

dangerous along long stretches of the river, and make recreation difficult, if not impossible, for miles – 

not to mention that it is just plain UGLY! 



The SEIS/SEIR fails to recognize, let alone mitigate for, the impacts to most recreational features except 

the bike trail. In particular, the environmental impact analysis has not adequately addressed the loss of 

dozens of unofficial, but much loved small beaches, riverside access trails, and rare shaded trails. These 

miles of habitat destruction threaten the wildlife corridor that is vital to sustain our astonishing wildlife 

in an urban area (otters, owls, beavers, bald eagles, deer, migratory birds, cavity-nesting birds, and 

more) highly valued by recreational Parkway users. This is inconsistent with the provisions of the 

secretarial designation of the Lower American River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Federal 

Register, Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). In classifying the Lower American River as “an outstandingly 

remarkable recreation waterway,” the Heritage Conservation Service noted that “the American River 

Parkway is one of the most unique stretches of public parkland in the country because of the close 

proximity of its natural and recreational features to the urban environment of Sacramento and adjoining 

communities.” Among the values noted was “lush riparian growth that includes walnut, oak, 

cottonwood and sycamore trees.” Part of what makes this “riparian hardwood strip” so valuable for 

recreation is that “the riparian vegetation is carefully protected”. The US Interior Department and the 

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service noted that the protections for values such as “scenic, 

water quality, free-flowing condition and natural character, geologic, historic, fish and wildlife,” all “link 

to create an aesthetic environment intrinsic to the overall recreational value of designated rivers.” Thus, 

any long-term impacts to the mature riparian forests of the Lower American River would directly affect 

the INTRINSIC conditions which make the Lower American River a State and Federal Wild and Scenic 

River. In the 2016 GRR comment responses, the Corps said they would minimize impacts to vegetation, 

but stretches near River Park were basically clearcut. Will the Contract 3B area be clearcut too? 

I believe that Sacramento Regional Parks and the National Park Service need to make a determination of 

“inconsistency” with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and impose strong conditions that require the Army 

Corps to find more targeted and less destructive alternatives, rather than the devastation that is being 

proposed for Contract 3B. 

I object to the extreme destruction of over 500 trees in Contract 3B-south alone, including potentially 

heritage oaks over 200 or 300 years old -- older than California and some older than our nation -- which 

studies suggest will never again reestablish that longevity over the jagged, quarry riprap installed with a 

cover of a few feet of lifeless soil. 

The cumulative effects with this new project, Contract 3B, would bring the total length of American 

River banks damaged by USACE erosion control projects to almost 11 miles of the Parkway, including 

some of the most wilderness-quality miles of the lower American River. 

The American River Parkway provides wilderness-quality natural and recreational opportunities, 

involving little cost or travel, for people of all income levels, ethnicities, and walks of life. Family picnics 

on small points and beaches are extremely popular in this area. The proposed methods would eliminate 

these locations that are accessible to disadvantaged populations. This environmental justice (EJ) impact 

has not been adequately addressed in the environmental analysis. 



The permanent impacts to recreation, vegetation, wildlife, shaded fish habitat, aesthetics and vistas are 

not “less than significant” nor are they “mitigated to less than significant”. When there are “significant 

unavoidable” impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible measures be used to reduce the impacts. The draft 

SEIS/SEIR does not meet that requirement. 

If erosion “spot fixes” are needed at some locations, then less destructive alternative methods should be 

used, including the use of smaller equipment, and nature-based solutions (such as in-place use of 

existing stabilizing vegetation, and bio-technical techniques, encouraged by the National Park Service, 

that retain and integrate the existing trees and vegetation). These alternative methods were not 

adequately evaluated. 

This and ALL future erosion control projects must be required to have a more targeted analysis and 

approach. 

The US Army Corp of Engineers needs to reevaluate the design choices that result in what are deemed 

“significant unavoidable” environmental impacts, and develop more surgical, fine-grained alternative 

methods for project subcomponents; then conduct an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts 

of the revised project and its subcomponents; and then proceed if and only if justifiable need is found. 

In particular, the project should not go forward with the subcomponents of Contracts 3B and 4, until a 

much MORE TARGETED and LESS DESTRUCTIVE approach to Erosion Control Projects 3B and 4 is 

presented. In addition, all heritage oaks must be retained and protected. 

The American River Parkway is often called the “Crown Jewel of Sacramento”. In 2012 it was designated 

a “Regional Treasure”. The Contract 3B actions move into a zone designated a “Protected Area” under 

the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed actions under USACE Contract 3B affect this protected 

and irreplaceable regional treasure for generations to come, and should reflect the far greater care that 

this treasure deserves. 

Please consider my comments and those of the many other Sacramento Area residents who strongly 

oppose this project! 

Thank you, 

 

Sandra Julee Starkey 

E. Sacramento, CA 

 



  

   

       

       

       

 

 

   
 

      
     

    
    

   
     

   
    

    
    

  

 

       

   

 

From: Barbara Domek <barbjsd@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2024 10:32 AM 

To: ARCF_SEIS; publiccommentarcf16@water.ca.gov 

Cc: ARCF_SEIS; PublicCommentARCF16@water.ca.gov 

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Regarding American River Common Features (ARCF) 

2016 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) – December 2023 Report and Appendices 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status: Flagged

 Dear US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Dept. of Water Resources (DWR), 

The Army Corps of Engineers has itself produced publications on methods of erosion control that work with nature 
(Engineering With Nature, "EWN") which are proven to be viable and effective nature-based solutions that retain 
ecological biosystems and natural environments, yet these methods are not being used on the American River project in 
Sacramento. As you know, there ARE better environmental ways than using the outdated techniques of bulldozing and 
riprap launchable rock toes. These severe and destructive methods completely obliterate the irreplaceable mature natural 
riparian habitat along the riverbank, but you know there is a better way. Please modify the project plan to use methods 
that incorporate "Engineering With Nature" techniques which will preserve and protect our precious natural environment 
along this Wild and Scenic Lower American River corridor. 

Please view the following three presentations produced by "Save the American River Parkway". The first presentation 
addresses the issue of engineering and hydrology impacts, the second presentation discusses proven alternative 
methods that are nature-based and leave precious habitat intact, and the last presentation addresses the issue of human 
mental health and nature's beneficial effect on our wellbeing. 

The links to these three excellent presentations are attached below. 

youtu.be/QcGKiu94w2g?si=LjgOjIzdAG5euODj 

Concerns with USACE's Work on the Amercian 

River: Community Roundtable 

youtu.be/wV5TzghzvGE?si=iMmaZgSVAJXzKSfY 
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USACE work on the American River: We Need 

Nature Based Solutions! 

Mental Health Concerns with USACE & Amercian River Community Roundtable 

Mental Health Concerns with USACE & 

Amercian River Community Roundtable 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Domek 
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From: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 4:14 PM 

To: Sutton, Drew 

Cc: publiccommentARCF16@water.ca.gov; ARCF_SEIS 

Subject: [EXT] FW: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway 'project'.... 

From: seviml@aol.com <seviml@aol.com> 

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 4:02 PM 

To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 

Subject: Re: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway 'project'.... 

Thank you so much for your reply. I have copied and pasted my comment below....you'll see it 

when you scroll down. Again, thanks! sevim 

On Monday, February 26, 2024 at 03:48:34 PM PST, ARCF_SEIS <arcf_seis@usace.army.mil> wrote: 

1
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From: seviml@aol.com <seviml@aol.com> 
S nt: Tuesday, February 20, 2024 2:05 PM 
To: ARCF_SEIS <ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil> 
Subj ct: [Non-DoD Source] American River Parkway 'project'.... 

Sevim Larsen 
4104 Crondall Drive 

Sacramento, CA 95864 
916 484-0326 (Sacramento) 916 761-2177 (cell) 

SEVIML@aol.com 
To: Whom It DOES Concern 
From: Sevim Larsen 
Date: February 2024 
Re: Proposal of Project along The American River Parkway East of Watt 

I have lived in my home, which backs up to the American River Parkway near the Estates Dr. Access Gate, since 1979. I cherish its 
location and we chose this particular home because of its proximity to the Parkway. Walks along the Parkway have provided 
‘healing’ through the years. We thrilled to the marvels of the trees bursting out in blossoms in the Spring & the brilliant falling leaves of 
Fall. Ah, the changing of seasons! The Parkway provides health benefits to those of us facing aging, some in wheel chairs, as well as 
those training for Marathon & Iron Man Competitions. It’s the perfect place for ‘movement’ along with quiet contemplation to 
appreciate life’s gifts as well as challenges, uninterrupted by motor traffic and the rush of city life. Hundreds of people use the Parkway 
behind my home daily, not just the joggers but those walking their dogs & pushing strollers. The Jesuit and Rio Americano Track Teams 
use the Parkway to run/practice daily. It’s a case of ‘One Size Fits All’! 

I feel certain it would be found that there is less obesity, crime and depression/mental illness in communities where populations have 
access to nearby natural recreation areas. 

Some years ago there was a large project to strengthen the levy behind my home. It included small and heavy equipment working 
adjacent to my property. Their vibrations caused cracks in my ceilings and around my cabinets. And the diesel fumes (from early 
morning until late in the day) were ever present in my home despite dual pane windows. At times I felt that the vibrations of the 
equipment working on the project would shake my home off its foundation. Damage was done and I put in a claim…. And when I 
asked one of the Supervisors to please come to see the damage, one of his pieces of construction equipment went by and my whole 
house shook. He was frightened that we were having a significant earthquake. He was shocked when I said that this type of ‘ 
movement’ typically went on all day, every day. I recently called my insurance company regarding coverage should there be damage 
from the proposed project. Their answer was that they could not answer my questions until I filed a claim (hopefully unnecessary). So, I 
will take dozens of photos ‘before’ and then see what the ‘after’ will be. My contractor will be crawling under the house to take photos of 
the foundation and joists before the project begins and again afterward. You really do need to be cognizant of potential damage and try 
to mitigate where heavy equipment is operated, minimizing the time and types of vibrations that do the most damage. 

I would presume that MAX flood control measures have been completed UP River to lessen water flows before they reach us?? It 
should be noted that the huge inundations of February 1998 (I think that was the year) brought raging waters to the top of the levy 
behind my home… but they did not breach it! And it s also should be noted that we navigated our neighborhood in rafts and canoes 
due to water rising up to our front doors. However, the water did not come from the river, it came from insufficient storm sewers that 
could not handle that amount of water. We were in more danger from runoff from the concrete streets and driveways than from the 
river which had natural disrupters such as trees to slow down the waters and hold the soil. Subsequent work has been done to support 
the levies, provide spillways etc to lessen the danger of storm waters reaching the populated areas near Estates Drive and Watt 
Avenue. Perhaps, unless the storm sewers are updated to handle flow, funds would be better spent to protect our properties by 
addressing the storm sewers before the river areas. And the ‘hard scape’ back yard being proposed by this project will only 
exacerbate the dangers of faster moving water rather than it being slowed down by the natural habitat….and the ability of the porous 
river soil to absorb water. All of this should be taken into account before a project such as this is approved. 

As a side note, those of us on Crondall hear much more Hwy 50 traffic noise since it was widened years ago and is now being widened 
further to handle increased traffic from development upstream….which equals more concrete, more air and noise pollution & more 
water runoff. 

Projects such as the one proposed for our neighborhood will not only provide an unhealthy environment for those of us with heart or 
other health issues but have a major impact on the health and life expectancies of children as well. The quality of the air & stability of 
soil provided by trees will be lost if dozens or hundreds of trees are destroyed. And please note that trees provide natural arbors for 
shade/cooling in an area which continues to experience record heat in the summer. Hardscape will reflect more heat and lead to 
more warming in the area. And of course the natural habitats of our beloved ‘animal neighbors’ will be lost. (Birds feast on 
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mosquitos that bring disease etc) How to you intend to account for the great loss of riparian habitat?? The list of the benefits of 
natural habitat is long! And even if many more trees are ‘saved’ vs the original proposal, just the heavy equipment around the root 
systems of the remaining heritage trees will cause slow and painful deaths! (Slow for the trees, painful for the users of the Parkway) 

Decisions on this project should not be taken lightly and only after sufficient review & discussion by ALL of the parties. The positive 
AND negative need to be addressed for the well being of the general population and not just for those eager to put their name on a big 
project in order to earn promotions or negotiate contracts to maximize profits. 

Everyone in the decision making process must be made available to address each and every question & concern posed. 

I know there are others who will be in contact regarding the technical and scientific aspects. I wish to be on record regarding the 
detriments to our community that outweigh the benefits of the project as it is planned now. 

Let’s get to work to make it more palatable for all those who use and live along the Parkway. 

Nature has given us a spectacular gift for all ages that enhances the livability of the entire region, now and hopefully for generations to 
come. Let’s protect it…please! 

Respectfully, 
sevim larsen 

ps I was a licensed real estate agent for 25 years before my retirement. The project that is presently being proposed will affect the 
value of my property in a negative and permanent way. This neighborhood has maintained good value not only because of its 
proximity to services but mostly due to the beauty and proximity (and health benefits) of our verdant Parkway. 

pps I made a sizeable contribution to have a ‘bench’ placed along the parkway in memory of my late husband. It is located along the 
bike trail where Estates Drive intersects the bike trail. I trust that the benches will remain in place. Please advise. 

sevim larsen 

SEVIML@aol.com 
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From: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB 

Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2024 11:32 AM 

To: Calles, Jennifer@CVFPB 

Subject: Fw: regarding the erosion control project Contract 3B on the American River Parkway. 

Attachments: erosion by CSUS.jpg; Erosion by Paradise Beach.jpg; habitat comparison.jpg; River 

Signage.jpg; USACE EWN Dry Creek.jpg; USACE EWN Pajaro River.jpg 

From: Barbara Domek <barbjsd@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:15 PM 

To: Knapp, Jonah@CVFPB <Jonah.Knapp@cvflood.ca.gov>; Lief, Chris@CVFPB <Chris.Lief@cvflood.ca.gov> 

Subject: regarding the erosion control project Contract 3B on the American River Parkway. 

You don't often get email from barbjsd@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important 

As you know, the Army Corps of Engineers has a program in place called "Engineering With Nature" (EWN). I have 
attached images from the publication "America's Engineers" by the USACE with articles that demonstrate the USACE's 
ability to work with and retain nature within these types of erosion/flood control projects. I have also attached the link to 
the USACE's EWN website. There are engineers within the Army Corps that embrace this process, such as Army Corps 
Environmental Planning Chair Julie Beagle and EWN National Lead Dr. Todd Bridges. 

But in Sacramento, the Contract 3B plan is designed NOT to protect, preserve and work with the existing natural 
environment. But rather, it will destroy the riparian woodland along the American River, completely obliterating the 
recreational value, wildlife habitat, and beneficial climate properties of this precious and priceless gem unique to the city of 
Sacramento, for generations to come. Please reconsider the proposed project and incorporate the USACE's "Engineering 
With Nature" policies on this project. Sacramento could be a proving ground for this modern approach of working with 
nature. 

As you can see in the attached photos, there is already erosion occurring in the "Completed" sections near Sac State and 
Paradise Beach. Had some of the existing mature riparian ecosystem been left intact in these areas, this washing-away of 
soil that we now see happening during recent rainstorms would not have occurred. There is scientific evidence that 
mature trees and shrubs can reduce soil erosion such as this. 

Also, regarding Mr. Polk's statements about periods of high river flow, he did not mention the work on Folsom Dam which 
will reduce the need for those extremely high releases in the future during seasons of high precipitation, thus making this 
Contract 3B project as it is planned, unnecessary and obsolete in the future. The dam itself will provide more protection 
for the Wild and Scenic American River Parkway.

 My husband and I got engaged under the trees of the American River near the Guy West Bridge (that special spot is now 
obliterated forever by this project) nearly 40 years ago. We bought our home along the La Riviera Drive stretch of the 
American River specifically to be near this protected Wild and Scenic American River Parkway. We assumed that 
"protected" meant forever. We've seen the BIG floods, 1986 was a sight to see, but the mature riparian woodland held-up, 
the trees actually slowing the flow and binding the soil. Riprap will make the water's edge inaccessible and dangerous for 
people trying to fish or kayak. Our own children were raised exploring, respecting and loving the wild natural environment 
of the American River Parkway. The boys hiked 20 miles of the American River Parkway with their Boy Scout troop once 
on a hot Summer day, but thankfully the cool shade of the tree canopy protected them from the blazing sun. They are 
grown adults now, and we as a family, along with thousands of others, continue to cherish the natural ecosystem along 
the river, running on its shady paths, bicycling on the amazing bike trail, filming and photographing the beautiful scenery 
and wildlife, marveling at the salmon washed-up along the shore in the Fall, searching for Valley Elderberry Longhorn 
Beetles on the elderberry bushes, birdwatching the multitude of bird species, trying to spy a Swainson's Hawk, a Great-
Horned Owl, or even an elusive Bald Eagle! We continue to use the Parkway almost daily to excerise, de-stress and 
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connect with nature. If this project goes through as planned, this treasure will be gone forever, at least in my lifetime and 
for generations to come.

 I implore you, rather than using severe and destructive methods such as riprap and clear-cutting, use the proven and 
nature-based methods endorsed by your own program of "Engineering With Nature". You know there ARE alternative and 
more targeted ways of stabilizing areas prone to erosion, while leaving other stable areas of woodland intact. The Wild 
and Scenic Lower American River Parkway must be preserved, and this CAN be done while also ensuring erosion/flood 
control. 

Sincerely, 
Barbara Domek 

https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/about/ 

https://www.americanrivertrees.org/ 

2 

RDorff
Line

RDorff
Text Box
4

https://www.americanrivertrees.org
https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/about














This letter is a duplicate of INDIV-589 and INDIV-630

INDIV-868






















	Appendices Part 5
	ARCF Appendix I Comments INDIV-600s
	INDIV-600
	INDIV-601
	INDIV-602
	INDIV-603
	INDIV-604
	INDIV-605
	INDIV-606
	INDIV-607
	INDIV-608
	INDIV-609
	INDIV-610
	INDIV-611
	INDIV-612
	INDIV-613
	INDIV-614
	INDIV-615
	INDIV-616
	INDIV-617
	INDIV-618
	INDIV-619
	INDIV-620
	INDIV-621
	INDIV-622
	INDIV-623
	INDIV-624
	INDIV-625
	INDIV-626
	INDIV-627
	INDIV-628
	INDIV-629
	INDIV-630
	INDIV-631
	INDIV-632
	INDIV-633
	INDIV-634
	INDIV-635
	INDIV-636
	INDIV-637
	INDIV-638
	INDIV-639
	INDIV-640
	INDIV-641
	INDIV-642
	INDIV-643
	INDIV-644
	INDIV-645
	INDIV-646
	INDIV-647
	INDIV-648
	INDIV-649
	INDIV-650
	INDIV-651
	INDIV-652
	INDIV-653
	INDIV-654
	INDIV-655
	INDIV-656
	INDIV-657
	INDIV-658
	INDIV-659
	INDIV-660
	INDIV-661
	INDIV-662
	INDIV-663
	INDIV-664
	INDIV-665
	INDIV-666
	INDIV-667
	INDIV-668
	INDIV-669
	INDIV-670
	INDIV-671
	INDIV-672
	INDIV-673
	INDIV-674
	INDIV-675
	INDIV-676
	INDIV-677
	INDIV-678
	INDIV-679
	INDIV-680
	INDIV-681
	INDIV-682
	INDIV-683
	INDIV-684
	INDIV-685
	INDIV-686
	INDIV-687
	INDIV-688
	INDIV-689
	INDIV-690
	INDIV-691
	INDIV-692
	INDIV-693
	INDIV-694
	INDIV-695
	INDIV-696
	INDIV-697
	INDIV-698
	INDIV-699

	ARCF Appendix I Comments INDIV-700s
	INDIV-700
	INDIV-701
	INDIV-702
	INDIV-703
	INDIV-704
	INDIV-705
	INDIV-706
	INDIV-707
	INDIV-708
	INDIV-709
	INDIV-710
	INDIV-711
	INDIV-712
	INDIV-713
	INDIV-714
	INDIV-715
	INDIV-716
	INDIV-717
	INDIV-718
	INDIV-719
	INDIV-720
	INDIV-721
	INDIV-722
	INDIV-723
	INDIV-724
	INDIV-725
	INDIV-726
	INDIV-727
	INDIV-728
	INDIV-729
	INDIV-730
	INDIV-731
	INDIV-732
	INDIV-733
	INDIV-734
	INDIV-735
	INDIV-736
	INDIV-737
	INDIV-738
	INDIV-739
	INDIV-740
	INDIV-741
	INDIV-742
	INDIV-743
	INDIV-744
	INDIV-745
	INDIV-746
	INDIV-747
	INDIV-748
	INDIV-749
	INDIV-750
	INDIV-751
	INDIV-752
	INDIV-753
	INDIV-754
	INDIV-755
	INDIV-756
	INDIV-757
	INDIV-758
	INDIV-759
	INDIV-760
	INDIV-761
	INDIV-762
	INDIV-763
	INDIV-764
	INDIV-765
	INDIV-766
	INDIV-767
	INDIV-768
	INDIV-769
	INDIV-770
	INDIV-771
	INDIV-772
	INDIV-773
	INDIV-774
	INDIV-775
	INDIV-777
	INDIV-779
	INDIV-780
	INDIV-781
	INDIV-782
	INDIV-783
	INDIV-784
	INDIV-785
	INDIV-786
	INDIV-787
	INDIV-788
	INDIV-789
	INDIV-790
	INDIV-791
	INDIV-792
	INDIV-793
	INDIV-794
	INDIV-795
	INDIV-796
	INDIV-797
	INDIV-798
	INDIV-799

	ARCF Appendix I Comments INDIV-800s_Part1
	INDIV-800
	INDIV-801
	INDIV-802
	INDIV-803
	INDIV-804
	INDIV-805
	INDIV-806
	INDIV-807
	INDIV-808
	INDIV-809
	INDIV-810
	INDIV-811
	INDIV-812
	INDIV-813
	INDIV-814
	INDIV-815
	INDIV-816
	INDIV-817
	INDIV-818
	INDIV-819
	INDIV-820
	INDIV-821
	INDIV-822
	INDIV-823
	INDIV-824
	INDIV-825
	INDIV-826
	INDIV-827
	INDIV-828
	INDIV-829
	INDIV-830
	INDIV-831
	INDIV-832
	INDIV-833
	INDIV-834
	INDIV-835
	INDIV-836
	INDIV-837
	INDIV-838
	INDIV-839
	INDIV-840
	INDIV-841
	INDIV-842
	INDIV-843
	INDIV-844
	INDIV-845
	INDIV-846
	INDIV-847
	INDIV-848
	INDIV-849
	INDIV-850
	INDIV-851
	INDIV-852
	INDIV-853
	INDIV-854
	INDIV-855
	INDIV-856
	INDIV-857
	INDIV-858
	INDIV-859
	INDIV-860
	INDIV-861
	INDIV-862
	INDIV-863
	INDIV-864
	INDIV-865
	INDIV-866
	INDIV-867
	INDIV-868




