Draft
American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk
Management Project, Sacramento, California

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report XIV

State Clearinghouse
Number 2005072046

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers
Sacramento District

Central Valley Flood
Protection Board

December 2023



Draft

American River Common Features,
2016 Flood Risk Management Project,
Sacramento, California

Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/

Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report XIV

State Clearinghouse Number 2005072046

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District

1325 J Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Contact:
Guy Romine
(916) 496-4646

Central Valley Flood Protection Board
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 170
Sacramento, California 95821

Contact:

Josh Brown
(916) 539-2030

December 2023




American River Common Features,
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Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
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December 2023

Type of Statement: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR)

Lead NEPA Agency: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Lead CEQA Agency: State of California, Central VValley Flood Protection Board
Responsible Agency: Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

Abstract (40 CFR § 1502.11): The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and its non-
Federal partners, the State of California Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB), and
the Sacramento Flood Control Agency (SAFCA), propose design refinements to the American
River Common Features General Reevaluation Report, Final EIS/EIR (2016 ARCF GRR
FEIS/EIR), involving Magpie Creek Project (MCP); American River Erosion Contracts 3B, 4A
and 4B; Sacramento River Erosion Contract 3; American River Mitigation Site (ARMS);
Sacramento River Mitigation Site (SRMS), and installation of a Piezometer Network. This
SEIS/SEIR supplements the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR authorized project, which addressed
seepage, slope stability, erosion, and height concerns on the levees along the Sacramento and
American Rivers for the purposes of flood risk management for the Sacramento Metropolitan
area. This SEIS/SEIR describes existing environmental resources in each project component
area, evaluates the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects of eight alternatives,
including the No Action Alternative, and describes avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures. Most potential adverse effects would be short-term or avoided using best management
practices; however, there would be some significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the
Proposed Action

Public Review and Comment: The public review period for the Draft SEIS/SEIR will start on
December 22, 2023, ending after 45-days on February 5, 2024. Two public meetings are
scheduled for January 10, and 16, 2024. All previous commenters and interested parties would
be notified of the availability of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Information would be available at
sacleveeupgrades.com. Written comments or questions concerning this document should be
directed to the following: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; Attn: Mr. Guy
Romine; 1325 J Street; Sacramento, California 95814-2922, by phone (916) 496-4646, or by e-
mail: ARCF_SEIS@usace.army.mil or California Department of Water Resources; Attn: ARCF
SEIR, 3464 El Camino Avenue, Room 200, Sacramento CA 95821, or by e-mail:
PublicCommentARCF16(@water.ca.gov.
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Executive Summary

Introduction

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 implementing
regulations and Section 15123 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this summary discloses the major
conclusions, areas of controversy raised by the public or an agency, and issues to be resolved (40
CFR § 1502.12).

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(SEIS/SEIR) is a joint document prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento
District (USACE) and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) to supplement the
2016 American River Common Features (ARCF) Project’s May 2016 revised Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). USACE is the Federal lead agency
under NEPA and the Federal Project sponsor of the ARCF 2016 Project. CVFPB is the State lead
agency under CEQA. CVFPB, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), and the
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) are the non-Federal sponsors of the ARCF
2016 Project; DWR and SAFCA are key responsible agencies under CEQA.

The ARCF 2016 Project was originally authorized by Section 101(a)(1)(A) of the Water
Resources Development Act (WRDA) 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-303 § 101(a) (1), as amended by
Section 366 of WRDA of 1999, Pub. L. No. 106-53, § 366. Additional authority was provided
following the interim general reevaluation study in Section 1322(b) of WRDA 2016, Pub. L. No.
114-322 § 1322. This SEIS/SEIR supplements the original 2016 ARCF General Reevaluation
Report Final EIS/EIR (ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR).

Significant changes to the project cost were recommended in the Second Addendum to the
Supplemental Information Report of March 2002 (USACE 2002). This report was submitted to
the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, but before it could be forwarded to
Congress, authorized total cost of the ARCF 2016 Project was increased to $205,000,000 by
Section 129 of the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 2004, Pub. L. No.
108-137, § 129, 117 Stat. 269, 1839 (2003).

Appropriations provided under the Construction heading, Title IV, Division B, of the Bipartisan
Budget Act of 2018, Pub. L. 115-123, enacted February 2018, estimated that $1,565,750,000,
were available to undertake construction of the Project as limited by the costs of the National
Economic Development (NED) plan. The current estimated cost of the authorized Project
evaluated in this SEIS/SEIR is $305,340,000.

Proposed Action and Alternatives

The Proposed Action (Alternative 2) in this SEIS/SEIR (Proposed Project under CEQA) consists
of Design Refinements to the authorized ARCF 2016 project, including the Magpie Creek
Project (MCP), American River Erosion Contracts 3B, 4A, and 4B, Sacramento River Erosion
Contract 3, American River Mitigation Site (ARMS), Sacramento River Mitigation Site (SRMS)
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and Piezometer Network (Figure 3.5-1). Project alternatives (Alternative 3, 4, 5 and 6) include
alternative designs and/or approaches for implementing the American River Erosion Contract 4A
bike trail routes (Figure 3.5.3-4), alternatives that would retain a portion of the existing ARMS
man-made pond (CEQA-only) (Figures 3.7.1-1 and 3.7.2-1), and SRMS alternatives including
mitigation credits and alternative site locations (Figure 3.8.2-1).

The American and Sacramento River erosion contracts and MCP are described and evaluated at a
project-level of detail. The ARMS, SRMS, American River Erosion Contract 4B, and Piezometer
Network are described and analyzed at a programmatic level of detail as the selected sites for
these actions are still early in the planning phase and substantial information is not currently
available to accurately describe impacts at a project level of analysis.

Some of the actions described in the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR have been accomplished,; this
SEIS/SEIR evaluates the additional design refinements still to be constructed by addressing any
new environmental effects or substantial increases in the severity of environmental effects,
including cumulative effects, that were not disclosed in the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR or in the
numerous NEPA and CEQA supplemental documents to the 2016 FEIS/FEIR developed to
address contract-specific design modifications to date (USACE 2015; GEI Consultants and
SAFCA 2016; USACE 2016; USACE, SAFCA, and CVFPB 2019a, 2019b; USACE and
CVFPB 2019, 2020, 2021a, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d, 2022a, 2022b; USACE 2021; USACE 2022b).
Most importantly, this SEIS/SEIR does not replace the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR but
supplements it by providing environmental analyses of the new and emerging design
refinements, fully described in Chapter 2, Description of the Project Alternatives.

Summary of Environmental Consequences

Table ES-1 summarizes the effects analysis provided in detail in Chapter 4 and Appendix B of
this SEIS/SEIR. Resources have been grouped into four categories: Human Environment,
Physical Resources, Biological Resources, and Cultural Resources. The significant
environmental effects, project components, mitigation measures, and significance conclusions
after mitigation implementation are identified in this summary. Both NEPA and CEQA
significance conclusions are included. Potential Effects of the Proposed Action to Public
Utilities, Land Use, Geologic Resources, Hydraulics & Hydrology, Greenhouse Gas, and
Hazardous Materials were found to have no effects or less-than-significant effects.

Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved

The 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR identified several issues of controversy based on the comments
received during the public scoping period and the history of the NEPA and CEQA processes
undertaken by USACE, CVFPB, and SAFCA. Several issues of controversy are applicable to the
Proposed Action analyzed in this SEIS/SEIR, including:

e Construction-related impacts to biological resources, especially endangered species and
their habitats.

e Vegetation and tree removal, primarily on and adjacent to levees.

e Effects to cultural resources and resources significant to indigenous tribes, and
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o Effects to recreational areas and facilities.

Public scoping for this SEIS/SEIR was conducted in November 2022 and resulted in 69
categorized comments, one-third of which were related to habitat mitigation concerns. As
discussed in detail in Chapter 7 and Appendix A, Scoping Report, habitat mitigation in the
American River Parkway as proposed for the American River Mitigation Site (ARMS), located
at River Mile 1.3 and previously referred to as “Urrutia” has emerged as and continues to be an
area of controversy.

Specific issues to be resolved are as follows:

e Mitigation location and design for the American River.
e How to meet mitigation requirements on the Sacramento River; and
e Bicycle trail alignment within the footprint of American River Contract 4A.

ARCF Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR ES-3 Executive Summary



Table ES-1. Summary of Effects and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Action

Environmental OGS
Resource Effect Threshold Fligee! Co_mponent M'“'“?'.Za“?“ and = S|gn|f_|cance NEPA Effects Determination
Category Locations Mitigation Conclusion
Measures
Transportation a. conflict with a program plan, MCP, ARMS Mitigation Significant & Significant & Unavoidable
and Circulation | ordinance or policy addressing the Measure Unavoidable
circulation system, including transit, TRANS-1
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities (including adding 50 or more
new truck trips during a.m. or p.m.
peak hours);
c. result in substantially increased
hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment); or
Transportation a&c American River Mitigation Significant & Significant & Unavoidable
and Circulation Erosion Contract Measure Unavoidable
3B North and TRANS-1
South, Contract 4A,
and Contract 4B
Transportation a&c Sacramento River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
and Circulation Erosion Contract 3 | Measure with Mitigation effects that are less than
TRANS-1 Incorporated Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated
Transportation a&c SRMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
and Circulation Measure with Mitigation effects that are less than
TRANS-1 Incorporated Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated
Transportation b. conflict or inconsistency with CEQA | All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
and Circulation Guidelines section 15064.3, analysis analysis
subdivision
Transportation d. result in inadequate emergency All Contracts Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
and Circulation services Measure with Mitigation effects that are less than
TRANS-1 Incorporated Significant with Mitigation

Incorporated
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AMIEEL Project Component Mirﬁmigzgzeénd CEQA Significance
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Recreation a. Would the project increase the use ARMS, SRMS, and | N/A No Impact No Impact
of existing neighborhood and regional Piezometer
parks or other recreational facilities Network
such that substantial physical
deterioration of facilities would occur
or be accelerated.

Recreation a. See previous description American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term Medium-Term and
Erosion Contract Moderate to Major effects that
3B North and are Less than Significant
South, Contract 4A,

Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
and MCP

Recreation b. Does the project include All Contracts N/A No Impact No Impact

recreational facilities or require the except 4A
construction or expansion of

recreational facilities which might have

an adverse physical effect on the

environment; or

Recreation b. See previous description American River N/A Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Erosion Contract and Unavoidable Unavoidable impact and Long-
4A Term and Negligible effects

that are Less than Significant

Recreation c. Cause substantial long-term MCP Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and

disruption in the use of an existing Measure REC-1 | and Unavoidable, Unavoidable impact and Long-
recreational resource, reduce the Long-term Less than Term and Negligible effects
quality of an existing recreational Significant with that are Less than Significant.
resource, reduce availability of an Mitigation Incorporated

existing recreational resource or result

in inconsistencies or non-compliance

with planning documents (such as the

American River Parkway Plan).

Recreation c. See previous description American River Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Erosion Contract Measure REC-1 | and Unavoidable, Unavoidable with Mitigation
3B North and Long-term Less than Incorporated, Long-term No
South, American Significant with Impact
River Erosion Mitigation Incorporated
Contract 4B
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Regional Water Quality Control
Board;

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Recreation c. See description above. American River Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Erosion Contract Measure REC- and Unavoidable, Unavoidable, Long-term and
4A Long-term Less than Negligible effects that are
Significant Less than Significant
Recreation c. See description above. Sacramento River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term Moderate effects
Contract 3 Measure REC-2 | with Mitigation that are Less than Significant
Incorporated with Mitigation Incorporated
Recreation c. See description above. ARMS Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Measure REC- and Unavoidable, Unavoidable, Long-term and
Long-term Less than Negligible effects that are
Significant Less than Significant
Recreation c. See description above. SRMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Negligible
Measure REC-1 | with Mitigation effects that are Less than
Incorporated Significant
Public Utilities a. Result in substantial adverse MCP, American N/A Less than Significant Short-Term and Minor effects
and Services physical impacts associated with the River Erosion that are Less than Significant
provision of new or physically altered Contract 3B North
governmental facilities, need for new and South,
or physically altered governmental Contract 4B,
facilities, the construction of which Contract 4A,
could cause significant environmental Sacramento River
impacts, in ordeto maintain acceptable | Erosion Contract 3,
service ratios, response times, or other | and the Piezometer
performance objectives for any of the Network
following public services: fire
protection, police protection, schools,
park, other public facilities
Public Utilities a. See previous description SRMS and ARMS Less than Significant Short-Term and Minor effects
and Services that are Less than Significant
Public Utilities b. Exceed wastewater treatment All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
and Services requirements of the applicable analysis analysis
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Public Utilities c. Require or result in the relocation or | MCP Mitigation Less than Significant Short-Term and Minor effects

and Services

construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or storm
water drainage, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunications facilities,
the construction or relocation of which
could cause significant environmental
effects;

Measure UTL-1

with Mitigation
Incorporated

that are Less than Significant
with Mitigation Incorporated

Public Utilities
and Services

c. See description above.

American River
Erosion Contract
3B North and

Mitigation
Measure UTL-1

Less than Significant

Short-Term and Minor effects
that are Less than Significant
with Mitigation Incorporated

and Services

Erosion Contract 3

Measure UTL-1

with Mitigation
Incorporated

South, and

Contract 4B
Public Utilities c. See description above. American River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-Term and Minor effects
and Services Erosion Contract Measure UTL-1 | with Mitigation that are Less than Significant

4A Incorporated with Mitigation Incorporated
Public Utilities c. See description above. Sacramento River Mitigation Less than Significant No Impact

Incorporated

Public Utilities c. See description above. ARMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-Term and Minor effects

and Services Measure UTL-1 | with Mitigation that are Less than Significant
Incorporated with Mitigation Incorporated

Public Utilities c. See description above. SRMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-Term and Minor effects

and Services Measure UTL-1 | with Mitigation that are Less than Significant
Incorporated with Mitigation Incorporated

Public Utilities c. See description above. Piezometer Mitigation Less than Significant No Impact

and Services Network Measure UTL-1 | with Mitigation

Public Utilities d. Have sufficient water supplies All Contracts N/A Less than Significant Short-Term to Medium-Term

and Services available to serve the project and and Minor effects that are
reasonably foreseeable future Less than Significant
development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years

Public Utilities e. Result in a determination by the All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further

and Services

wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments

analysis

analysis
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AMIEEL Project Component Mirﬁmigzgzeénd CEQA Significance
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Public Utilities f. Generate solid waste in excess of All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
and Services state or local standards, or in excess analysis
of the capacity of local infrastructure,
or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals
Public Utilities g. Not comply with or result in non- All Contracts N/A Less than Significant
and Services compliance with federal, state, and
local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste.
Land Use, a. Divide an established community. MC N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
Farmland, and effects that are Less than
Forestland Significant
Land Use, a. See description above Sacramento River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
Farmland, and Erosion Contract 3, effects that are Less than
Forestland American River
Erosion Contract
3B North and South
and Contract 4B
Land Use, a. See description above American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Negligible
Farmland, and Erosion Contract effects that are Less than
Forestland 4A
Land Use, a. See description above SRMS, ARMS, and | N/A No Impact
Farmland, and Piezometer
Forestland Network
Land Use, b. Cause a significant environmental MCP N/A No Impact
Farmland, and impact due to a conflict with any land
Forestland use plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.
Land Use, b. See Description above. American River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
Farmland, and Erosion Contract Measures VEG- | with Mitigation effects with Mitigation
Forestland 3B North and South | 1 and VEG-2 Incorporated Incorporated
and Contract 4B
Land Use, b. See description above. American River N/A Less than Significant Medium —Term to Long-Term
Farmland, and Erosion Contract and Minor effects that are
Forestland 4A Less than Significant
ARCF Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR ES-8 Executive Summary



Environmental
Resource
Category

Effect Threshold

Project Component
Locations

Avoidance,
Minimization and
Mitigation
Measures

CEQA Significance
Conclusion

NEPA Effects Determination

Land Use,
Farmland, and
Forestland

b. See description above.

Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3
and SRMS

N/A

Less than Significant

No Impact

Land Use,
Farmland, and
Forestland

b. See description above.

ARMS

Mitigation
Measures GEO-
1 and WQ-1

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

No Impact

Land Use,
Farmland, and
Forestland

b. See description above.

Piezometer
Network

N/A

Less than Significant

Long-term and Negligible
effects that are Less than
Significant

Land Use,
Farmland, and
Forestland

c¢. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use. result
in inadequate emergency service.

MCP

N/A

No Impact

No Impact

Land Use,
Farmland, and
Forestland

c. See description above.

American River
Erosion Contract
4A

N/A

No Impact

No Impact

Land Use,
Farmland, and
Forestland

c. See description above.

American River
Erosion Contract
3B North and
South, Contract 4B,
and SRMS

N/A

No Impact

No Impact

Land Use,
Farmland, and
Forestland

c. See description above.

ARMS

N/A

No Impact

No Impact

Land Use,
Farmland, and
Forestland

c. See description above.

Piezometer
Network

N/A

No Impact

No Impact

Land Use,
Farmland, and
Forestland

d. Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract.

MCP

N/A

Less than Significant

Short-term and Moderate
effects that are Less than

Significant
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AMIEEL Project Component Mirﬁmigzgzeénd CEQA Significance
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Land Use, d. See description above. American River N/A No Impact No Impact
Farmland, and Erosion Contract
Forestland 3B North and
South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
ARMS, SRMS, and
Piezometer
Network
Land Use, e. Conflict with existing zoning for, or All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Farmland, and cause rezoning of, forest land (as analysis analysis
Forestland defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code Section 51104(g)).
Land Use, f. Result in the loss of forest land or All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Farmland, and conversion of forest land to non-forest analysis analysis
Forestland use; or
Land Use, g. Involve other changes in the All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Farmland, and existing environment which, due to analysis analysis
Forestland their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use.
Environmental a. Result in substantial adverse MCP, American Mitigation N/A Short-term and Moderate
Justice impacts to unhoused populations River Erosion Measure EJ-1 effects that are Less than
residing in the project area, through Contract 3B North and EJ-2 Significant with Mitigation
displacements or other effects; and South, Incorporated
Contract 4B,
Contract 4A, and
ARMS
Environmental b. Interfere substantially with access to | MCP, American Mitigation N/A Short-term and Major effects
Justice schools or other public institutions River Erosion Measure EJ-3 that are Less than Significant
providing services to disadvantaged Contract 3B North with Mitigation Incorporated
communities as identified by the and South, and
CEJST; Contract 4B
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Environmental b. See description above. American River N/A N/A No Effect
Justice Erosion Contract
4A and ARMS
Environmental c. Result in substantial adverse All Contracts N/A N/A Dismissed from further
Justice impacts to tribal communities. analysis
Environmental d. Result in a substantial impact to MCP Mitigation N/A Significant and Unavoidable
Justice disadvantaged communities, Measure AIR-1,
particularly impacts related to the AIR-2, TRANS-1
burdens identified by the CEJST .
Environmental d. See description above. American River Mitigation N/A Significant and Unavoidable
Justice Erosion Contract Measure AIR-1,
3B North and AIR-2, TRANS-1
South, and
Contract 4B
Environmental d. See description above. American River Mitigation N/A Short-term and Moderate
Justice Contract 4A Measure AIR-1, Effects that are Less than
AIR-2, TRANS-1 Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated
Environmental d. See description above. ARMS Mitigation N/A Short-term and Moderate
Justice Measure AIR-1, Effects that are Less than
and AIR-2 Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated
Socioeconomics | a. Induce substantial population SRMS, ARMS N/A No Impact No Impact
growth in an area, either by directly
(for example by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for
example through extension of roads or
other infrastructure;
Socioeconomics | a. See description above. MCP N/A Less than Significant Long-term and Moderate
effects that are Less than
Significant
Socioeconomics | a. See description above. American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and potentially
Erosion Contract beneficial effects that are Less
3B North and than Significant
South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B, and
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Socioeconomics | b. Displace substantial numbers of ARMS Mitigation Less than Significant Long-term and Minor to
people or existing housing, Measure Moderate effects that are Less
necessitating the construction of SOCIO-1 than Significant with Mitigation
replacement housing elsewhere Incorporated
Socioeconomics | b. See description above. MCP Mitigation No Impact Long-term and Minor to
Measure Moderate effects that are Less
SOCIO-1 than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated
Socioeconomics | b. Displace substantial numbers of American River N/A Less than Significant Long-term and Moderate
people or existing housing, Erosion Contract effects that are Less than
necessitating the construction of 3B North and Significant
replacement housing elsewhere South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B, and
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3
Aesthetics and a. Have substantial adverse effect on MCP N/A No Impact No Impact
Visual a scenic vista;
Resources
Aesthetics and a. See description above. American River Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Visual Erosion Contract Measure VEG- and Unavoidable; Unavoidable; Long-term and
Resources 3B North and Long-term Less than Moderate effects that are Less
South, Contract 4B, Significant with than Significant
SRMS, and ARMS Mitigation Incorporated
Aesthetics and a. See description above. American River N/A Short- and Long-term Short- and Long-term Minor to
Visual Erosion Contract Less than Significant Moderate effects that are less
Resources 4A than significant
Aesthetics and a. See description above. Sacramento River N/A Short- and Long-term Short- and Long-term
Visual Erosion Contract 3 Significant and Significant and Unavoidable
Resources Unavoidable
Aesthetics and a. See description above. Piezometer N/A Short- and Long-term Short- and Long-term Minor
Visual Network Less than Significant Impacts that would be Less
Resources than Significant
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Visual
Resources

Contract 3B North
and South

Measure VEG-2

and Unavoidable;
Long-term Less than
Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Aesthetics and b. Damage scenic resources, MCP, American N/A No Impact No Impact
Visual including, but not limited to trees, rock River Erosion
Resources outcroppings, and historic buildings Contract 3B North
within a State scenic highway; and South,
Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
ARMS
Aesthetics and b. See description above. SRMS N/A Short-term Significant | No Impact
Visual and Unavoidable;
Resources Long-term Less than
Significant
Aesthetics and b. See description above. Piezometer N/A Less than Significant No Impact
Visual Network
Resources
Aesthetics and c. Result in substantial degradation of | MCP N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Minor effect
Visual the existing visual character or quality that are Less than Significant
Resources of public views of the site and its
surroundings in nonurbanized areas
(Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic
quality;
Aesthetics and c. See description above. American River Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and

Unavoidable; Long-term and
Minor to Moderate effects that
are Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Aesthetics and
Visual
Resources

c. See description above.

American River
Contract 4B

Mitigation
Measure VEG-2

Short-term Significant
and Unavoidable;
Long-term Less than
Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Short-term Significant and
Unavoidable; Long-term and
Minor to Moderate effects that
are Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Aesthetics and c. See description above. American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Negligible
Visual Contract 4A effects that Less than
Resources Significant
Aesthetics and c. See description above. Sacramento River Mitigation Short- and Long-term Short- and Long-term
Visual Erosion Contract 3 | Measure VEG-2 | Significant and Significant and Unavoidable
Resources Unavoidable
Aesthetics and c. See description above. ARMS Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Visual Measure VEG-2 | and Unavoidable; Unavoidable; Long-term and
Resources Long-term Less than Minor effects that are Less
Significant than Significant
Aesthetics and c. See description above. SRMS Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Visual Measure VEG-2 | and Unavoidable; Unavoidable; Long-term and
Resources Long-term Less than Minor to Moderate effects that
Significant are Less than Significant
Aesthetics and c. See description above. Piezometer N/A Less than Significant Short-term Moderate Impact
Visual Network that is Less than Significant
Resources and Long-Term Minor Impact
that is Less than Significant
Aesthetics and d. Create a new source of substantial American River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Minor to
Visual light or glare which would adversely Erosion Contract Measure VIS-1 with Mitigation Moderate effects that are Less
Resources affect day or nighttime views in the 3B North and and VIS-2 Incorporated than Significant with Mitigation
area. South, Contract 4A, Incorporated
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
MCP, SRMS,
ARMS
Aesthetics and d. See description above. Piezometer N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Long-term
Visual Network Minor effects that are Less
Resources than Significant
Geological a. Expose people or structures to All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Resources potential substantial adverse impacts, analysis analysis
including risk of loss, injury, or death,
through the rupture of a known
earthquake fault, strong seismic
shaking, seismic-related ground
failure, soil liguefaction, or landslides;
ARCF Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR ES-14 Executive Summary



AMIEEL Project Component Mirﬁmigzgzeénd CEQA Significance
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Geological b. Result in substantial soil erosion or All Contracts Mitigation Less than Significant Long-term and Minor effects
Resources loss of topsoil; Measure GEO-1 | with Mitigation that are Less than Significant
Incorporated with Mitigation Incorporated
Geological c. Locate project facilities on a All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Resources geologic unit that is unstable, or that analysis analysis
would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on-
site or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse;
Geological d Locate project facilities on All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Resources expansive soil, creating substantial analysis analysis
risks to property;
Geological e. Have soils incapable of adequately All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Resources supporting the use of septic tanks or analysis analysis
alternative
Geological f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique | American River N/A Less than Significant Negligible, and Less than
Resources paleontological resource or site or Erosion Contract Significant
unique geologic feature; or 3B North and
South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
SRMS, ARMS, and
Piezometer
Network
Geological f. See description above. MCP Mitigation Less than Significant Negligible effects that are
Resources Measure GEO-2 | with Mitigation Less than Significant with
Incorporated Mitigation Incorporated
Geological g. Result in the loss of availability of a | All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Resources known mineral resource, including analysis analysis
locally designated resources.
Hydraulics and a. Decrease groundwater supplies or MCP N/A Less than Significant Long-term and Negligible
Hydrology interfere substantially with effects that are less than
groundwater recharge such that the significant
project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the
basin;
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Hydrology

Erosion Contract
3B North and
South, and
Contract 4B

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Hydraulics and a. See description above. American River N/A No Impact No Impact
Hydrology Erosion Contract
3B North and
South, Contract 4B
and Sacramento
River Erosion
Contract 3
Hydraulics and a. See description above. American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Negligible
Hydrology Erosion Contract effects that are Less than
4A Significant
Hydraulics and a. See description above. SRMS and ARMS N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Negligible
Hydrology effects that are Less than
Significant; Long-term and
Beneficial
Hydraulics and a. See description above. Piezometer N/A No Impact No Impact
Hydrology Network
Hydraulics and b. Alter the existing drainage pattern of | MCP Mitigation Potentially Significant Potentially Significant and
Hydrology the site or area, including through the Measure and Unavoidable Unavoidable
alteration of the course of a stream or HYDRO-1,
river or through the addition of HYDRO-2
impervious surfaces, in a manner
which would:1) result in a substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 2)
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or
offsite; 3) create or contribute runoff
water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff; or 4) impede or
redirect flood flows;
Hydraulics and b. See description above. American River N/A Less than Significant Long-term and Negligible

effects that are less than
Significant
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AMIEEL Project Component Mirﬁmigzgzeénd CEQA Significance
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Hydraulics and b. See description above. American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Negligible
Hydrology Erosion Contract effects that are Less than
4A Significant
Hydraulics and b. See description above. Sacramento River N/A Less than Significant Long-term and Minor effects
Hydrology Erosion Contract 3 that are Less than Significant
Hydraulics and b. See description above. ARMS and SRMS N/A Less than Significant Long-term and Beneficial
Hydrology
Hydraulics and b. See description above. Piezometer N/A No Impact No Impact
Hydrology Network
Hydraulics and c. Result in the risk of release of All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Hydrology pollutants due to project inundation in analysis analysis
flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche
Zones.
Water Quality a. Violate any water quality standards All Contracts -Mitigation Less than Significant Long-term and Moderate
or waste discharge requirements or Measure GEO-1, | with Mitigation effects that are Less than
otherwise substantially degrade HAZ-1, Incorporated Significant with Mitigation
surface or ground water quality. WATERS-1, and Incorporated
WQ-1
Water Quality b. Conflict with or obstruct MCP Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
implementation of a water quality Measure GEO-1, | and Unavoidable; Unavoidable; Long-term and
control plan or sustainable HAZ-1, Long-term Less than Minor effects that are Less
groundwater management plan. WATERS-1, and | Significant with than Significant with Mitigation
WQ-1 Mitigation Incorporated | Incorporated
Water Quality b. See description above. American River N/A Shorth-term Significant | Significant and Unavoidable
Erosion Contract and Unavoidable;
3B North and Long-term Less than
South, and Significant
Contract 4B
Water Quality b. See description above. American River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Minor effects
Erosion Contract Measure WQ-1 with Mitigation that are Less than Significant
4A Incorporated
Water Quality b. See description above. Sacramento River N/A Short-term Significant | Significant and Unavoidable
Erosion Contract and Unavoidable;
Long-term Less than
Significant
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Water Quality b. See description above. ARMS Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Measure GEO-1, | and Unavoidable; Unavoidable; Long-term and
HAZ-1, and Long-term Less than Negligible effects that are
WATERS-1 Significant with Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated | Mitigation Incorporated
Water Quality b. See description above. SRMS Mitigation Short-term Significant | Significant and Unavoidable
Measure GEO-1, | and Unavoidable;
and HAZ-1 Long-term Less than
Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated
Water Quality b. See description above. Piezometer Mitigation No Impact
Network Measure GEO-1,
HAZ-1,
WATERS-1, and
WQ-1
Air Quality a. Conflict with or obstruct -American River Mitigation Significant and Significant and Unavoidable
implementation of the applicable air Erosion Contract Measure AIR-1, Unavoidable
quality plan or result in a cumulatively 3B North and AIR-2, AIR-3,
considerable net increase of any South, Contract 4A, | AIR-4, and AIR-
criteria pollutant for which the project Contract 4B, 5
region is non-attainment under an Sacramento River
applicable federal or state ambient air | Erosion Contract 3,
quality standard; MCP, SRMS,
ARMS
Air Quality b. Expose sensitive receptors to American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Minor effects
substantial pollutant concentrations; Erosion Contract that are Less than Significant
3B North and
South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
MCP, SRMS,
ARMS
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Gas Emissions
Climate Change
and Energy
Consumption

emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on
the environment;

Erosion Contract
3B North and
South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
MCP, SRMS, and
ARMS

Measure GHG-1

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Air Quality a. Result in other emissions (such as American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Minor effects
those leading to odors) adversely Erosion Contract that are Less than Significant
affecting a substantial number of 3B North and
people; or South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
MCP, SRMS, and
ARMS
Air Quality d. Result in Other Emissions (Such as | American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Negligible
Those Leading to Odors) Adversely Erosion Contract effects that are Less than
Affecting a Substantial Number of 3B North and
People South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
MCP, SRMS, and
ARMS
Greenhouse a. Generate greenhouse gas American River -Mitigation Less than Significant Long-term and Minor effects

with Mitigation
Incorporated

that are Less than Significant

Greenhouse
Gas Emissions
Climate Change
and Energy
Consumption

b. Conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases;

American River
Erosion Contract
3B North and
South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
MCP, SRMS, and
ARMS

Mitigation
Measure GHG-1

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Long-term and Minor effects
that are Less than Significant

ARCF Comprehensive SEIS/SEIR

ES-19

Executive Summary



Environmental

Avoidance,

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Greenhouse c. Result in potentially significant American River N/A Less than Significant
Gas Emissions environmental impact due to wasteful, Erosion Contract
Climate Change | inefficient, or unnecessary 3B North and
and Energy consumption of energy resources South, Contract 4A,
Consumption during project construction or Contract 4B,
operation; Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
MCP, SRMS, and
ARMS
Greenhouse d. conflict with or obstruct a state or American River N/A No Impact
Gas Emissions local plan for renewable energy or Erosion Contract
Climate Change | energy efficiency. 3B North and
and Energy South, Contract 4A,
Consumption Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
MCP, SRMS, and
ARMS
Noise and a. Generate a substantial temporary or | American River Mitigation Significant and Significant and Unavoidable
Vibration permanent increase in ambient noise Erosion Contract Measure NOI-1 Unavoidable
levels in the vicinity of the project in 3B North and
excess of standards established in the | South, Contract 4A,
local general plan or noise ordinance, Contract 4B,
or applicable standards of other Sacramento River
agencies; Erosion Contract 3
Noise and a. See description above. MCP and ARMS Mitigation Significant and Significant and Unavoidable
Vibration Measure NOI-1 Unavoidable
Noise and a. See description above. SRMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Minor effects
Vibration Measure NOI-1 that are Less than Significant
Noise and b. Generate excessive ground borne American River Mitigation Significant and Significant and Unavoidable
Vibration vibration or ground borne noise levels; | Erosion Contract Measure NOI-1 Unavoidable
3B North and
South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B, and
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3
Noise and b. See description above. MCP, and ARMS, N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
Vibration effects that are Less than
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Hazardous
Materials

public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment, including hazards
associated with existing contaminated
soils, asbestos, or existing
contaminated groundwater during
dewatering activities;

Measure GEO-1

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Noise and c. For a project located within the All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Vibration vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport analysis analysis
land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport,
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels.
Hazards and a. Create a significant hazard to the All Contracts N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Minor effects
Hazardous public or the environment through the that are Less than Significant
Materials routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials;
Hazards and b. Create a significant hazard to the MCP Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate

with Mitigation
Incorporated

effects that are Less than
Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated

Hazards and b. See description above. American River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Negligible
Hazardous Erosion Contract Measure GEO-1, | with Mitigation effects that are Less than
Materials 3B North and and HAZ-1 Incorporated Significant with Mitigation

South, Contract 4A, Incorporated

Contract 4B, and

Sacramento River

Erosion Contract 3
Hazards and b. See description above. ARMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
Hazardous Measure GEO-1, | with Mitigation effects that are Less than
Materials and HAZ-1 Incorporated Significant with Mitigation

Incorporated
Hazards and b. See description above. SRMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Minor effects
Hazardous Measure GEO-1, | with Mitigation that are Less than Significant
Materials and HAZ-1 Incorporated with Mitigation Incorporated
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Hazards and b. See description above. Piezometer Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Negligible
Hazardous Network Measure GEO-1, | with Mitigation effects that are Less than
Materials and HAZ-1 Incorporated Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated
Hazards and c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle | All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Hazardous hazardous or acutely hazardous analysis analysis
Materials materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school,
Hazards and d. be located on a site which is MCP N/A Less than Significant No Impact
Hazardous included on a list of hazardous
Materials materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5
and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment;
Hazards and d. See description above. American River N/A No Impact No Impact
Hazardous Erosion Contract
Materials 3B North and
South, Contract 4A,
Contract 4B, and
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
and SRMS
Hazards and d. See description above. ARMS Mitigation Less than Significant No Impact

Hazardous Measure HAZ-1 | with Mitigation
Materials Incorporated
Hazards and e. For a project located within an All Contracts N/A Dismissed from further | Dismissed from further
Hazardous airport land use plan or, where such a analysis analysis
Materials plan has not been adopted, within 2
miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the
project area;
Hazards and f. Impair implementation of or MCP Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
Hazardous physically interfere with an adopted Measure with Mitigation effects that are Less than
Materials emergency response plan or TRANS-1 Incorporated Significant with Mitigation
emergency evacuation plan. Incorporated
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Wildlife

movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites;

Measure VIS-2,
BIRD-1

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Hazards and f. See description above. American River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
Hazardous Erosion Contract Measure with Mitigation effects that are Less than
Materials 3B North and TRANS-1 Incorporated Significant with Mitigation
South, Contract 4A, Incorporated
Contract 4B, and
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
SRMS, and ARMS
Hazards and f. See description above. Piezometer N/A No Impact
Hazardous Network
Materials
Vegetation and | a. Interfere substantially with the All Contracts Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate

with Mitigation
Incorporated

effects that are Less than
Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated

Wildlife

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;

Erosion Contract
3B North and
South, Contract 4B

Measure VEG-1,
VEG-2

Vegetation and | b. Substantially reduce the habitat of a | All Contracts Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term Moderate effects

Wildlife fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or Measure BIRD- with Mitigation that are Less than Significant
wildlife population to drop below self- 1, VIS-2 Incorporated. with Mitigation Incorporated.
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community;

Vegetation and | c. Have a substantial adverse effect on | American River Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and

and Unavoidable;
Long-term Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Unavoidable; Long-term Less
than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated

Vegetation and
Wildlife

c. See description above.

American River
Erosion Contract
4A

Mitigation
Measure VEG-1

Short-term Significant
and Unavoidable;
Long-term Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Short-term Significant and
Unavoidable; Long-term Less
than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Wildlife

Erosion Contract 3

Measure VEG-1,
VEG-2

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Vegetation and | c¢. See description above. Sacramento River Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and

and Unavoidable;
Long-term Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Unavoidable; Long-term Less
than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated

Vegetation and
Wildlife

c. See description above.

MCP

Mitigation
Measure VEG-1,
VEG-2

Short-term Significant
and Unavoidable;
Long-term Less than
Significant with

Short-term Significant and
Unavoidable; Long-term Less
than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated

Mitigation
Incorporated
Vegetation and | c¢. See description above. SRMS and ARMS N/A Short-term Less than Short-term and Moderate
Wildlife Significant; Long-term | effects that are Less than
No Effect Significant; Long-term No
Effect
Vegetation and | c. See description above. Piezometer N/A Short-term and Long- Short-term Less than
Wildlife Network term Less than Significant, temporary impact
Significant from the temporal loss of
vegetation and wildlife habitat
until the time when trimmed
vegetation has regrown.
Negligible long-term impact
Vegetation and | d. Have a substantial adverse effect American River Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Wildlife on state or federally protected Erosion Contract Measure and Unavoidable; Unavoidable; Long-term Less
wetlands (including, but not limited to, 3B North and South | WATERS-1 Long-term Less than than Significant with Mitigation
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) and Contract 4B Significant with Incorporated
through direct removal, filling, Mitigation
hydrological interruption, or other Incorporated
means;
Vegetation and | d. See description above. American River Mitigation Less than Significant Less than Significant with
Wildlife Erosion Contract Measure with Mitigation Mitigation Incorporated
4A WATERS-1 Incorporated
Vegetation and | d. See description above. Sacramento River Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Wildlife Erosion Contract 3 Measure and Unavoidable; Unavoidable; Long-term Less
WATERS-1 Long-term Less than than Significant with Mitigation
Significant with Incorporated
Mitigation
Incorporated
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Environmental

Avoidance,

Wildlife

adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,

Erosion Contract

Measure VEG-2

with Mitigation

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Vegetation and | d. See description above. MCP Mitigation Short-term Significant | Short-term Significant and
Wildlife Measure and Unavoidable; Unavoidable; Long-term Less
WATERS-1 Long-term Less than than Significant with Mitigation
Significant with Incorporated
Mitigation
Incorporated
Vegetation and | d. See description above. SRMS and ARMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate
Wildlife Measure with Mitigation effects that are Less than
WATERS-1 Incorporated Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated; Long-term
Negligible effects
Vegetation and | d. See description above. Piezometer N/A No Impact No Impact
Wildlife Network
Vegetation and | e. Conflict with any local policies or All Contracts N/A No Impact No Impact
Wwildlife ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance.
Vegetation and | f. Conflict with the provisions of an American River Mitigation Less than Significant Negligible effects that are

Less than Significant with

Natural Community Conservation 3B North and Incorporated Mitigation Incorporated
Plan, or other approved local, regional, | South, Contract 4A
or state habitat conservation plan. and 4B, ARMS and
Piezometer
Network
Vegetation and | f. See description above. Sacramento River N/A No Impact No Impact
Wildlife Erosion Contract 3
and SRMS
Vegetation and | f. See description above. MCP N/A No Impact No Impact
Wildlife
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AMIEEL Project Component Mirﬁmigzgzeénd CEQA Significance
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Aquatic a. Result in a substantial adverse MCP and N/A No Impact No Effect
Resources and | effect, either directly or through habitat | Piezometer
Fisheries modifications, on any species Network
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by CDFW, USFWS, or NMFS;
b. Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors; impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites;
substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish population; or cause a fish
population to drop below self-
sustaining levels.
Aquatic a.&b. American River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-Term to Medium-Term
Resources and Erosion Contract Measure FISH- with Mitigation and Moderate effects that are
Fisheries 3B North and 1, FISH-2, FISH- | Incorporated Less than Significant with
South, and 3, and GEO-1 Mitigation Incorporated
Contract 4B
Aquatic a. &b. American River N/A Less than Significant Short-term and Long-term,
Resources and Erosion Contract with Mitigation Moderate Effects that are
Fisheries 4A Incorporated Less than Significant with
mitigation
Aquatic a.&b. Sacramento River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-Term and Moderate and
Resources and Erosion Contract 3 | Measure FISH- with Mitigation Long-term and Minor effects
Fisheries 1, FISH-2, FISH- | Incorporated that are Less than
3, and GEO-1 Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated
Aquatic a.&b. ARMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-Term and Moderate and
Resources and Measure FISH- with Mitigation Long-term and Minor effects
Fisheries 3, GEO-1, Incorporated that are Less than
WATERS-1, Significant with Mitigation
WQ-1 Incorporated
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Environmental

Avoidance,

a. Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
historical resource pursuant to §
15064.5

and South,
Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
ARMS, SRMS

Project Component | Minimization and CEQA Significance o
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category
Measures
Aquatic a. &b. SRMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-Term and Minor effects
Resources and Measure FISH- with Mitigation that are Less than
Fisheries 3, GEO-1, Incorporated Significant with Mitigation
WATERS-1, Incorporated
WQ-1
Special Status a. Result in a substantial adverse American River Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term Significant,
Species effect, either directly or through habitat | Erosion Contract Measure with unavoidable; Long-term and
modifications, on any species 3B North and BADGER-1, Mitigation Incorporated | Minor effects that are Less
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or South, Contracts VEG-1, VEG-2, than Significant with Mitigation
special-status species in local or 4A and 4B, BAT-1, BEE-1, Incorporated.
regional plans, policies, or regulations, | Sacramento River MONARCH-1,
or by CDFW, USFWS, or NMFS; Erosion Contract 3, | VELB-1,
ARMS and TURTLE-1,
Piezometer GEO-1, WQ-1,
Network BIRD-1, BUOW-
1, PLANT-1
Special Status a. See description above. MCP Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term and Moderate;
Species Measure with Long-term and Minor effects
SHRIMP-1, Mitigation Incorporated | that are Less than Significant
GEO-1, WQ-1, with Mitigation Incorporated.
WATERS-1
Special Status a. See description above. SRMS Mitigation Less than Significant Short-term Significant,
Species Measure with unavoidable; Long-term and
BEETLE-1, Mitigation Incorporated | Minor effects that are Less
VELB-1, GGS-1 than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated.
Special Status b. Conflict with the provisions of an All Contracts N/A Covered in Vegetation | Covered in Vegetation and
Species adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, and Wildlife Appendix | Wildlife Appendix B 4.1
Natural Community Conservation B4.1
Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan are
addressed in Section 4.4.1,
“Vegetation and Wildlife.”
Cultural and n. Alter NRHP-listed Resources or MCP, American Implement Less than Significant Less than Significant with
Tribal Cause a Substantial Change in the River Erosion Programmatic Mitigation Incorporated
Resources Significance of a Historic Property Contract 3B North Agreement
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AMIEEL Project Component Mirﬁmigzgzeénd CEQA Significance
Resource Effect Threshold Locations Mitigation Conclusion NEPA Effects Determination
Category

Measures
Cultural and n. &a. Sacramento River N/A Less than Significant Less than Significant
Tribal Erosion Contract 3
Resources and Piezometer
Network
Cultural and b. Cause a substantial adverse MCP, American Mitigation Significant and N/A
Tribal change in the significance of an River Erosion Measure CR-1, Unavoidable
Resources archaeological resource pursuantto 8 | Contract 3B North CR-2, CR-3, CR-
15064.5 and South, 4, and CR-5
Contract 4A,
Contract 4B
Cultural and b. See description above. Sacramento River Mitigation Less than Significant N/A
Tribal Erosion Contract 3, | Measure CR-1, with
Resources and Piezometer CR-2, CR-3, CR- | Mitigation Incorporated
Network 4, and CR-5
Cultural and b. See description above. ARMS Mitigation Significant and N/A
Tribal Measure CR-1, Unavoidable
Resources CR-2, CR-3, CR-
4, and CR-5
Cultural and c. Disturb any human remains, All Contracts Mitigation Less than Significant N/A
Tribal including those interred outside of Measure CR-6 with
Resources dedicated cemeteries Mitigation Incorporated
Cultural and d. Cause a substantial adverse MCP, American Mitigation Significant and N/A
Tribal change in the significance of a Tribal River Erosion Measure CR-1, Unavoidable
Resources cultural resource Contract 3B North CR-2, CR-3, CR-
and South, 4, and CR-5
Contract 4A,
Contract 4B,
Sacramento River
Erosion Contract 3,
SRMS, Piezometer
Network
Cultural and d. See description above. ARMS Mitigation Significant and N/A
Tribal Measure CR-1, Unavoidable
Resources CR-2, CR-3, CR-
4, CR-5, and
CR-6
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Chapter 1. Introduction

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(SEIS/SEIR) is a joint document prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento
District (USACE) and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) to supplement the
2016 American River Common Features (ARCF) Project’s original EIS/EIR. USACE is the
Federal lead agency under NEPA and the Federal Project sponsor of the ARCF 2016 Project.
CVFPB is the State lead agency under CEQA. CVFPB, the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR), and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) are the non-
Federal sponsors of the ARCF 2016 Project; DWR and SAFCA are responsible agencies under
CEQA.

The ARCF 2016 Project was originally authorized by Section 101(a)(1)(A) of the Water
Resources Development Act (WRDA) 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-303 § 101(a) (1), 110 (1996), as
amended by Section 366 of WRDA of 1999, Pub. L. No. 106-53, 8 366 (1999). Additional
authority was provided following the interim general reevaluation study in Section 1322(b) of
WRDA 2016, Pub. L. No. 114-322 § 1322. This SEIS/SEIR supplements the original ARCF
GRR FEIS/EIR.

This SEIS/SEIR analyzes design refinements to the authorized ARCF 2016 Project, including
engineering design modifications, footprint expansions, and compensatory habitat mitigation
approaches. The design refinements include actions within eight major project components:
American River Erosion Contracts 3B, 4A, and 4B; Sacramento River Erosion Contract 3;
Magpie Creek Project (MCP), American River Mitigation Site (ARMS); Sacramento River
Mitigation Site (SRMS), and installation of a Piezometer Network. Alternatives designs and/or
approaches for implementing the American River Erosion Contract 4A bike trail routes, ARMS
pond retention (CEQA-only), and SRMS mitigation credits are also described and analyzed.
These project refinements and alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 2, Description of the
Project Alternatives.

The American and Sacramento River erosion contracts and MCP are described and evaluated at a
project-level of detail. The ARMS, SRMS, and Piezometer Network are described and analyzed
at a programmatic level of detail because the selected sites for these actions are still early in the
planning phase and substantial information is not currently available to accurately describe
impacts at a project level of analysis (40 CFR § 1500, July 2023).

1.1 Scope of the Environmental Analysis

NEPA applies to all “major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment” 42 USC 4332(C) and is intended to result in better informed decisions and to allow
for greater public involvement. Under NEPA, supplemental NEPA documentation, which could
include a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), must be prepared when a major
Federal action is modified in a way that may cause a significant effect on the quality of the
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natural or human environment not analyzed in the original EIS prepared prior to adoption of the
Federal action. USACE has determined that design refinements to the authorized project
(Alternative 2) described in the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR), as well as new alternatives, may
have new undisclosed significant effects on the environment and, therefore, a SEIS is required to
supplement the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR. Likewise, CEQA requires a subsequent EIR when
substantial changes to a project or new information of substantial importance not known and
could not have been known at the time the previous EIR was certified would cause new
significant environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
effects that require major revisions to the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 [a][1]-
[3]), that were not discussed in the previous EIR. Accordingly, this subsequent EIR is required
by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 to build upon the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR.

The 2016 ARCF GRR EIS/EIR analyzed the environmental effects of two project alternatives
within the largest footprint that was expected to be constructed. The scope of the 2016 ARCF
GRR FEIS/EIR included the evaluation of the Federal interest in addressing seepage, slope
stability, erosion, and height concerns on the levees along the Sacramento and American Rivers
that reduce potential flood risk to the Sacramento metropolitan area.

Some of the actions described in the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR have been accomplished; this
SEIS/SEIR evaluates additional design refinements identified since 2016 by addressing the
environmental effects or substantial increases in the severity of environmental effects, including
cumulative effects. These design refinements were also not considered in the numerous NEPA
and CEQA supplemental documents to the ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR developed to address contract-
specific design modifications to date (USACE 2015; GEI Consultants and SAFCA 2016;
USACE 2016; USACE, SAFCA, and CVFPB 2019a, 2019b; USACE and CVFPB 2019, 2020,
2021a, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d, 2022a, 2022b; USACE 2021; USACE 2022b)). Thus, this
SEIS/SEIR supplements the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR by providing environmental analyses of
the new and emerging design refinements, fully described in Chapter 2 below (Description of the
Project Alternatives) for which no environmental effects consideration has been provided to
decision-makers.

For the purpose of this SEIS/SEIR, the NEPA “No Action Alternative” reflects baseline
conditions existing today within the project area, including completed elements of the authorized
Proposed Action (described as Alternative 2 in the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR) as well as
elements of Alternative 2 now in construction, or soon to be constructed. This differs from the
No Project Alternative under CEQA, where no construction would occur. If there is a need to
describe a situation where no project would be constructed in the supplemental analysis that
follows, it would be described as a “no construction alternative” to avoid confusion.

1.2  Project Location and Study Area

1.2.1  Project Location

The Project includes several distinct locations where its components would be constructed
(MCP, Sacramento River Erosion Contract 3, American River Erosion Contract 3B North and
South, American River Erosion Contract 4A, American River Erosion Contract 4B, ARMS,
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SRMS, and the Piezometer Network). These locations are described in more detail below and
shown on Figure 3.5-1.

The MCP location is north of Interstate 80 (1-80) and is bisected by Raley Boulevard. The MCP
is estimated to be approximately 8,600 feet long within Sacramento County between the North
Highlands and Rio Linda communities. The Magpie Creek Diversion Channel (MCDC) moves
water from the McClellan Business Park area to Robla Creek, then west into the Natomas East
Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC). The NEMDC terminates in the American River, making it a
part of the American River North Basin, one of the subbasins for the American River Watershed.
The American River Watershed is a part of the overall Sacramento Basin and the Lower
American River (LAR) feeds into the Sacramento River in Sacramento (Figure 3.5-1).

Sacramento River Erosion Contract 3 begins approximately 7 miles downstream from the
confluence of the American and Sacramento Rivers in a part of the Sacramento River that
receives tidal influence. Contract 3 totals 2.8 miles between river miles (RM) 47.3 and 53.1
along the river’s east levee in Sacramento’s Pocket neighborhood.

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.

The ARMS is located on the American River at RM 1.3. The site is on the water side of the
Federal levee, approximately 120 acres and is subject to tidal influence. It was historically
operated as a sand and gravel mine.

The SRMS is located at the confluence of the Sacramento River, Steamboat Slough and Cache
Slough, near Sacramento RM 15, and is approximately 200 acres. It is currently open space
habitat that is occasionally used as a dredge material disposal site. The site contains a
decommissioned landfill and is bisected North to South by the Federal Levee.

The Piezometer Network will be installed throughout the project footprint that was defined in the
2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR.
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1.3 Background of the American River Common
Features Project

The ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR provides a full background and history of the ARCF 2016 Project,
which is summarized below.

The basic authority for USACE to study flood risk reduction needs, formerly called flood
control, in the American River basin is in the Flood Control Act of 1962 (Public Law 87-874).
Following the 1986 flooding in the Sacramento area, Congress directed USACE to investigate
additional means to reduce flood risk to the city of Sacramento. The authorization for the 1-year
reconnaissance study was included in the 1987 Appropriations Act, and committee language
accompanying the Fiscal Year 1988 Continuing Appropriations Act (Public Law 100-2002). In
December 1991, USACE published the American River Watershed Investigation, California:
Feasibility Report, Part 1: Main Report and Part Il: EIS/EIR which recommends a concrete
gravity flood detention dam at the Auburn Dam site and levee improvements downstream of
Folsom Dam. Following study completion, Congress directed USACE to conduct supplemental
analysis of the flood management options considered in the 1991 Feasibility Study. The resulting
Supplemental Information Report, American River Watershed Project, California: Part-1 - Main
Report and Part 1l — Final EIS/EIR, (March 1996) recommended a similar combination of a
gravity flood detention dam at the Auburn Dam site with downstream levee work (USACE
1996). The analysis considered, but did not advance, plans for Folsom Dam improvements and a
stepped release plan for Folsom Dam accompanied by downstream levee improvements.
Congress recognized that levee improvements were “common” to all candidate plans in the
report and that there was a Federal interest in participating in these “common features.” Thus, the
American River Common Features Project was authorized in the Water Resources Development
Act (WRDA) of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-303, §101(a)(1), (1996). Major construction components
for the ARCF 2016 Project included construction of seepage remediation along the American
River levees and levee strengthening via raising, realignment, and seepage protection.

In WRDA 1999, Pub. L. No. 106-53, § 366, (1999), Congress authorized improvements to
Folsom Dam to manage a flood event with a peak release of 160,000 cubic feet per second (cfs)
and the Folsom Dam Modification Project to modify the existing outlets to allow for higher
releases earlier in flood events. At the same time, Congress also directed USACE to review
modifications to the flood storage of Folsom Dam to provide additional flood damage reduction
at Folsom Dam. The Folsom Dam Raise Project was subsequently authorized by Congress in
2003 through the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act 2004, Pub. L. No. 108-
137, § 129, 121 (2003). Construction of the Joint Federal Project, an auxiliary spillway to
Folsom Dam, was completed in 2017, and the maximum release of 160,000 cfs is the design
standard for all levee improvements downstream on the American River.

The results of the 2007 Folsom Dam Post Authorization Change Report (PACR) and the follow-
up 2008 Economic Reevaluation Report for Folsom Dam improvements showed that additional
levee improvements were needed on the American River and Sacramento River downstream of
the confluence with the American River to truly capture the benefits of the Folsom Dam projects.
These levee improvements would address erosion concerns on the American River and seepage,
stability, erosion, and height deficiencies on the Sacramento River below the confluence with the
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American River. As the full extent of these levee problems became apparent, additional
reevaluation studies were needed for the two hydrological basins comprising the city of
Sacramento: American River North and American River South. These reevaluation studies
coalesced in the ARCF GRR and its accompanying EIS/EIR (USACE 2016).

The 2016 GRR FEIS/EIR analyzed several alternatives to address these newly discovered
concerns on the lower American and Sacramento Rivers to protect the Sacramento metropolitan
area from catastrophic flooding. In addition to the No Action Alternative, the FEIS/EIR
examined environmental effects associated with Alternative 1 — Improve Levees and Alternative
2 — Improve Levees and Widen the Sacramento Weir and Bypass, which was the Recommended
Plan during the study and became the authorized Project. Upon Congressional authorization,
geotechnical investigations and hydraulic modeling were funded to inform the preconstruction
engineering and design phase. Data collection led to the design refinements presented in this
SEIS/SEIR to address remaining flood risk to the greater Sacramento area. Additionally, this
SEIS/SEIR captures the complexities of special-status species habitat mitigation required for
both the American and Sacramento Rivers by proposing to develop and construct new mitigation
sites.

1.4  Project Authority

Authority for the American River Common Features, 2016 Flood Risk Management Project,
Sacramento, California, is provided by Section 1401(2)(7) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 2016, Public Law 114-322. Appropriations were provided under the Construction
heading, Title N, Division B of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2018, Public Law 115-123 enacted
February 9, 2018.

1.5 Project Purpose and Need for Action

The Sacramento metropolitan area is one of the most at-risk areas for flooding in the United
States with an unacceptably high risk from levee failure that threatens the public safety, property,
and critical infrastructure throughout the study area. There is a high probability that flood flows
in the American and Sacramento Rivers would stress the network of levees protecting the system
to the point that levees could fail. There is a need to reduce the overall flood risk within the study
area by addressing the failure risks due to seepage and erosion. Further study by USACE and its
Project Partners, since the initial 2016 GRR FEIS/EIR, resulted in refinements to the initial flood
risk reduction designs in the ARCF 2016 Project, which would result in decreased risk of levee
failure due to erosion, seepage, and levee instability. Additionally, construction of previous,
current, and future ARCF 2016 Project components have resulted and will result in
environmental impacts requiring habitat mitigation.

1.6 CEQA Project Objectives

Under CEQA, the CVFPB’s objectives were identified in the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/FEIR and
are unchanged in this SEIS/SEIR. The objectives are as follows:
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= Reduce the chance of flooding and damages, once flooding occurs, and improve public
safety, preparedness, and emergency response.

= Reduce maintenance and repair requirements by modifying the flood management systems in
ways that are compatible with natural processes.

= Integrate the recovery and restoration of key physical processes, self-sustaining ecological
functions, native habitats, and species.

= Implement technically feasible and cost-effective solutions are implemented to maximize the
flood risk reduction benefits given the practical limitations of applicable funding sources.

1.7 Environmental Regulatory Framework and
Authority

1.7.1  National Environmental Policy Act

NEPA provides an interdisciplinary framework for Federal agencies to develop information that
will help them to take environmental factors into account in their decision-making. To comply
with NEPA, an EIS is required whenever a proposed major Federal action (e.g., a proposal for
legislation or an activity financed, assisted, conducted, or approved by a Federal agency) would
result in significant effects on the quality of the natural and human environment (42 U.S.C. §
4332[2][C]; 40 C.F.R. § 1508.18[a]). In addition, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9 contains guidance on Draft,
Final and Supplemental Statements. The language states that agencies preparing a supplemental
environmental impact statement shall:

1. Prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental impact statements if a major
Federal action remains to occur; and

2. The agency makes substantial changes to the proposed action that are relevant to
environmental concerns; or

3. There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.

1.7.2 California Environmental Quality Act

According to the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section
15064[f][1]), preparation of an EIR is required whenever a project may result in a significant
environmental impact. An EIR is an informational document used to inform public agency
decision makers and the general public of the significant environmental effects of a project,
identify possible ways to mitigate, reduce, or avoid the significant effects, and describe a range
of reasonable alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project while substantially lessening or avoiding any of the significant environmental
impacts. Public agencies are required to consider the information presented in the EIR when
determining whether to approve a project.

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
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(California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.). 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.

1.7.3  State and Local Planning

Many State and local plans and zoning regulations govern activities within the project area of the
2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR. These plans and regulations are described in Section 1.5.3, State
and Local Planning, in the 2016 EIS/EIR; those applicable to the Proposed Action were taken
into consideration during preparation of this SEIS/SEIR and are listed below:

City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan

Sacramento County General Plan of 2005 to 2030
Sacramento County Zoning Ordinance

Sacramento County Tree Ordinance

Sacramento City Zoning Ordinance

The Sacramento County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan
American River Parkway Plan

Central Valley Flood Protection Plan

Delta Plan
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Chapter 2. Intended Uses of this
Document

Like the original 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR, this SEIS/SEIR is a public document. This
SEIS/SEIR describes proposed refinements made to the Proposed Action of the 2016 ARCF
GRR FEIS/EIR and evaluates resulting environmental impacts that either were not fully analyzed
in the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR and subsequent supplemental NEPA and CEQA project
documents or are new environmental impacts arising from proposed changes in project design
and habitat mitigation. Not all resources or areas of concern are discussed in detail in this
document, as most potential impacts and the means to avoid, minimize, and mitigate them were
covered in depth in the 2016 ARCF GRR FEIS/EIR. The public will be notified of this
SEIS/SEIR and a copy of the public review draft will made available for comments during a 45-
day comment period. Public comments received during the public review period will be
incorporated into the Final SEIS/SEIR as necessary and presented in a separate appendix.

Once finalized, USACE will publish the Final SEIS/SEIR, consider any additional comments,
and sign a Record of Decision (ROD) for the SEIS. The ROD is a written, public record
explaining why USACE chooses a particular course of action. The selected action and any
practicable mitigation measures will be identified in the ROD.

California Code of Regulations, Title 14 § 15090 of CEQA requires that an EIR be certified so
that State agencies can issue their approvals. Title 14 § 15124(d)(B) of CEQA states that the
intended use section of the EIR shall include a list of permits, as well as a list of expected
agencies to use the document.

The project will require permitting or approvals under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act,
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
CVFPB encroachment permits and State Lands Commission leases will also be required for
some project components.

CVFPB, DWR and SAFCA, the lead agency and responsible agencies, are expected to use the
SEIS/SEIR document in their roles as project sponsors. Other agencies expected to use the
SEIS/SEIR to support permitting or funding actions include, but are not limited to:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

National Park Service

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB)
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
State Lands Commission

Delta Stewardship Council
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2.1 Resources Relied on in Preparation of the
SEIS/SEIR

2.1.1 Related Documents and Resources

The following documents were used in the preparation of this SEIS/SEIR and are incorporated
by reference:

= December 2015, revised May 2016, Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report on the American River Water Shed Common Features, General Reevaluation
Report, Sacramento CA (USACE 2015).

= July 2016, Final Environmental Impact Report, North Sacramento Streams, Sacramento
River East Levee, Lower American River, and Related Flood Improvements Project.
Prepared for SAFCA by GEI Consultants (GEI Consultants and SAFCA 2016).

= August 2016, Record of Decision on ARCF GRR 2015 FEIS/EIR signed by Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), Jo-Ellen Darcy (USACE 2016)

= February 2019, Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment/Initial Study, ARCF Seepage
Stability Berm, Reach D Contract 1 (USACE, SAFCA, and CVFPB 2019a).

= June 2019, Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment/Initial Study, ARCF 2016 Project
Beach Stone Lakes Mitigation Site (USACE, SAFCA, and CVFPB 2019b).

=  November 2019, Supplemental Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report
American River Watershed Common Features, Water Resources Development Act of 2016
Project, Sacramento River East Levee Contract 1 (SREL C1) (USACE and CVFPB 2019).

= QOctober 2020, Supplemental Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report
American River Watershed Common Features, Water Resources Development Act of 2016
Project, Sacramento River East Levee Contract 2 (SREL C2) (USACE and CVFPB 2020).

= June 2021, Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment/ Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report, American River Watershed Common Features, Water Resources
Development Act of 2016 Project, Sacramento River Erosion Contract 1 (USACE 2021).

= August 2021, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report, American River Watershed Common Features, Water Resources Development Act of
2016 Project, Sacramento Weir Widening (USACE and CVFPB 2021a).

= September 2021, Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report, American River Common Features, Water Resources Development Act of 2016
Project, American River Erosion Contract 2 (USACE and CVFPB 2021d).

= QOctober 2021, Supplemental Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report
American River Watershed Common Features, Water Resources Development Act of 2016
Project, Sacramento River East Levee Contract 3 (SREL C3) (USACE and CVFPB 2021b).
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