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I.

Executive Summary

The public involvement report for the American River Common Features Post-Authorization Change
Report (PACR) and Interim General Re-evaluation Report (GRR) summarizes the public involvement
and coordination efforts during the planning process of the Natomas PACR. Public meetings and
comment periods were held in order to solicit public comments and questions on the alternatives,
environmental effects, and potential impacts of the Natomas PACR. The resulting public comments
and their subsequent responses are included in this report.
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II.

Public Involvement Program
a. Introduction
The purpose of public involvement and coordination is to open and maintain channels of
communication with the public in order to give full consideration to public input during the
planning process. Public involvement aims to provide information about proposed activities
to the public, make public’s desires, needs, and concerns known to decision-makers, provide
consultation with the public before decisions are reached, and to consider the public’s views
in reaching decisions.
Planning studies are conducted in an open atmosphere in order to involve the public and
provide opportunities for participation. A public involvement strategy is developed early in
the study in order to ensure relevant and quality public involvement opportunities for
interested parties. A strategy ensures that the public is informed of the initiation of a study,
interested and affected parties are identified and included, likely significant issues are
identified, and public input on the report is addressed.
b. Scoping and Public Review Process
The scoping and public review process began with a notice of intent (NOI) to prepare the
American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report (GRR) Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). Since the Natomas PACR/Phase 4b Project is a component of the
American River Common Features GRR, a separate NOI for the Natomas PACR /Phase 4b
Project did not need to be re-issued.
On November 5, 2009, SAFCA issued a notice of preparation (NOP) for the EIS/EIR and
Natomas PACR. In addition to the State Clearinghouse’s distribution of the NOP to
potentially interested state agencies, copies of the NOP were distributed to approximately 900
recipients, including Federal, state, regional, and local agencies; non-profit and private
organizations; homeowners associations; partnerships; businesses; and individual residents in
the project area to solicit input as to the scope and content of the EIS/EIR and PACR (see
Enclosure C, ―Distribution List‖). Because the distribution list likely did not account for all
affected parties in the Phase 4b Project footprint, USACE and SAFCA published a notice in
The Sacramento Bee on November 5, 2009 (see Enclosure A, ―Public Notices, Publications,
News Releases‖). The NOP was circulated for a 30-day public comment period, in
accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, which closed on December 4, 2009. Chapter 7
of the DEIS/DEIR contains a summary of the comment letters received on the NOP and NOI.
The DEIS/DEIR and Draft Natomas PACR were released for the 45-day public comment
period on July 2, 2010 and ending on August 16, 2010. Public meetings were held and
comments were received on the documents from agencies and individuals. The Final
EIS/EIR and the Final Natomas PACR will be issued for a 30-day review period.
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III.

Public Scoping Meetings

To announce the start of the Common Features General Reevaluation Study, a NOI to prepare the
American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report (GRR) Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) was posted in the Federal Register (Vol. 73, No. 41) on February 29, 2008. The public
was invited to comment on the results of the earlier completed reconnaissance study and to provide input
to the feasibility study, including the scoping of the environmental issues that should be address
throughout the study. The notice in 2008 announced a group of public workshops, where the public was
given the opportunity to comment. The meeting locations, dates, and times were as follows:
• March 5, Scottish Rite Center—6 151 H Street, Sacramento (5-7pm)
• March 10, Library Galleria—828 I Street, Sacramento (3-6pm)
• March 12, Elk’s Lodge—6446 Riverside Boulevard, Sacramento (5-7pm)
• March 13, Sierra Health Foundation—1321 Garden Highway, Sacramento (5-7pm)
Once the NOP for the EIS/EIR and the PACR was released, a joint National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA)/California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) public scoping meeting was held on November
18, 2009 from 4:30 to 6:30 p.m. at the South Natomas Community Center in Sacramento, California, to
brief interested parties on the Natomas PACR/Phase 4b Project and obtain the views of agency
representatives and the public on the scope and content of the EIS/EIR.
a. Summary of Comments Received
There were 46 people in all who attended the four meetings. Comments were solicited through
the use of court reporters at the meetings. Additionally, comments could be submitted through
mail or electronic mail. Comments were made throughout the review period by 12 local, State,
and Federal agencies, two community organizations, and 26 individuals.
The joint NEPA/CEQA public scoping meeting on the Natomas PACR/Phase 4b Project was held
November 18, 2009. Only three attendees commented. Their comments included;
Concern about the use of haul roads and the impacts they will have on public access and
public interaction with large trucks;
Noise pollution;
Concerns about the lead agency switching from SAFCA to USACE and losing contact
with local agencies; and
Water drainage to the east of Natomas Basin.
These comments are located in Chapter 7- ―Consultation and Coordination‖, of the DEIS/DEIR.
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IV.

Public Meetings Post Document Release

The Draft Natomas PACR was released to the public on July 2, 2010 for public and agency review and
comment for a 45-day period. Public meetings were held after the distribution of the document in order
to give interested parties a chance to comment. The meeting locations, dates, and times are as follows:
July 13, 2010, South Natomas Community Center- 2921 Truxel Road, Sacramento
July 15, 2010, SAFCA Board Meeting- 915 I Street, Sacramento
July 21, 2010, Sacramento City Hall- 915 I Street, Sacramento
August 4, 2010, Pleasant Grove School- 3075 Howsley Road, Pleasant Grove

a. Summary of Comments Received
Comments were solicited through the use of court reporters at the meetings. Additionally,
comments could be submitted through mail or electronic mail. Comments from the meetings
included;
Concern that project would ―undo‖ much of the recent construction on the pumping
plant;
Aesthetics of project site; and
Concerns that commenter has been paying for flood insurance for 21 years while those in
the interior just began.
Comments focused on the EIS/EIR so these comments and the responses to them are included in
Appendix I- ―Public Involvement‖, of the FEIS/FEIR.

V.

Written Comments on the Natomas PACR

In addition to public meetings, written comments from the public, reviewing agencies, and stakeholders
were accepted throughout the public comment period from July 2, 2010 to August 16, 2010. Written
comments received on the NOP for both the Natomas PACR and the EIS/EIR are located in Chapter 7―Consultation and Coordination‖, of the DEIS/DEIR.
a. Summary of Comments Received
Written comments were submitted by mail or email to USACE or SAFCA by August 16, 2010.
Comments received included;
Concerns about the consultation and coordination with the local Tribes;
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Recommendation to pursue a variance pursuant to the Central Valley Flood System
Improvement Framework;
Long term cultural effects;
Cultural resource preservation budget; and
Transfer of risk to those immediately outside the levee.
These written comments and the responses to them are located in Table A-1 of this Appendix.

VI.

Areas of Concern

Based on the comments received during the scoping period and the 45-day public comment period, the
main areas of public concern associated with this PACR are;
Vegetation removal and variances;
Consultation and coordination with local Native American tribes;
Cultural resource preservation; and
Transfer of risk of flooding.
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VII.

Comments Received on Natomas PACR With Responses

Table A-1
Comment #
Comment Summary
Federal Agencies
U.S. Dept. of the Interior
F1-1
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for responses.
NMFS
F2-1 & F2-3 through
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for responses.
F2-18
F2-2
Recommend pursuing a variance pursuant to the Central Valley Flood System
Improvement Framework (Framework). Encourages the project proponent to include
assurances that habitat creation and preservation that is mitigation for the Phase 4b
Project be successfully implemented. PACR lacks mention of variance.

Response

The Central Valley Flood
Protection Board and SAFCA
applied for a variance for the
recommended plan. That
variance request was approved
on June 17, 2010. This approval
is for a plan that includes an
adjacent levee. The PACR was
revised to add the information
on vegetation variance.
Concur. This paragraph has
been rewritten.

F2-19

Page PAC-7: The paragraph starting with ―The original project…‖ is confusing and
has grammatical errors.

F2-20

Page PAC-10: The term MCACES is used in footnote 1- There is no explanation or Concur. The acronym stands for
Microcomputer-Aided Cost
definition of MCACES. This term is also used later in the document with no
Estimating System. The
explanation.
Acronym has been defined and a
description of the software has
been added to Section 4-9.
Page PAC-11: Table 7-There is no explanation for Table 7 in the text.
Concur. A description of the
table has been added to the text.
Page 1-3: Editorial- Under heading "d" there is a floating quotation sign.
Concur. The correction has
been made.
Page 1-4 and throughout document: Editorial- Under heading "a" the text reads
Concur. The correction has
"Sacramento and American Rivers". It should be "Sacramento and American rivers". been made throughout the

F2-21
F2-22
F2-23
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F2-24

Same logic applies where the text reads "Feather, Yuba, and American Rivers",
should be "Feather, Yuba, and American rivers". Make appropriate edits throughout
entire document.
Page 2-11: Table 2-1- Table 2-1 should be described in the main text.

F2- 25

Page 2-14: Framework- The document should include that obtaining a variance to
maintain the levee vegetation would satisfy requirements of the ETL. The document
correctly identifies the Framework and that it will expire in 2010. However, the
document should include a description on how in 2012 there will be a new levee
guidance document as part of the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan.

F2- 26
F2-27

Page 2-15: Editorial- For consistency, "Floodplains" under heading (7) should be
underlined.
Page 2-16: Table 2-3 should be described in the text.

F2-28

Page 2-17: Table 2-4 should be described in the text.

F2-29

Page 2-20: Section 2-5 Planning Constraints- Central Valley steelhead should be
included in bullet number 2.
Page 2-24, 2-25, and 2-26: Tables 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10- Incorrectly numbered and
not properly described in the text.

F2-30

F2-31

Page 2-27: Figure 7B-1 is cited twice. It is unclear what this figure is and where it is
A-7

PACR.

Concur. A description of the
table has been added to the text.
Concur. ―In certain instances, to
further enhance environmental
values or to meet state or federal
laws and/or regulations, the
local sponsor may request a
variance from the standard
vegetation guidelines set forth in
this ETL.‖ Has been added to
the text in this location. Also,
the following statement has been
added. "The Framework is an
interim document that expires in
2012. At that time, the Central
Valley Flood Protection Plan
will contain new levee
guidance."
Concur. The change has been
made.
Concur. A description of the
table has been added to the text.
Concur. A description of the
table has been added to the text.
Concur. The Central Valley
steelhead has been added.
Concur. The table numbering
has been corrected and a
description of the tables has
been added to the text.
Concur. References to this

F2-32

F2-33

located.
Page 2-27: No explanation for the basis for using of three flood events as the
threshold for people to abandon Natomas Basin.

figure have been removed.
Concur. The assumption used in
the economic analysis was that
there would be no rebuilding in
the Natomas Basin after three
flood events and over a 50-year
period of analysis. We assumed
that some rebuilding would
occur after the first flood event,
and a lesser amount of
rebuilding would occur after a
second flood event, but after the
third event no rebuilding would
occur. Considering the
extraordinary amount of
damages (for example, $6.3
billion to $7.0 billion in
damages from a levee breach on
the Natomas Cross Canal) not to
mention the possible loss of
human life that would be
sustained in the Basin should a
flood event occur, the team
believed that the 3-event
threshold was a reasonable
assumption. This has been added
to the text of the PACR.

Page 3-9: e. Vegetation and Encroachments- Under heading "e. Vegetation and
Encroachments", the text should describe that a vegetation variance could be obtained
to satisfy the levee requirements under the ETL. To state that "complete removal of
vegetation…" is necessary to fulfill the ETL is false.

Concur. The text now reads,
―Measures to address vegetation
issues include: substantial
removal of waterside vegetation
and widening the existing levee,
obtaining a variance for the
existing vegetation condition
from the standard vegetation
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guidelines set forth in the ETL,
construction of a new adjacent
levee that would require the
approval of a variance to the
ETL, or construction of a new
setback levee.‖
F2-34

Page 3-15: Table 3-5 is not described in the text.

F2-35

Page 3-19: "compliance with the vegetation ETL will require that vegetation is
removed from the levee." This is false, obtaining a vegetation variance will also
comply with the ETL and this should be discussed as a viable alternative.

F2-36

Page 3-27: Table 3-14 fails to mention that obtaining a variance is another method of
complying with the ETL.

F2-37

Page 3-34: The second sentence in the first full paragraph is incomplete.

F2-38

Page 4-35: Table 4-8- Under State section, CEQA should be listed.

F2-39

Page 4-42: Table 4-9- Under the NMFS agency row, the
Permit/Authorization/Approval text appears to be incorrect.

F2-40

Page 7-1: Chapter 7- The term "I" is used to initiate Chapter 7. Confusing as to who
or what the "I" is? The final document should clarify.

U.S. EPA
F3-1 through F3-5
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for responses.
Tribal Government
Shingle Springs Rancheria
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Concur. A description of the
table has been added to the text.
Concur. Obtaining a variance
has been added as an alternative.
However, it was eliminated as
not being likely to be obtained
for the existing condition.
While a variance can be
obtained, is would be unlikely to
be granted for the existing
condition without an overbuilt
levee. Therefore, it was not
evaluated in the fix in-place
plan.
Concur. The correction has
been made.
Concur. CEQA has been added
to the table.
Concur. The table entry for the
NMFS row for Phase 4a has
been corrected.
The ―I‖ refers to the Sacramento
District Commander. This is
standard format for Corps of
Engineers report.

T1-1, T1-3, & T1-4
T1-2

See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for responses.
Page 1-5 (c.) 2nd paragraph lines 4&5: "…a group of Hudson Bay Company workers
brought malaria to Natomas, and seventy-five percent of residents died."Should say: "seventy-five percent of local Native Americans died."

T1-5

Page 1-21 (10) paragraph 3 line 8: "…and/or protect the rights of Native Americans"
Should say: "…and/or protect the rights and cultural resources of Native
Americans."

T1-6

Page 3-28 Table 3-15, Cultural Resources: "No long term effects will result from the
project":
Issue: We believe that long term effects may result from the project if cultural
resources must be removed/ and or damaged.
Should Say: "Damage and permanent loss of some cultural resources may occur. Plan
implements appropriate mitigation measures to minimize damage or loss."

T1-7

Page 3-33, 3-8 MITIGATION: Describes agencies that have included in coordination
of mitigation:
Issue: Does not mention local Native American Tribes.
Should include: "local Native American Tribes."
Page 4-43, Table 4-10-Costs of Potential Additional Increments: Total for Cultural
Resource Preservation= 0 (zero):
Issue: This does not seem to be a realistic figure given the extensive amount of
Cultural resources present along the river.

T1-8
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Since there is no source cited,
the reference to the deaths of
seventy-five percent of Natomas
residents was removed. Without
a reference it is impossible to
determine if that figure applies
only to the native population,
white settlers or both.
The section in question is a
direct quote from ETL 1110-2571, and cannot be changed,
however a statement of cultural
resources has been added to the
document to address this
concern.
―No long term effects will result
from the project‖ was changed
to ―Some cultural resources may
be adversely affected by the
project. Mitigation measures
would be required for those
resources determined to be
adversely affected by the
proposed project.‖
A subsection has been added for
Cultural Resources Mitigation.

Costs were not added for the
additional increment because the
preservation efforts included in
the Recommended Plan will be
adequate for the additional

T1-9

Page 6-4, 6-6. Additional Required Coordination: Under Chapter 6- Public
Involvement, Review, and Consultation:
Issue: Does not mention tribes or the NAHC.
Should Include: "NAHC" and "Local Tribes" as separate heading and say that
consultation has been "on-going".

T1-10

Page 7-1, Chapter 7- Recommendations (n.): Comply with all applicable Federal and
State laws and regulations, including but not limited to:
Issue: does not list NAGPRA as one of the laws. NAGPRA should be included.
Should Include: "NAGPRA" in the laws listed.

State Agencies
Central Valley Flood Protection Board
S1-1
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
California State Lands Commission
S2-1 through S2-3
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Department of Transportation
S3-1 through S3-4
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
S4-1
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Local Agencies
A-11

increment as well. The same is
true of Fish and Wildlife
mitigation costs.
Under ―Additional Required
Coordination‖ the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO)
should be added and the PA
consultation process included.
The coordination with the
Native American Heritage
Commission and Local Tribes
was included and described as
on-going.
Since there are no Federally
owned lands included in the area
of potential effects NAGPRA
does not apply to this project.
There does not need to be a
reference to NAGPRA in the
laws listed or the
recommendations; however,
there a reference has been added
that the project will comply with
Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of
1966.

SMAQMD
L1-1through L1-9
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Sutter County Community Services Dept.
L2-1through L2-4
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
City of Sacramento Department of Transportation
L3-1 through L3-12
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Feather River Air Quality Management District
L4-1 through L4-4
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
City of Sacramento Department of Parks and Recreation
L5-1 through L5-13
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
L6-1
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Organizations
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
O1-1 through O1-3
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Save the American River Association
O2-1 through O2-4
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Sacramento Tree Foundation
O3-1
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Garden Highways Community Association
O4-1 through O4-24
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Businesses
KVIE
B1-1
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Individuals
Jimenez & Selge
I1-1through I1-7
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
John Perry (Perry Farms)
I2-1 through I2-11
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Imogene Amrine
I3-1
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Phil Perry
I4-1 – I4-3 & I4-5 See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
I4-7
I4 – 4
Concerned project is a waste of tax money as there is already an adequate levee
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While it may appear that the

system.

Melvin Borgman
I5-1 through I5-4
Charlotte Borgman
I6-1
Roland Candee
I7-1 through I7-4 &
I7-6 through I7-8
I7-5

levee system is adequate as is,
recent investigations show that
the problems with the Natomas
levees are more extensive than
originally believed. As these
investigations show, the levees
pose unacceptable risks to those
living within them. A failure of
the levee system will cause
major damage and could cause
loss of life. Previous work on
the levee has corrected some of
the issues associated with the
levees, but there are still
problems that must be corrected
in order to reduce the risk to
public safety. While it is
unfortunate that the knowledge
about the condition of the levee
has come after work has already
been done, it is important that
the recommended work be done
to improve the risk that Natomas
residents face.

See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response .
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
Attachment 5: States that SAFCA can legally proceed as long as there are no
hydraulic impacts on the river, yet the levee is being raised and position paper states
that levee height would affect hydrology and result in a transfer of risk.
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Attachment 5 does not pertain to
SAFCA’s implementation of
levee raises. It is Corps policy
that hydraulic impacts and
transfer of risk must be

addressed in every study.
Attachment 5 was prepared in
order to show that it would not
be necessary to comply with this
policy if the recommended plan
did not include raises. On the
other hand, in order to obtain
permission from the Corps to
raise the levees, SAFCA had to
present analyses that established
that the raise did not cause
impacts elsewhere. Based on
their analysis of downstream
impacts, the Corps determined
that the raise proposed by
SAFCA would not transfer risk
elsewhere.
Keith M. Seegmiller
I8-1 through I8-7
Ronald Johnson
I9-1 through I9-8
Public Hearing
Phil Perry
PH1-1 through PH1-5

See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.
See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.

See Appendix I of the EIS/EIR for response.

Federal agencies=F, Tribal government=T, State agencies=S, Local agencies=L, B=Businesses, Organizations=O, Individuals=I, PH=Public
Hearing
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VIII.

Comments on the EIS/EIR

The USACE published an NOI to prepare the American River Common Features General Reevaluation
Report (GRR) EIS in the Federal Register (Vol. 73, No. 41) on February 29, 2008 and a series of public
meetings were held in March 2008. On November 5, 2009, SAFCA issued a NOP for the EIS/EIR and
copies of the NOP were distributed to approximately 900 recipients and a notice was published in The
Sacramento Bee on November 5, 2009. The NOP was circulated for a 30-day comment period, these
comments are included in Chapter 7- ―Consultation and Coordination‖, of the DEIS/DEIR.
The Draft EIS/EIR for the American River Watershed Common Features Project (Common
Features)/Natomas Levee Improvement Program (NLIP)/Phase 4b Landside Improvements Project (Phase
4b Project) was released for public and agency review and comment in accordance with NEPA and
CEQA requirements. The review period began on July 2, 2010 and closed on August 16, 2010. During
this time, four public meetings were held and comments were received from agencies and individuals.
These comments and the responses to them can be found in Appendix I- ―Public Involvement‖, of the
FEIS/FEIR.
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Enclosure D
Letters and Comments from Agencies and Organizations

Federal Agencies

F1
United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Pacific Southwest Region
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 520
Oakland, California 94607
IN REPLY REFER TO:

ER# 10/599

Electronically Filed
9 August 2010

Elizabeth Holland
Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1325 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Ms. Holland:
The Department of the Interior has received and reviewed the DEIS for the American River
Watershed Common Features Project/Natomas Post-Authorization Change Report/Natomas Levee
Improvement Program, Phase 4b Landside Improvements Project in Sacramento and Sutter Counties,
CA and has no comments to offer.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.

Sincerely,

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer
cc:
Director, OEPC

F1-1

F2

F2-1

F2-1
(Con't.)

F2-2

F2-3

F2-4

F2-5

F2-6
F2-7
F2-8

F2-9

F2-10

F2-11

F2-12
F2-13

F2-14
F2-15
F2-16

F2-16
(Con't.)

F2-17

F2-18

F2-19
F2-20

F2-21
F2-22

F2-23

F2-24

F2-25

F2-26
F2-27

F2-28
F2-29

F2-30
F2-31
F2-32

F2-33
F2-34

F2-35

F2-36

F2-37
F2-38

F2-39
F2-40

F3

F3-1

F3-2

F3-3

F3-1
(Con't.)

F3-4

F3-4
(Con't.)

F3-5

F3-5
(Con't.)

F3-5
(Con't.)

Tribal Government

T1

T1-1

T1-2

T1-5

T1-6

T1-7

T1-8

T1-9

T1-10

T1-3

T1-3
(Con't.)

T1-4

State Agencies

S1

S1-1

S1-1
(Con't.)

S2

S2-1

S2-2

S2-2
(Con't.)

S2-3

S3

S3-1

S3-2

S3-3

S3-4

S4

S4-1

Local Agencies

L1
Larry Greene
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER

August 2, 2010

Mr. John Bassett
Director of Engineering
SAFCA
1007 Seventh Street, 7th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Ms. Elizabeth Holland
Planning Division
USACE, Sacramento District
1325 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

American River Watershed Common Features Project, Natomas Levee
Improvement Program (NLIP), Phase 4b Landside Improvements Project
DEIS/DEIR (SAC200701184f)
Dear Mr. Bassett and Ms. Holland:
Thank you for providing the NLIP Phase 4b Landside Improvements Project DEIS/DEIR
to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) for review.
SMAQMD staff comments follow.
1. Please provide the analysis justifying the statement that a dust control plan has

2.
3.
4.

5.

6.

been developed that will “effectively reduce mass PM10 emissions below the
concentration based threshold” (page 4.11-6, paragraph 2). Has modeling been
performed to show concentrations below the 5% substantial contribution in nonattainment areas?
Why was the level of 400 tons/year of PM10 selected as a trigger to include the use
of advanced dust suppression materials (page 4.11-14, last bullet)?
Would the application of advanced dust suppression materials reduce PM10
emissions from 400 to 100 tons/year (page 4.11-14, last bullet)?
The SMAQMD prefers that an estimated mitigation fee be disclosed in the
DEIS/DEIR based on the emissions estimates and mitigation measures provided in
the document (page 4.11-15, 4th bullet).
Because there is concern in the construction industry regarding the safe operation of
off-road equipment with a diesel particulate filter (DPF) that blocks driver visibility,
the SMAQMD suggests an alternative mitigation be available to the 15% DPF
installation for off-road equipment. SMAQMD has determined that an additional
20% reduction in project-wide fleet average particulate emissions would be
beneficial, which brings the total particulate emission reduction to 65% compared to
the state fleet average (page 4.11-16, last bullet).
SMAQMD suggests adding the word “not” in the 3rd to last sentence of the first
paragraph on page 4.11-23, regarding exposing sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of Toxic Air Contaminants.
777 12th Street, 3rd Floor  Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800  916/874-4899 fax
www.airquality.org
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NLIP Phase 4b Landside Improvement Project DEIS/DEIR
August 2, 2010
Page 2 of 2
7. Overall, the climate change and greenhouse gas discussion and analysis were done

L1-7

well (section 5.1.5.12).
8. The listing of potential greenhouse gas mitigation measures on page 5-22 should be
referenced in Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, and/or
L1-8
another obvious place in the DEIS/EIR that future contractors will reference for
project construction requirements.
All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules in effect at the time of construction. Attached
is a list of rules that may apply to this project. For more information on SMAQMD rules
call 916-874-4800 or visit www.AirQuality.org.
Please contact me at 916-874-4881 or khuss@airquality.org if you have any questions
regarding these comments.
Sincerely,

Karen Huss
Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst
Attachment
Cc:

Larry Robinson, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Sondra Andersson, Feather River Air Quality Management District

L1-9

SMAQMD Rules & Regulations Statement (revised 1/07)
The following statement is recommended as standard condition of approval or
construction document language for all development projects within the Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD):

All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules and regulations in effect at the time of
construction. A complete listing of current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by
calling 916.874.4800. Specific rules that may relate to construction activities or building
design may include, but are not limited to:
Rule 201: General Permit Requirements. Any project that includes the use of
equipment capable of releasing emissions to the atmosphere may require permit(s)
from SMAQMD prior to equipment operation. The applicant, developer, or operator of a
project that includes an emergency generator, boiler, or heater should contact the
District early to determine if a permit is required, and to begin the permit application
process. Portable construction equipment (e.g. generators, compressors, pile drivers,
lighting equipment, etc) with an internal combustion engine over 50 horsepower are
required to have a SMAQMD permit or a California Air Resources Board portable
equipment registration.
Other general types of uses that require a permit include dry cleaners, gasoline
stations, spray booths, and operations that generate airborne particulate emissions.
Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The developer or contractor is required to control dust
emissions from earth moving activities or any other construction activity to prevent
airborne dust from leaving the project site.
Rule 417: Wood Burning Appliances. Effective October 26, 2007, this rule prohibits
the installation of any new, permanently installed, indoor or outdoor, uncontrolled
fireplaces in new or existing developments.
Rule 442: Architectural Coatings. The developer or contractor is required to use
coatings that comply with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the
rule.
Rule 902: Asbestos. The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of
any regulated renovation or demolition activity. Rule 902 contains specific
requirements for surveying, notification, removal, and disposal of asbestos containing
material.
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Part 1 - Project Description
Page 2-24 says “To comply with USACE vegetation guidance, all vegetation would be
cleared at least 15 feet from the landside toes of the improved levees.” The removal of heritage trees
within the city must be done in accordance with the City of Sacramento heritage tree ordinance,
including the proper mitigation of lost resources. Mitigation shall be coordinated with Urban Forest
Division of the Department of Transportation.

L3-1

Page 2-25 says “Construct a bicycle and pedestrian trail along the 42-mile loop of the Natomas Basin
levee perimeter in the northwestern portion of the County of Sacramento, southern portion of Sutter
County, and a portion of the City of Sacramento (program-level analysis only, because site specific
details are not available)...” The environmental document should clarify that the actual construction of
the finished paved bike and pedestrian trail is not necessarily funded. In this context, the City of
Sacramento would like to request that a portion of the proposed trail be constructed through a
contribution of funds from the City. This trail segment is on Reach 20, Sta. 940+00 to Sta. 955+00. The
City of Sacramento would like to provide the additional funds for paving the proposed bike trail at the
top of the levee along this segment. This would include the cost of paving the east leg of the ramps at
Sta. 940+00. By including the paving of this segment of bike trail, a vital link in the City’s off street bike
trail system can be established connecting Natomas to the American River Parkway.

L3-2

Page 2-31 thru 2-32 says “Where cutoff wall construction occurs through the crown of the adjacent
levee, some reconstruction work on Garden Highway would be required to restore the landside lane of
the roadway. Garden Highway intersections at major roadway ramps would require degrading,
rebuilding the embankment, and repaving to accommodate the installation of the cutoff wall and slope
flattening. Traffic control and detours would be required during this phase of construction...” Will the
repaving of the Garden Highway involve bringing the street up to city standards, including elements that
would make the street more complete as outlined in the City’s General Plan? At the very least, when this
2
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segment of road is re-paved, the City of Sacramento would like to review and approve the striping plans
to see if an additional eastbound bike lane can be striped within the existing roadway width.

L3-3
(Con't.)

Page 2-31 says “Garden Highway intersections at Natomas Park Drive, Truxel Road, Arden-Garden
Connector, Northgate Boulevard, and four additional private parcel ramps would require degrading,
rebuilding the embankment, and repaving to accommodate the installation of the cutoff wall and slope
flattening. The ramps would be reconstructed to the current general ramp and intersection geometry...”
At Reach 4, Sta. 100+00, the Garden Highway runs past the Niños Parkway. Will there be an access ramp
to the open space as part of this project? If so, can the ramp be made so that it one day can become a
bike trail access point to the Niños Parkway?

L3-4

Page 2-53 and a similar paragraph on page 2-55 says “To facilitate raising of the pump discharge pipes,
the existing bike trail would require a local raise in grade over the pipes. The trail raise would transition
back down to existing grade upstream and downstream of the local raise. This work would require
partial regrading of the waterside slope for the length of the raised bike trail. At this site, the levee
would be degraded and reconstructed with engineered fill. A detour or closure of the bike trail would be
required for up to 30 days…” Will the bike trail be reconstructed to meet current city standards?

L3-5

Page 2-53 says ”The bike trail would be funded locally, separate from this project.” Will there be an
opportunity for the City of Sacramento to contribute funds to the project to construct a portion of the
trail?

L3-6

Page 2-53 says ”Where a Class I bike trail cannot be constructed because of physical constraints, the
bikeway would be designed to exceed or meet the minimum standards for a Class II facility (a lane set
aside in city/county streets exclusively for bikes).” Will the process of delivering this project include an
opportunity to work with City and County representatives to plan the locations of these locations?

L3-7

Page 2-67 says “Because of the requirement to have newly constructed levees settle prior to final
inspection and certification, trail construction in these areas would not occur until the following year’s
construction season, at the earliest. In addition, the long lead time in securing funding sources could
delay construction for several years after completion of levee construction.” Would this apply to the
segment of bike trail on Reach 20, Sta. 940+00 to Sta. 955+00 where the levee is going to be regarded
and repaved for the Garden Highway?

L3-8

Part 2 - Plates
Page 2-101: The cross section on this page does not indicate the existing bike and pedestrian trail that is
at the toe of the levee which will be covered over as a result of the project.

L3-9
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Page 2-103: The cross section on this page does not indicate the existing bike and pedestrian trail that is
at the toe of the levee which will be covered over as a result of the project. In addition, this section
shows a half width of Garden Highway at 20 feet. The crown of the Garden Highway actually varies in
size, making the half width as much as 26 feet. Are we to make the assumption that the placement of
the adjacent levee will be 15 feet to the north of the existing hinge point of the levee, or will it be set at
20 feet from the centerline of the Garden Highway?

L3-10

Pages 2-107 and 2-109: The cross sections on these pages do not indicate the existing bike and
pedestrian trail that will be removed and presumable replaced as a result of the project. In the areas
between Natomas Park Drive and Northgate Boulevard, will the future bike trail be on the north or
south side of the Garden Highway?

L3-11
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Part 4 – Impacts Assessments
In Section 4.10.1.2, The environmental document states that the threshold of significance for
transportation related impacts would result in a significant impact related to transportation and
circulation if the proposed project, or project alternatives would do any of the following:
x “…substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses;
x result in inadequate emergency access; or
x conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.”
Within this context, this environmental document does not adequately address significant impacts that
would result from the construction of the proposed adjacent levee structures. These impacts generally
are the loss of existing emergency vehicle access points and the loss of existing pedestrian and bicycle
facilities.
Within the City of Sacramento along the Garden Highway between Interstate 80 and Interstate 5, there
are at least 2 public streets, 8 property access ramps and 6 emergency access points that connect with
the Garden Highway and/or to each other. The proposed project does not show sufficient detail of how
these connections will be modified. Based on the information provided, the proposed project will
completely eliminate some of the emergency access points. Mitigations for these losses should be
provided.
Furthermore, the stretch along the Garden Highway between Interstate 80 and Natomas Park Drive has
at least 4 existing bike and pedestrian facilities that will be affected. The proposed project does not
indicate what will happen to these facilities. Using the information provided about the proposed project,
the loss of existing bike and pedestrian facilities is anticipated. Mitigations for these losses should be
provided.
Details of these impacted areas are as follows:
1. Reach 19B, Sta. 879+00 to Sta.
885+00; there are two emergency
access ramps at this location
which provide access to the culde-sacs streets called Avocet
Court and Marina Glen Way. The
construction of the proposed
project will require some realignment of these ramps to allow
continued emergency vehicle
access. These access ramps also
function as bike and pedestrian
access ramps. Construction of the
re-aligned ramps should comply with accessibility standards. The ramp to Marina Glen Way may
require a retaining wall structure as mitigation. The construction of the proposed project will
also interfere with the existing pedestrian walkway along the end of Marina Glen Way. The
existing sidewalk should not be impacted, and proper mitigation, such as the inclusion of a
retaining wall should be included.
5
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2. Reach 19B, Sta. 883+00 to
892+00; there is a bike and
pedestrian facility along Swainson
Way/Avocet Court between the
street curb and the toe of the
levee. The construction of the
proposed project will place the
levee on top of this facility,
rendering it unusable and
disconnected from Shorebird
Park. Mitigation for the loss of
this facility must be provided.
One option for mitigation would
be the construction of the proposed bike trail at the top of the levee. If this is done, part of this
mitigation should include connectivity to Shorebird Park near Sta. 892+00.
3. Reach 19B, Sta. 892+00 to Sta. 895+00; the existing pedestrian pathways within Shorebird Park
run along the toe of the levee. The construction of the proposed project will place the levee on
top of these pathways, rendering them unusable. Mitigation for the loss of these pathways must
be provided. One option for mitigation would be the reconstruction of these pathways in a
similar location and layout, but at
a higher elevation. This could also
be an opportunity to create
connectivity to the proposed bike
trail at the top of the levee.
4. Reach 19B, Sta. 895+00; there is
an elevated concrete structure
adjacent to the Garden Highway
that is associated with City Pump
Station 160. The size and location
of this structure appears to be in
conflict with the location of the
proposed bike trail at the top of the levee. While it is understood that the proposed project does
not normally include the construction of this proposed bike trail, should this trail be selected as
mitigation for the impact identified previously, the design of this trail should look at ways to
coordinate with the pump station structure. This could be an opportunity to connect to the
pedestrian pathways in Shorebird Park.

6

L3-12
(Con't.)

City of Sacramento DOT Comments on Draft EIS/EIR Natomas Levee Improvement Program

8/16/2010

5. Reach 19B, Sta. 913+00 to
917+00; this area includes the
intersection of Orchard Lane and
Garden Highway and an
emergency vehicle access/bike
and pedestrian facility connecting
Durazno Court to La Lima Way.
The proposed project does not
appear to significantly change the
intersection at Orchard Lane;
however there will likely be
impacts during the construction.
Appropriate detours and
construction phasing for this intersection would be required. The proposed project will place the
levee on top of the emergency vehicle access between Durazno Court and La Lima Way. The loss
of this access-way must be mitigated. The proper mitigation for this impact would be the
construction of an alternative access-way which will provide adequate emergency vehicle access
and maintain bike and pedestrian connectivity between these streets. One option would be to
construct ramps from the new proposed bike trail at the top of the levee to the two streets
below.

L3-12
(Con't.)
6. Reach 20, Sta. 929+00; there is a traffic channelization island and an emergency access road at
this location. The size and location of this structure appears to be in conflict with the location of
the proposed bike trail at the top of the levee. While it is understood that the proposed project
does not normally include the construction of this proposed bike trail, evaluation for the need
for the continued use of this channelization island should be considered. Additionally, there is
an existing emergency access
road at this location. It does not
appear that the propose project
will require a modification of this
access road, since it already ties
into a wide part of the existing
levee. The environmental
document should verify that
there is no impact at this location.
7. Reach 20, Sta. 929+00 to Sta.
940+00 and at Sta. 945; there is
an existing bike and pedestrian
trail near the toe of the levee. The
construction of the proposed
project will place the levee on top
7
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of or near the edge of these pathways, rendering them unusable. Mitigation for the loss of is
trail must be provided. One option for mitigation would be the reconstruction of this trail in a
similar location and layout, but at a higher elevation. This could also mitigated by using the
alternative 2.5:1 slope for the levee. Another alternative could be the installation of a retaining
wall.
8. Reach 20, Sta. 949+00; there is a property access ramps to the Garden Highway at this location.
This ramp is currently used as an unpaved footpath. The construction of the proposed project
will require a re-alignment of this ramp to allow continued access to the City Park property and
the existing nature trail further north. The proper construction to appropriate standards for
these ramps should be part of the mitigation plan.
9. Reach 1A/1B and Reach 2, Sta. 0+00 to Sta. 37+00; there is an existing bike trail along the top of
the levee for this segment. The construction of this project should replace the bike trail
according to current standards.
Suggested Mitigations
1. Reach 19B, Sta. 879+00 to Sta. 885+00; To address several impacts, the City is suggesting that
the proposed bike trail at the levee top be implemented for this segment. At the west end, the
ramps to the cul-de-sac streets would be reconstructed, the trail would have a new ramp into
Shorebird Park. The walkways within the park could be elevated to tie-in with the trail. To avoid
the pump station structure, the trail would run along the north of it.

8
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2. Reach 19B, Sta. 913+00 to
917+00; Since the construction
will cut off the access to Durazno
Court, one form of restoring
emergency access would be to
provide a new ramp up to the
Garden Highway.

8/16/2010
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O2
Henningsen, Sarah
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bassett. John (MSA) [bassettj@SacCounty.NET]
Monday, August 16, 2010 2:36 PM
Dunn, Francine; Henningsen, Sarah
FW: DEIS/DEIR Comments due 8/16/10



OriginalMessage
From:FrederickWeiland[mailto:flweiland@yahoo.com]
Sent:Monday,August16,20101:57PM
To:Elizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil;Bassett.John(MSA)
Cc:Baker.Janet(MSA);rstork@friendsoftheriver.org;WarrenV.Truitt
Subject:DEIS/DEIRCommentsdue8/16/10

DearMs.Holland,

SaveTheAmericanRiverAssociation(SARA)wasfoundedin1961toestablishTheAmerican
RiverParkwayandremainstodayastheguardianofandadvocateforitslandsandwaters.

SincewearealreadyonrecordinaletterdatedJune3,2010,asopposingtheU.S.Army
O2-1
CorpsofEngineers'nationwidepolicytorequirestateandlocalfloodcontrolagenciesto
removetrees,shrubs,andwoodyvegetationfromfloodprotectionleveesandadjacentareas,
SARAwillconfineitscommentsheretotheDEIS/DEIRevaluatingthepotentiallysignificant
environmentalimpactsofthePhase4bProject,ReachI:14.

1.PleaseconfirmourunderstandingthatReachI:14isincludedintheconditional
variancegrantedSAFCAtherebyavoidingtheremovalofsignificantwatersideriparian
vegetationthatwouldhaveresultedinsevereimpactstotheenvironmentandonusersofthe O2-2
AmericanRiverParkway.Infact,onlythelandsidevegetationofReachI:14isslatedfor
removalexceptasnotedin2.

2.Itisourunderstandingthattheremovalofnomorethan28treesontheNEMDCatthe
ArdenGarden/NorthgateBoulevardlocation(betweenJeffersonandHardingAvenuestobe
exact),inanareaoftheParkwaydesignatedProtectedArea,willbemitigatedataratioof
3to1.Thismitigationwillbeinstalledatleastonetotwoyearsbeforethelossofthe
O2-3
28trees,andthemitigationwillbefullymonitoredtoinsureitssuccessasreplacement
SRA.ThemitigationsiteislocatedontheNEMDCbetweenRimmerandTanayaAvenues.Please
notethatthismitigationdoesnotcompensatethePublicforthelossofhabitatandnatural
amenitieswithinTheAmericanRiverParkway.TheDEIS/DEIRshouldaddresssomeformof
compensationfordegradationoccuringwithinaFederal,StateandCountyprotectedParkand
River.

3.TheDEIS/DEIRlistsDiscoveryParkasapotentialstagingareaforthelevee
improvements.SincetheexactlocationwithinDiscoveryParkisnotspecifiedinthe
O2-4
environmentaldocument,pleasenotethatwewillrequestfurtherenvironmentalanalysisifa
sitelocationischosenthatmayhaveimpactsontheplants,animalsandbirdswhorelyon
theRiverandParkwaylands.

ThankyoufortheopportunitytocommentregardingpotentialimpactsofthePhase4bProject,
ReachI:14,onTheAmericanRiverParkway.Forourrecords,pleaseconfirmthatyou
receivedthesecommentsbytheDEIS/DEIRdeadlineofAugust16th,5:00p.m.SARAlooks
forwardtothecourtesyofyourresponse.

Sincerely,
1


BetsyWeiland,CoChairman
LandUseCommittee
SaveTheAmericanRiverAssociation
4950KeaneDrive
Carmichael,California95608















____________________________________________________________________________
COUNTYOFSACRAMENTOEMAILDISCLAIMER:
Thisemailandanyattachmentstheretomaycontainprivate,confidential,and
privilegedmaterialforthesoleuseoftheintendedrecipient.Anyreview,
copying,ordistributionofthisemail(oranyattachmentsthereto)byother
thantheCountyofSacramentoortheintendedrecipientisstrictlyprohibited.

Ifyouarenottheintendedrecipient,pleasecontactthesenderimmediately
andpermanentlydeletetheoriginalandanycopiesofthisemailandany
attachmentsthereto.
_____________________________________________________________________________
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O4
Henningsen, Sarah
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Holland, Elizabeth G SPK [Elizabeth.G.Holland@usace.army.mil]
Wednesday, August 18, 2010 6:44 AM
Henningsen, Sarah; Dunn, Francine
FW: Phase 4b Draft EIR/EIS Comments
GHCA NLIP Phase 4b NOP Comments.pdf

NOPcommentattached.

ElizabethHolland
U.S.ArmyCorpsofEngineers
SeniorEnvironmentalManager
(916)5576763Cell(916)5248239
eMailElizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil

OriginalMessage
From:GibsonHowell[mailto:gib@mail.com]
Sent:Tuesday,August17,20106:22PM
To:bassettj@saccounty.net;Holland,ElizabethGSPK
Cc:BarbaraGualco;Buer.Stein(MSA);DavidIngram
Subject:RE:Phase4bDraftEIR/EISComments

LizandJohn,

CouldwepleaseincludeourGHCAcommentstothePhase4b"NOP"totheDraft
Phase4bcomments?Asfaraswecantellnothinghaschanged,soour
commentsremainthesame.Theonlythingwewouldliketoaddisthatweare
veryencouragedtheUSACEhasgrantedthe"VegetationVariance"fortheNLIP
andthattheUSACEwillabidebythe"SettlementAgreements"betweenSAFCA
andGHCA.

Asunpaidvolunteersforourcommunityitisverydifficulttodecipherthe
1000'sofpagesofEIR/EIS'sthathavebeengeneratedyearafteryearbyvery
wellpaidconsultants.Tryingtodothiswithhundredsofindividually
downloadedfilesthatarenot'hyperlinked'makesthisevenmoreonerous.
Thepaperdocumentsaretheonlyreasonablewaytocompareanychanges
betweenPhase1,Phase2,Phase2(supplemental),Phase3,Phase4a,and
Phase4b(eachdocumentmorethan1000pageslong,notincludingappendixes).

BoththeUSACEandSAFCAwebsitesonlyofferthe"DraftPhase4b"documentin
17multiplemegabytefilesthatarenoteasilycrossreferencableor
'hyperlinked'.InpreviousEIR/EIS'stheentiredocumentcouldbe
downloadedandseenas'oneentiredocument'.Tryingtounderstandthescope
andimpactonourcommunityisallbutimpossiblewiththissegmented
approach.

Weonlyobtaineda'papercopy'oftheDraftPhase4bdocumentonFridaythe
13th,theweekendbeforethedeadline.Ittookmanycalls,butthanksto
SAFCA,theyloanedustheonlycopytheyhad.

WerespectfullyrequestyouincorporatetheGHCAPhase4b"NOP"commentsto
the"DraftPhase4bEIR/EIS"comments.

ThankYou,

1
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GibsonHowell
President,GardenHighwayCommunityAssociation

OriginalMessage
From:Holland,ElizabethGSPK
[mailto:Elizabeth.G.Holland@usace.army.mil]
Sent:Monday,August16,20102:13PM
To:gib@mail.com
Subject:RE:Phase4bDraftEIR/EISComments


GibIwastryingtocallyoubutgottiedupinotherphonecallsand
meetingsthismorning.

WearenotprovidingextensionsonthisPhaseaswemustgettheresponsesto
commentscompletedandouttomeetadeadlineforcongressional
authorization.Pleaseprovideyourcommentstoustodayaswearenow
workingthroughtheresponses.Sorrybutwehavetomeetthesedeadlinesto
getauthorizationandfundingthisyear.

Iamnotattendingthemeetingtodaythatisourleveesafetysectionthat
dealswithencroachments.

ElizabethHolland
U.S.ArmyCorpsofEngineers
SeniorEnvironmentalManager
(916)5576763Cell(916)5248239
eMailElizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil


OriginalMessage
From:GibsonHowell[mailto:gib@mail.com]
Sent:Monday,August16,201012:56PM
To:Holland,ElizabethGSPK
Subject:Phase4bDraftEIR/EISComments

Liz,

Helloandhopealliswell!

TheGHCAwastryingtogenerateourcommentsonPhase4busingthewebsite
documents,buttherearesomanydifferentfilesandtheyaresolargeitwas
provingtobenearimpossible.Wejustobtainedapapercopyofthe4bDraft
EIR/EISlastFridayandhavebeenworkingontheGHCAcommentsthisweekend.
Canwepleasegetanextensiontofilecommentsuntileithertomorrow(17th)
orWednesday(18th)?Anyextensionwouldbegreatlyappreciated.

ThankYou,

GibsonHowell
GHCA

p.s.WillwebeseeingyouattheGHCA/SAFCA/USACE/CVFPB/RD1000meeting
today?
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December 4, 2009
John Bassett, Director of Engineering
SAFCA
1007 7th Street, 7th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
AND
Elizabeth Holland, Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE:

Comments on Phase 4b “Notice of Preparation”

SAFCA and US Army Corps of Engineers:
The Garden Highway Community Association (GHCA) is an incorporated community association
whose membership includes nearly all waterside and landside property owners along the Garden
Highway in the area addressed in SAFCA’s Natomas Levee Improvement Program (NLIP). The GHCA
supports increased flood protection for the Natomas Basin, as long as it is done in a fiscally responsible,
environmentally conscious, and scientifically sound manner. At the same time, as most GHCA
members live on or next to the NLIP, they have an enormous interest and concern in how this project is
implemented.
Below is a list of comments and concerns regarding the Phase 4b Notice of Preparation.
1.

Failure to Adequately Consider Alternative Designs

SAFCA and the USACE have failed to conduct a legitimate, unbiased study to determine the most
economically and environmentally sound project design to bring the Natomas Basin up to the USACE
100 year flood protection standard. SAFCA and the USACE have summarily dismissed feasible
alternatives that would lead to region-wide solutions to the flooding potential in the Natomas Basin and
surrounding communities. They have also failed to make a rationale, “good faith” effort at minimizing
the height and footprint of the adjacent levee system, especially in light of the lower and inferior levee
systems both upstream and adjacent to the NLIP. Therefore, the project is not in compliance of CEQA
and NEPA requirements.
Pursuant to the applicable environmental laws, the agencies responsible for this Project must rigorously
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives and must devote substantial consideration to
each alternative consideration.

O4-2
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Notably, during a recent SAFCA Board meeting which discussed the Project, it was repeated several
times that the levee improvement design is a “work in progress” and that certification of ongoing EIS
phases was a “worst case scenario” for the environment and property rights. Unfortunately, current
environment destruction adjacent to Garden Highway does not correlate with these “work in progress”
and “worst case scenario” portrayals. Rather, SAFCA and its contractors are in a race to remove highly
sensitive habitat within the ENTIRE project footprint, despite the fact that alternative, less obtrusive
levee improvement designs are gaining momentum and the fact that the Project is facing insurmountable
fiscal problems.

O4-2
(Con't.)
The GHCA strongly encourages SAFCA and the USACE to look outside the Project’s predestined box
and not “clear a construction path” through sensitive habitats and rich farmland based upon “worst case”
design scenarios. There are obviously countless alternative designs that would accomplish the flood
protection our region needs at a fraction of the monetary, environmental and property-loss cost. For
example, simply narrowing the footprint of the “seepage berms” would result in mammoth savings in all
three of these areas. These berms, designed to be 500 feet wide in some areas, are unprecedented in our
region and seem highly unwarranted when compared to the existing 10-20 foot berms that previously
handled several 100-year-floods (without the cut-off walls that will be added as a part of this project).
More telling, as evidenced by design concessions to certain property owners, SAFCA and the USACE
have shown by their own actions that the footprint of the seepage berms can be substantially narrowed
without losing the flood protection it seeks.
CEQA also requires a realistic analysis of the existing physical environmental conditions affecting the
Project. Several court decisions have determined that the impacts of a proposed project must be
measured against the "real conditions on the ground." Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey
County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 121. "An EIR must focus on impacts to the
existing environment, not hypothetical situations." ibid. In determining whether a project's impacts may
significantly affect the existing environment, there must be a "baseline" set of environmental conditions
to use as a comparison to the anticipated project impacts. As the Court of Appeal has explained, "it is
only against this baseline than any significant environmental effects can be determined." County of
O4-3
Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 99, 952.
Despite these requirements, the plans for this Project fail to describe the existing physical environmental
conditions in order to determine the Project's significant adverse impacts on the existing environment.
Conversely, the entire NLIP design relies upon a computer simulation that describes a hypothetical
physical condition, but does not describe the actual physical conditions on the ground, including the
current condition of the west side levees along the Sacramento River and the north side levee along the
Natomas Cross Canal. This comparison would answer the question of "levee parity" and whether any
spots along the river side of the east levee improvements or west side of the Sacramento River in Yolo
County, or north side of the Natomas Cross Canal in Sutter County, would be more vulnerable to
flooding.
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containment of the "200-year" design water surface, then these improved levees will have a significant
adverse effect on the existing lower levee, properties, and structures along the west side of the
Sacramento River as well as the homes and residents along Garden Highway on the river side of the
improved east side levees.
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The failure to evaluate the impact of a Project on the existing physical environmental conditions
frustrates "the central function of the EIR, to inform decision makers about the impacts of the proposed
project on the existing environment." Save Our Peninsula Committee, supra, 87 Cal.App.4th at p. 127.
The Project’s plans further fail to consider the impacts of mounting environmental legislation and
biological opinions which will significantly impact alternative flood protection plans, summarily
dismissed by SAFCA as “impossible” or “inconceivable.” One such edict recently issued by the The
National Marine Fisheries Service unveiled a complex set of rules, a “biological opinion”, which will
likely have enormous impacts on local flood protection practices with the goal of increasing the
populations of winter and spring-run salmon, Central Valley steelhead and green sturgeon. According to
Kate Poole, attorney at the Natural Resources Defense Council, "There's no question any more about the
fact that the Bay-Delta ecosystem is in dire need of significant changes and fixes. This is one big step to O4-4
do that."
The new federal rules require that reclamation districts find a way to flood the Yolo Bypass more often
to improve salmon habitat, negating SAFCA’s argument that the Yolo Bypass could not be used to
divert more water from the Sacramento River than current rules permit. Moreover, SAFCA’s concern
that water diversion to the Yolo Bypass would be too costly to local water and flood agencies apparently
did not negate the decision on the new rules. The ruling governs water operations of the California
Department of Water Resources, who will share the cost of the new orders. Clearly, flooding the Yolo
Bypass “more frequently” will require a lowering of the Sacramento River weirs – a proposal made by
the GHCA during 2007 as a more effective, long-term solution in lieu of an eternal levee battle in the
narrow channels of the Sacramento River.
2.

Failure to Adequately Consider and Protect Wildlife

The United States Environmental Protection Agency has previously commented on the NLIP, noting its
continued concern over the temporary and permanent effects the Project is expected to have on the
waters of the United States and recommended the continued “close consultation and collaboration” with
the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Agency, California Department of Fish and Game and The Natomas Basin
Conservancy to “ensure effects on woodlands, threatened and sensitive species habitat and waters of the
US are avoided and minimized.” Overall, this Agency has previously classified prior EIS drafts
associated with the NLIP as “Insufficient Information (EC-2)”.
The California Department of Fish and Game “DFG” has also expressed serious concern regarding the
environmental impacts of the NLIP:
•
The DFG believes pertinent mitigation measures are potentially unenforceable and may not bring
the impacts to fisheries and aquatic resources to below a level that is significant.
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The DFG has found transplantation of herbaceous plants is typically unsuccessful and should be
considered experimental. Mitigation measures for any potentially unavoidable impacts to special-status
plants should include additional measures to increase the chances of survival for the population in
question. Mitigation sites should be permanently protected and managed in perpetuity.
•
The DFG is concerned with potential impacts to raptor nesting behavior not currently addressed
in the DEIR, especially with regard to 24/7 construction and an estimated 900-1000 haul trips per day to
deliver fill material. The DFG “believes that each of these activities could potentially result in
significant impacts to nesting raptors including nest abandonment, starvation of young, and/or reduced
health and vigor of eggs or nestlings that could result in death.”

O4-6
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•
In their current form, the DFG opines that the environmental documents do not explore the
potential impacts of nighttime construction activities on nesting raptors. Moreover, construction at night
poses additional complications for the effectiveness of biological monitors in ensuring that appropriate
buffer zones are in place around active nests and that birds do not abandon their nests.
•
The DFG has noted that prior DEIRS do not provide a discussion of potential impacts to the
Northern Harrier, a ground nesting raptor and does not consider avoidance or mitigation measures.
The GHCA further notes the NLIP purports to mitigate the loss of woodland habitat by the promise to
create three acres of canopied woodlands for every one acre destroyed. This mitigation goal is fatally
flawed in that there is no discussion, explanation and/or plan to address the environmental tragedy that
will result from the 50 to 100 year period required for the “new” woodland habitat to be developed –
assuming the planned mitigation goal is even reached.
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Despite the failure to mitigate the significant adverse impacts resulting from the destruction of woodland
habitat, and the lack of necessary funding to effect the planned mitigation related thereto, SAFCA and
its contractors are currently proceeding with the destruction of woodland habitat and the clear-cutting of
heritage oaks and other trees.
Further, the NLIP also proposes to utilize lands purchased by the Natomas Basin Conservancy
("Conservancy") as borrow areas. These borrow areas will provide the base material for the landside
levee improvements on the south side levee along the Natomas Cross Canal and the east side levee along
the Sacramento River. Despite SAFCA's proposed use of these lands, the Conservancy acquired these
properties to offset urban development's significant adverse impacts on protected wildlife species within
O4-8
the Natomas Basin. The Conservancy acquires and manages these properties consistent with the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan. The GHCA believes there still is no agreement between the
Conservancy and SAFCA on the use of Conservancy lands and how these lands will carry out their
intended conservation purpose after the soil necessary for the construction of the levee improvements is
removed. Thus, any claimed mitigation for the loss and disturbance of Conservancy land is
impermissibly deferred to some future time after Project approval and implementation.
Despite the fact that the Project’s agencies have been afforded several bites at the apple in an attempt to
come up with acceptable environmental mitigation, it continues to gloss over the devastating impact the
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comments of the California Department of Fish and Game summarized above).
3.

Failure to Study Simultaneous Multi-Phase Construction

SAFCA, and now the USACE, are currently postulating that multiple phases of the NLIP could be
constructed simultaneously. This directly contravenes the construction impact and mitigation advanced
in the prior environmental documents and creates new issues not previously studied or addressed. For
example, there would be compounded effects of CO2 emissions, noise, dust, vibration, and disruption to
wildlife that has not been analyzed. Compared to the original Phase 3 EIR, for example, emissions in
just Sacramento County would raise from ROG 75 lb/day to 287 lb/day, NOX 413 lb/day to 1,476
lb/day, and PM10 971 lb/day to 3,847 lb/day if these phases are to be done simultaneously. Moreover,
on page ES-16, “Air Quality,” the Phase 3 DEIR references the “nonattainment status of the Feather
River Air Quality Management District and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District for ozone and PM10.” The GHCA contends the cumulative effect of simultaneous construction
during multiple construction phases has not been sufficiently analyzed by the responsible agencies.
Furthermore, simultaneous construction could involve three or more phases of simultaneous, 24/7
construction. Given the grave impacts of just one 24/7 worksite, the GHCA believes SAFCA and the
USACE certainly cannot justify multiple worksites operating in this manner. This impact would make
the simultaneous Phases (2, 3, 4a, 4b) unreasonably harmful to wildlife, the environment, and Garden
Highway residents.
4.

O4-9
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Failure to Adequately Address Encroachments/Levee Prism

At page 7 of the NOP, Encroachment Management, the following proposed action appears: “Remove
encroachments as required to meet the criteria of the USACE, CVFPB, and FEMA.” Conversely, the
Sacramento Division of USACE and SAFCA have repeatedly advised members of the GHCA that the
“adjacent” levee adopted by the NLIP “should” remove the waterside trees, landscaping, fencing, and
other vegetation and improvements from the “levee prism.” In other words, these agencies believe
implementation of the NLIP would spare these items from removal under even the most aggressive
encroachment standards. Thus, the GHCA is concerned with the apparent unchanged position regarding
encroachments as described in the current NOP.
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Of utmost importance to property owners along Phase 4b, the USACE does not mention how they will
treat vegetation and encroachments on either side of the levee where they decide not to build an
“adjacent setback levee” and thus achieve a new levee prism. If a “one size fits all” approach of
denuding levees is applied, it will completely contradict the long established local USACE procedures
of planting trees to stabilize the levees, protect endangered wildlife and reduced wind-driven waves. We
have also been told that many members of the scientific community believe trees and other vegetation
improves the strength of a levee, especially in areas of the country that do not have to contend with
hurricane strength winds. What are USACE’s current views on this?
It also does not appear the USACE has identified what (if any) waterside encroachments will be subject
to removal within the NLIP and what legal processes will be involved in condemnation of associated
property rights. These questions are of utmost importance to the GHCA and its members. SAFCA has
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easements on the waterside of the levee. SAFCA recently revealed this database to the public, but there
is no mention of the encroachments and/or vegetation that the involved flood agencies consider to be
unacceptable. Research has revealed some vague, inadequately mapped easements dating back to the
early 1900’s which appear to show little or no support for any planned encroachment removal.
SAFCA has also stated “on the record” it is willing to help facilitate “post-facto” permits for
encroachments that do not endanger the levee. Would the USACE also be willing to endorse this
procedure? Unfortunately, because the property owners have no information as to what items SAFCA
and the USACE feel are acceptable encroachments, Garden Highway properties are being left in the
dark.

O4-13
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Overall, the members of the GHCA are very concerned about which “encroachments” might require
removal and with the various easements SAFCA and/or its partners will attempt to claim. SAFCA has
promised to work with each property owner to discuss and resolve issues regarding alleged
encroachments, but thus far has taken no such action. Does the USACE plan on doing the same for
Phase 4b? Currently, construction Phase 2 of the Project is underway, yet the GHCA is aware of no
affected property owners having been contacted regarding encroachment or easement plans. This not
only impacts existing improvements, but future improvements. The uncertainty also creates resale
problems and negatively affects property values.
5.

Failure to Justify 24/7 Construction

As accurately noted by the California Department of Fish and Game, previous EIRS/NEPA documents
do not adequately address the potential impacts to raptor nesting especially with regard to 24/7
construction and an estimated 900-1000 haul trips per day to deliver fill material. The DFG “believes
that each of these activities could potentially result in significant impacts to nesting raptors including
nest abandonment, starvation of young, and/or reduced health and vigor of eggs or nestlings that could
result in death.” Moreover, the NOP does not explore the potential impacts of nighttime construction
activities on nesting raptors. Moreover, construction at night poses additional complications for the
effectiveness of biological monitors in ensuring that appropriate buffer zones are in place around active
nests and that birds do not abandon their nests.
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The NOP contends Cutoff Walls, wells and perhaps additional aspects of the Project require a 24/7
construction schedule. The residents along Garden Highway and the sensitive environment that exists in
the riparian, river habitat adjacent thereto cannot be subjected to 24/7 construction simply because
SAFCA or the USACE is running behind schedule on what might be perceived as an overly ambitious
project. It is anticipated 24/7 construction during subsequent phases of the NLIP would have an
exponentially adverse impact on property owners spanning many miles in all directions. Moreover, the O4-15
use of trucks to get to and from the actual “construction” sites will expand the location of the impact far
beyond the limited construction sites addressed by SAFCA and this NOP.
The GHCA also feels the NOP ignores both city and county (Sacramento and Sutter) noise ordinances.
As such, the GHCA seeks an explanation as how the USACE plans to deal with violations of local noise
ordinances.
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Damage to Businesses

The NOP fails to address the impact of the project on the businesses that exist along and upon Garden
Highway which thrive only because individuals seek the tranquility and peace of a rural, river
atmosphere that is easily accessible, peaceful and enjoyable.
7.
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Hydrology

The hydrology reports postulated by SAFCA and its engineers in previous Phases conclude the
improved levee system contemplated by the NLIP will not increase the flood risk to the waterside
property owners within the NLIP. These reports are explicitly based upon the assumption that other
surrounding Reclamation Districts will NEVER improve their levees. This assumption is improper,
flawed and not in concert with the current push by adjacent Districts to fortify their levees. The threat
of increased flood risk cannot be summarily dismissed and a funding mechanism must be included to
deal with the financial impact of this impact.
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Equally troubling, SAFCA admits its “design event analysis is not the same as the analysis procedure
used by USACE.” As the primary advertised goal of the NLIP is to obtain USACE certification, why is
SAFCA deviating from the USACE event analysis? The previous SAFCA EIRS/NEPA documents
further note that the USACE analysis “includes consideration of system uncertainties.” Does this mean
the SAFCA analysis does not account for “system uncertainties” such as the other side of the levee
overtopping or failing?
Waterside residents adjacent to the NLIP are very concerned about increased flooding of their homes
due to the levee being raised as much as three feet. SAFCA has systematically advised the GHCA not to O4-18
worry, as levees will overtop or fail elsewhere. Unfortunately, it appears SAFCA’s engineering analysis
does not account for this or assumes the other levees will be raised and reinforced. If both sides of the
levee are eventually raised, then the water capacity of the river will be increased. This would allow the
upstream reservoirs to release more water during a flood event and subject residents to a much greater
chance of flooding. The GHCA has been advised there is debate amongst USACE engineers as to which
provides the better hydrological model, “perfect world” where you cannot take into account deficiencies
in other parts of the levee, or “real world” where you can. What is USACE’s view on this?
8.

Property Values

The NOP, consistent with all prior SAFCA action related to the NLIP, wholly fails to address the impact
of the Project on property values in the affected areas and has no funding mechanism in place to deal
with the destruction of property values in and around the project that will ripen into eminent domain and
inverse condemnation lawsuits. This exposure includes, but is not limited to, irreparable damage to
property values which began when this project was first publically announced (at a time when real estate O4-19
values were significantly higher than today), and will continue indefinitely into the future. The Project
has stalled and prevented sales, land improvements and retirement plans. This trend will increase
exponentially when active construction begins. Due the lack of a funding mechanism, the taxpayers will
be left to shoulder yet another wave of unanticipated and undisclosed cost overruns.
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Failure to Consider Environmental Impact of Development

While SAFCA publicly justifies the massive NLIP as a necessary cure for the imminent, Hurricane
Katrina type flooding that could occur in the Natomas Basin in the event of a 100-year-flood, in reality
SAFCA is simply trying to lift the building moratorium affecting the builders who have imprudently
chosen to pave over rice fields in a “basin”. These are the same developers who have spent hundreds of
thousands of dollars supporting our local officials and lobbying for the right to resume rapid
development within the floodplain. Without more “urban sprawl”, these developers and the County of
Sacramento are unable to tap into the “quick cash” that has been created from destroying our
evaporating farm lands.
The GHCA contends that rather than encouraging additional urban sprawl, local agencies should be
focusing on creating more housing in urban areas, i.e. building up, not out. Moreover, the failure of
local agencies to curb their appetite for our farmlands will only increase traffic congestion, gas and
carbon emissions and regional pollution at a time when universal fears and concerns over global
warming, water scarcity and energy depletion is gaining momentum.
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The GHCA contends the urban sprawl into the Natomas Basin, quite ironically, increases the flood
potential for Natomas and surrounding communities. Vast farmland that previously collected and stored
water during heavy storms, before slowly releasing it through natural underground seepage, has now
been paved and improved with storm drains. Accordingly, thousands of acre feet of rainwater that
previously rested safely within area farmland is now immediately collected and pumped into the
Sacramento River. Historical flow charts from the Sacramento River during times of heavy storms
confirm the negative impact Natomas Basin development is having on regional flood protection.
10.

Failure of the Notice of Preparation to abide by the Settlement Agreement between SAFCA
and the GHCA.

The “Notice of Preparation” in no way mentions the previously agreed to settlement agreement between
SAFCA and the GHCA. While the GHCA understands the USACE is not SAFCA, as the assignee of
certain aspects of the Project, the USACE is legally required to comply with all legally enforceable
agreements entered into by SAFCA, the assignor. To hold otherwise would render the settlement
agreement between SAFCA and the GHCA illusory.
11.
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Rights of Entry/Eminent Domain.

It has recently come to the attention of the GHCA that SAFCA has pursued Right of Entry Agreements
from Garden Highway property owners without advising those property owners of any authority for the
desired access and without advising owners of their associated rights. By withholding this critical
information, SAFCA has in essence coerced many Garden Highway residents into making uninformed
decisions under the bold threat of imminent litigation should they resist.
In response to a recent complaint by the GHCA, counsel for SAFCA has confessed that entry onto the
private property of Garden Highway residents is being sought pursuant to the Eminent Domain laws of
the State of California. However, pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1245.010,
SAFCA and/or its contractors must be “authorized to acquire property for a particular use” before
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soundings, borings, samplings, or appraisals or to engage in similar activities reasonably related to
acquisition or use of the property for that use.” Apparently, SAFCA has repeatedly misinformed
property owners that SAFCA possesses this authority when, in reality, no such authority had ever been
obtained.
Based upon the foregoing, the GHCA hereby submits that all involved flood agencies seeking
permission to enter private property must notify the affected property owners of the legal authority
upon which the agency relies, along with a full description of the associated rights afforded the
property owners.
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Lastly, the GHCA hereby objects to the “taking” of private lands pursuant to the Eminent Domain laws
under the guise that these lands are necessary for the development of the Project, when in fact the
involved agency actually and surreptitiously plans to convey the condemned land to another private
party, i.e. the airport.
12.

Natomas Levee Recreational Trail Project.

The GHCA is pleased a recreational trail is finally being included as part of the NLIP. Unfortunately
there is no funding mechanism in place other than waiting on the Department of Transportation, which
has admitted could take years. As SAFCA and the USACE are already spending millions of dollars
protecting cultural resources of Native American Indians, the GHCA believes it would be practical to
allocate a nominal sum of money to enhance the resources of the current living residents in the Natomas
Basin. The simple modification of the design of the new levee crown from a gravel road to paved road
would bear a meager cost and would streamline the bike path for the DOT.
13.
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Incorporation.

The GHCA also hereby incorporates by reference all comments asserted by Garden Highway property
owners and/or their representatives in response to this portion of the NLIP.

In sum, while the GHCA appreciates the daunting task this Project presents to the involved flood
agencies, its members strongly feel that a more rational design approach would substantially reduce
these challenges, save the taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars, preserve sensitive habitat and rich
farmland and ultimately expedite recertification of the Natomas levees. Moreover, the GHCA implores
the involved flood agencies to continue to acknowledge and adhere to the rights of all Garden Highway
residents, businesses and property owners.
Respectfully submitted,

GARDEN HIGHWAY COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION
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Henningsen, Sarah
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Greg Johnson [gjohnson@kvie.org]
Wednesday, July 14, 2010 2:33 PM
Holland, Elizabeth G SPK
Parker, Laurie S SPK; Henningsen, Sarah; Tibbitts, Dan P SPK; McDaniel, David P SPK
RE: NLIP Garden Highway Reach 16

Elizabeth;

Thanks,thatgivesmeabetterunderstandingofthepurposeoftheEIS/EIRwhichinpartis
topresenttheworstcasescenarios.

Lauriehasprovidedsomedetaildepictingwhatismorelikelytobeactuallyconstructed.
Fromthatinformationitappearstheimpacttoourpropertyismuchmoreconservativeandat
thispointdoesnotseemtoimpactthetowerorbuilding.

GregJohnson
DirectorofEngineering

2030WestElCaminoAve.
Sacramento,CA95833

V9166413571
F9166413599
gjohnson@kvie.org


PLANYOURNEXTMEETINGWITHKVIE.Largeroomseats200,classroomavail.,freeample
parking,neardowntownandairport,wirelesshighspeedInternet,andmore.Ratesanddetails
atkvie.org/meetingspace.
_________________________________________________________________

ThisemailmaycontainmaterialthatisconfidentialorproprietarytoKVIEandisintended
solelyforusebytheintendedrecipient.Anyreview,relianceordistributionofsuch
materialbyothers,orforwardingofsuchmaterialwithoutexpresspermission,isstrictly
prohibited.Emailcommunicationsmaybemonitored.Ifyouarenottheintendedrecipient,
pleasenotifythesenderanddestroyallcopies.


OriginalMessage
From:Holland,ElizabethGSPK[mailto:Elizabeth.G.Holland@usace.army.mil]
Sent:Wednesday,July14,20102:22PM
To:GregJohnson
Cc:Parker,LaurieSSPK;Henningsen,Sarah;Tibbitts,DanPSPK;McDaniel,DavidPSPK
Subject:RE:NLIPGardenHighwayReach16

Greg,

IunderstandyouspokewithLaurieParkerfromourrealestatedivision.
WhatyouhavereviewedisadraftEIS/EIRfortheNatomasStudy,wedonot
haveauthorizationfromCongressatthistimeforaprojectandsotherefore,
youhavenotbeencontactedaboutthelocationoftheKVIEtower.Ifwe
receivecongressionalauthorizationforaprojectwewillworktoprepare
designrefinements.Thatiswhenwewouldcoordinatewithyouonthetower.
WewilltakeyouremailasacommentonthedraftEIS/EIRandmakesurethat
1

itisconsideredinthefinaldocument.Wewillalsoworkwithyoutolook
atalternativesinthisareawhenwestarttoprepareplansand
specifications.Wewilltryanddesigntoprovidepublicsafetyandprevent
impactstotheKVIEtower.Atthistimewearejustnottoapointthatwe
canprovideyouwithdetailsofwhatwilloccurinthatareaourEIS/EIR
looksatthegreatestpotentialimpactsasrequiredunderNEPA.

IfyouhavefurtherquestionspleasegivemeacallandifIcannothelpyou
andwillfindsomeonewhocan.

ElizabethHolland
U.S.ArmyCorpsofEngineers
SeniorEnvironmentalManager
(916)5576763Cell(916)5248239
eMailElizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil


OriginalMessage
From:GregJohnson[mailto:gjohnson@kvie.org]
Sent:Wednesday,July14,201010:15AM
To:Holland,ElizabethGSPK
Subject:NLIPGardenHighwayReach16



JohnandElizabeth;



KVIEownspropertyaffectedbytheproposedleveeimprovementsdescribedin
thejustreleasedDEIS/DEIRfortheNatomasLeveeImprovementProgram.Our
propertyislocatedonGardenHighwayintheareadescribedasReach16in
thedocument.



Locatedonourproperty,whichisadjacenttothepresentlevee,isa
communicationstowerandassociatedbuildingandequipmentthatisusedto
relayourbroadcastprogrammingfromourstudiotoourtransmittersite
locatedinWalnutGrove,aswellasaninterconnectionwithoursisterPBS
stationKQEDinSanFrancisco.



InreadingthroughtheDEIS/DEIRitisclearthataspartofthisproject
majorchangeswouldtakeplaceonourproperty.Plate28A(attached)shows
thatalongwiththewideningoftheleveeitself,thefinishedgradeofthe
300footseepagebermwouldbesubstantiallyhigherthantheexistinggrade
andextendthroughthepresentlocationofourtowerandbuilding.Thisis
quitealarmingespeciallyaswewerenotinformedearlierofthepossibility
thatwewouldhavetomoveormodifythisvitaltower,buildingand
equipment.



Ineedoneofyoutocallmetofurtherexplainexactlywhat'splannedand
itsimpactonourfacilityandpropertyonGardenHighway.
2
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GregJohnson

DirectorofEngineering



2030WestElCaminoAve.

Sacramento,CA95833



V9166413571

F9166413599

gjohnson@kvie.org



________________________________



PLANYOURNEXTMEETINGWITHKVIE.Largeroomseats200,classroomavail.,
freeampleparking,neardowntownandairport,wirelesshighspeedInternet,
andmore.Ratesanddetailsatkvie.org/meetingspace
<http://kvie.org/meetingspace>.
_____________________________________________________________

ThisemailmaycontainmaterialthatisconfidentialorproprietarytoKVIE
andisintendedsolelyforusebytheintendedrecipient.Anyreview,
relianceordistributionofsuchmaterialbyothers,orforwardingofsuch
materialwithoutexpresspermission,isstrictlyprohibited.Email
communicationsmaybemonitored.Ifyouarenottheintendedrecipient,
pleasenotifythesenderanddestroyallcopies.
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Enclosure C
Distribution List

The following elected officials and representatives; government departments and agencies; non-profit
organizations, partnerships, private organizations, and businesses; media; and individual property owners
received a copy of the NOP for the EIS/EIR and Natomas PACR.

ELECTED OFFICIALS AND REPRESENTATIVES
Doris Matsui, Congresswoman, 5th Congressional District
Tom McClintock, Congressman, 4th Congressional District
► Roger Dickinson, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 1
► Jimmie Yee, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 2
► Susan Peters, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 3
► Roberta MacGlashan, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 4
► Don Nottoli, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 5
► James Gallagher, Sutter County Supervisor, District 5
► Mayor Kevin Johnson, Sacramento City Council
► Ray Tretheway, Sacramento City Council, District 1
► Sandy Sheedy, Sacramento City Council, District 2
► Steve Cohn, Sacramento City Council, District 3
► Rob Fong, Sacramento City Council, District 4
► Lauren Hammond, Sacramento City Council, District 5
► Kevin McCarty, Sacramento City Council, District 6
► Robbie Waters, Sacramento City Council, District 7
► Bonnie Pannell, Sacramento City Council, District 8
► William Kristoff, West Sacramento City Council
►
►

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Regional Office
Federal Aviation Administration
► Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region IX
► National Marine Fisheries Service
► Natural Resources Conservation Service
► U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Central Valley Operations
► U.S. Coast Guard
► U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Rural Development Council
► U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Division 9
► U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
►
►

TRIBAL GOVERNMENT
►

Shingle Springs Rancheria

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
State agencies that will receive the EIS/EIR via the State Clearinghouse are marked (*)
► California Bay-Delta Authority
► California Air Resources Board*
► California Department of Boating and Waterways, Regulations Unit
► California Department of Conservation*
► California Department of Education*
► California Department of Fish and Game, Region 2
► California Department of General Services*

California Department of Health Services*
California Department of Transportation, District 3*
► California Department of Toxic Substances Control*
► California Department of Water Resources
► California Environmental Protection Agency
► California Integrated Waste Management Board*
► California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region*
► Central Valley Flood Protection Board
► Native American Heritage Commission
► Office of Emergency Services*
► Office of Historic Preservation, State Historic Preservation Officer
► Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
► State Lands Commission, Division of Environmental Planning and Management
► State Water Resources Control Board*
►
►

REGIONAL, COUNTY, CITY, AND OTHER LOCAL AGENCIES
Amador County
American River Flood Control District
► Butte County
► Central Valley Flood Control Association
► City of Davis
► City of Sacramento
► City of Sacramento Department of General Services
► City of Sacramento Department of Parks and Recreation
► City of Sacramento Department of Transportation Engineering Services
► City of Sacramento Department of Utilities
► City of Stockton
► City of West Sacramento
► City of Woodland
► Colusa County
► Contra Costa County
► El Dorado County
► Feather River Air Quality Management District
► Natomas Central Mutual Water Company
► Natomas Unified School District
► Placer County
► Placer County Water Agency
► Port of Sacramento
► Reclamation District 150
► Reclamation District 307
► Reclamation District 537
► Reclamation District 730
► Reclamation District 785
► Reclamation District 900
► Reclamation District 999
► Reclamation District 1000
► Reclamation District 1001
► Reclamation District 1500
► Reclamation District 1600
► Reclamation District 2035
► Reclamation District 2068
►
►

Regional Water Authority
Rio Linda and Elverta Recreation and Park District
► Robla School District
► Sacramento Area Council of Governments
► Sacramento Area Sewer District
► Sacramento County
► Sacramento County Airport System
► Sacramento County Clerk/Recorder
► Sacramento County Department of Environmental Management
► Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment
► Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks
► Sacramento County Department of Transportation
► Sacramento County Department of Water Resources
► Sacramento County Local Agency Formation Commission
► Sacramento County Municipal Services Agency
► Sacramento County Planning and Community Development Department
► Sacramento County Water Agency
► Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
► Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District
► Sacramento Municipal Utility District
► Sacramento Regional County Sanitation
► San Joaquin County
► San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
► Solano County
► Sutter County
► Sutter County Clerk of the Board
► Sutter County Department of Public Works
► Sutter County Environmental Health Services
► Sutter County Planning Department
► Sutter County Resource Conservation District
► Sutter County Water Resources Division
► Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority
► Twin Rivers Unified School District
► Yolo County
► Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
► Yolo County Parks and Natural Resources Management Division
► Yolo County Planning and Public Works Department
► Yuba County
► Yuba County Water Agency
► Yuba-Sutter County Farm Bureau
►
►

NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS, PARTNERSHIPS, PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS,
AND BUSINESSES
Alamar Restaurant
APCO Worldwide
► Association for the Environmental Preservation of the Garden Highway
► California Native Plant Society, Sacramento Valley Chapter
► Cassidy & Associates
► Citizens for Good Government
► Community Watchdog Committee
►
►

Creekside Natomas Neighborhood Association
Dawson and Associates
► Delta Citizens Municipal Advisory Council
► Downtown Partnership
► Environmental Council of Sacramento
► Friends of the River
► Friends of the Sacramento River Greenway
► Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk
► Garden Highway Community Association
► Gardenland-Northgate Neighborhood Association
► The Gualco Group
► Habitat 2020
► Heritage Park Homeowners Association
► Law Offices of Gregory Thatch
► Metro Airpark
► Natomas Chamber of Commerce
► Natomas Community Association
► Natomas Park Master Association
► North Natomas Alliance
► North Natomas Community Association
► Pacific Gas & Electric Company
► Planning & Conservation League
► Port of Sacramento
► Reach 7 Property Owners
► Regency Park Community Association
► Rio Linda Union School District
► Rio Ramaza Marina
► River Oaks Community Association
► River Oaks Ranch in Natomas, LLC
► Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
► Sacramento Association of Realtors
► Sacramento Builders Exchange
► Sacramento County Farm Bureau
► Sacramento County Taxpayers
► Sacramento Groundwater Authority and Regional Water Authority
► Sacramento Metro Chamber
► Sacramento Public Library, Central Library, Federal Documents
► Sacramento River Property Owners Association
► Save Our Sandhill Cranes
► Save the American River Association
► Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter
► Steinberg & Associates
► Sutter County Resource Conservation District
► Swabbies
► Terrace Park Neighborhood Association
► The Natomas Basin Conservancy
► The Nature Conservancy, Sacramento River Program
► Urban Creeks Council
► Valley View Acres Community Association
► Water Forum
► West Natomas Community Association
►
►

►
►

West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce
Wickland Pipelines, LLC

MEDIA
Daily Recorder
Folsom Telegraph
► N Magazine
► Sacramento Business Journal
► Sacramento News & Review
► The Sacramento Bee
►
►

INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY OWNERS
►

Names withheld for privacy

Enclosure B
Meeting Handouts and Information Displays

Posters from March 2008
Scoping Meeting

About the Re-evaluation Report
Flooding is a long-standing problem facing the Sacramento
area. The recent floods of 1986 and 1997 devastated several
communities, including homes, businesses, orchards and
farmlands. In 1996 the Water Resources Development Act
authorized the American River Common Features Project
(CFP), designed to lessen flood risks in Sacramento. Since the
authorization of the CFP 12 years ago, a great deal of progress
has been made to improve the flood control system. However,
new information and issues have been identified and new
engineering standards have been instituted. As a result, there
are continuing concerns about the integrity of Sacramento’s
flood control management system.
As a result, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers plans to conduct
a re-evaluation report called the American River Common
Features General Re-evaluation Report (Common Features
GRR) that will look at the existing CFP with the purpose of
identifying alternatives to lower the risk of flooding to the City of
Sacramento. The Common Features GRR will examine the City’s
flood management system as a whole, rather than on a site-bysite, project-by-project basis.
The purpose of the Common Features GRR is to review the
CFP with the aim of making recommendations for changes or
additions that will effectively and efficiently reduce flood risks
within the American River Watershed. This includes the flood
control features along the American and Sacramento Rivers that
provide protection to the City of Sacramento and surrounding
areas.
In a separate effort, the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency
(SAFCA) is currently working on a flood control program specific
to Natomas to provide the area with 100-year flood protection as
soon as possible, and ultimately, in cooperation with this study,
200-year protection. These improvements could be completed
before the Common Features GRR is conducted because of the
high risk of catastrophic flooding in Natomas. It is anticipated
that SAFCA’s program will eventually be incorporated into the
Common Features GRR.

American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report

Study Area

American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report

Study Area Detail
Lower American River
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Study Area Detail
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Natomas Basin

Study Area Detail
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Sacramento River from American River to Freeport

May 2010
October 2010

June 2009
May 2010

October 2008
June 2009

July 2008
October 2008

May 2008
July 2008

March 2008
May 2008

Previous investigations
and ongoing/completed
projects will inform the
Common Features GRR

Corps decision making is generally based on the accomplishment and documentation of all of these steps. It is
important to stress the iterative nature of this process. As more information is acquired and developed, it may be
necessary to reiterate some of the previous steps. The six steps, though presented and discussed in a sequential
manner for ease of understanding, usually occur iteratively and sometimes concurrently. Iterations of steps are
conducted as necessary to formulate efficient, effective, complete and acceptable plans.

The Corps’ “Beehive” diagram represents the six planning steps and the iterative process of Corps project planning.

Planning Process

Other Major Flood Protection Projects
t 'PMTPN %BN 3FPQFSBUJPO POHPJOH
/BUPNBT -FWFF *NQSPWFNFOU 1SPKFDU POHPJOH
t 4BDSBNFOUP 3JWFS #BOL 1SPUFDUJPO 1SPKFDU $PSQT
$7'1# POHPJOH
t 8FTU 4BDSBNFOUP -FWFF *NQSPWFNFOU 1SPKFDU
$PSQT$JUZ PG 8FTU 4BDSBNFOUP POHPJOH
t 4PVUI 4BDSBNFOUP 4USFBNT (SPVQ 1SPKFDU $PSQT
SAFCA) (ongoing)
t +PJOU 'FEFSBM 1SPKFDU BU 'PMTPN %BN $PSQT#VSFBV
PG 3FDMBNBUJPO$7'1#4"'$"

American River Common Features Projects
t 4MVSSZ 8BMM $POTUSVDUJPO BMPOH UIF -PXFS "NFSJDBO
River (24 miles completed)
t 6QTUSFBN 5FMFNFUSZ (BHFT DPNQMFUFE
&SPTJPO 1SPUFDUJPO  TJUFT DPNQMFUFE
t +FU (SPVUJOH"MUFSOBUJWF .FUIPET POHPJOH
t 4FFQBHF 3FNFEJBUJPO BMPOH UIF 4BDSBNFOUP 3JWFS
(completed)
t .BZIFX -FWFF 3BJTF BOE %SBJO $MPTVSF VOEFS
construction)
t -FWFF 3BJTJOH BOE 4USFOHUIFOJOH WBSJPVT TJUFT
remaining)

A great deal of progress has been made since the
major flood events in 1986 and 1997. The projects
listed below are examples of recent efforts to increase
the level of flood protection in the Sacramento area.
These efforts will inform and be coordinated with the
Common Features GRR planning process.

Completed and Ongoing Projects

American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report

t &SPTJPO  XBUFS øPX XBLFT BOE XBWFT SFNPWF TPJM NBUFSJBM EFHSBEJOH UIF MFWFF

t &ODSPBDINFOUT JODMVEJOH QPPMT IPNFT WFHFUBUJPO

Typical Levee Deficiencies

U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers
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Typical Levee Deficiencies
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t Modiﬁcations to bypass system may result in lower
water surface elevations in the Sacramento River
and tributaries.

DETAILS

t The crown of the levee would increase 5 feet
landside, with a 3:1 slope to existing ground.

DETAILS

t New levee is built to current standards.
t Old levee may stay in place or be removed.

DETAILS

pt:
ng water surface
ons by modifying
on to the bypass system
so reduce seepage and
y issues by reducing
tatic pressure. Lower
urface elevations will
eviate freeboard issues.

ncept:
ew embankment
engthens the
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is not
or
ing
d.

U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers

(seepage, stability, & freeboard)

Diversion to Bypass System

IMPROVEMENTS TO FLOOD CONTROL FEATURES THAT ADDRESS STABILITY, EROSION AND FREEBOARD

Potential Solutions

t Typically constructed at hingepoint to allow access
to the crown.
t May be pre-cast or cast-in-place.

DETAILS

t Material is placed on the crown of the levee (if
current crown is wide enough).
t Material is placed from landside and waterside
hingepoint.

DETAILS

t Erosion of levee toe is controlled by placing rock
revetment.
t Habitat is replaced by installing biotechnical features.

pt:
nal levee height
e achieved through
uction of a concrete
the levee crown.

DETAILS

t Rock is typically 8 to 18 inches in diameter, placed
in a 12 to 24-inch layer.
t Rock could be covered by soil and/or vegetation.

pt:
ide erosion is
ted by placement

t Slopes are repaired by reforming material on the landside
(and waterside if necessary) to create ﬂatter slopes.
t New material will meet current standards.

DETAILS

DETAILS

t Berm height is generally 2/3 the height of levee, extending for
a distance determined by the structural needs of the levee.

DETAILS

cept:
vides additional
port to levee to
ease strength.

U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers
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evee slope (land
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aintenance and
mance monitoring.
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IMPROVEMENTS TO LEVEES THAT ADDRESS STABILITY, EROSION AND FREEBOARD

Potential Solutions

DETAILS
t Levee is partially excavated to install layers of drain rock
encased in ﬁlter sand.
t Placed on the landside 1/3 of the levee.

t Berm is typically one-third the height of the levee.
t Berm may extend 300 feet from the levee.

pt:
pressure is
ned and dispersed
ickened soil layer.

t Wells are drilled near levee toe, approximately 80
feet deep.
t Well spacing is approximately 50-100 feet.

DETAILS

t Interlocking steel sheet piles are driven into the ground
by a pile driving head attached to a crane.
t Pre-drilling of soil may be necessary if earth is
particularly solid.

DETAILS

DETAILS

t Constructed via conventional slurry trench.
t Wall is approximately 2 to 3 ft wide and up to
80 ft deep.

DETAILS

pt:
pressure is
ned and dispersed
w-permeability
onstructed within
vee cross section.

IMPROVEMENTS TO LEVEES THAT ADDRESS SEEPAGE

Potential Solutions

pt:
pressure is relieved
ssive wells, which
l water discharge into
ction system.

U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers

pt:
re any throughge and direct it
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Identifying the Key Issues

American River Common Features General Re-evaluation Report

The process of determining the scope, focus and
content of an EIS/EIR is known as “scoping”. Scoping is
a part of the NEPA/CEQA process in which the general
public, interested agencies and stakeholders provide
comments to the Lead Agency to help identify
the key issues, range of actions, alternatives, and
environmental affects to be analyzed in the EIS/EIR.
The following issues related to this project have been
identified to date:
  t 3JQBSJBO WFHFUBUJPO BOE IBCJUBU FòFDUT
  t $VMUVSBM SFTPVSDFT
  t 'MPPE DPOUSPM BOE SJWFS IZESBVMJD FòFDU
  t -PDBUJPO PG øPPE DPOUSPM JOGSBTUSVDUVSF BOE
FòFDUT PO MBOE VTF BOE BDDFTT
  t $POTUSVDUJPO SFMBUFE FòFDUT TVDI BT UIPTF SFMBUFE
UP USBOTQPSUBUJPO OPJTF BOE BJS RVBMJUZ
  t &DPOPNJD JTTVFT
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Draft EIR

Describes the purpose and need/proposed project; alternatives considered; alternatives
rejected or accepted; and a comprehensive evaluation of the environmental impacts
that the alternatives would likely cause, and conceptual mitigation.

Draft EIS

Agency Decision/
Record of Decision

EPA Filing:
Federal Register Notice

Final EIS

Public and Agency Review

Lead agency uses information from the final document and the project
record to issue a decision and document commitments and mitigation.

Addresses the comments on the draft document and from any
public hearing, presents the final evaluation of project-induced
environmental impacts and ways to mitigate unavoidable impacts.

At least a 45-day period during which the public and agencies review
the draft document and submit comments to the lead agencies.

Scoping

Defines the scope of the study by identifying issues and soliciting
comments from the general public, agencies, and jurisdictions.

Scoping

Agency Decision/Findings,
Statement of Overriding
Consideration,
Mitigation Monitoring

Final EIR

Preparation of
Response to Comments

Public and Agency Review

State Clearinghouse

Notice of Preparation

Official notice that an environmental document is being prepared

Notice of Intent

EPA Filing: Federal Register

(Environmental Impact Report)

CEQA

(Environmental Impact Statement)

NEPA

An EIS is prepared when there is Federal involvement in the project and an EIR is prepared when the project is subject to State or local jurisdiction. A joint document, an EIS/EIR,
may be prepared when both a Federal and State agency are involved. The major steps to complying with both acts are outlined below.

An EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) and an EIR (Environmental Impact Report) are documents that are required to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), respectively. The purpose of these documents is to analyze and disclose a project’s potential effects on the natural and
human environment and identify conservation measures and alternatives to avoid significant effects.

What is an EIS/EIR?

NEPA/CEQA Compliance

Posters from November 2009
Scoping Meeting

Post-Document Release
Meeting Posters

About the Re-evaluation Report

American River Common Features Natomas Post-Authorization Change

Flooding is a long-standing problem facing the Sacramento area.
The recent floods of 1986 and 1997 devastated several communities,
including homes, businesses, orchards and farmlands. In 1996 the
Water Resources Development Act authorized the American River
Common Features Project (CFP), designed to lessen flood risks in
Sacramento. Since the authorization of the CFP 14 years ago, a great
deal of progress has been made to improve the flood control system.
However, new information and issues have been identified and new
engineering standards have been instituted. As a result, there are
continuing concerns about the integrity of Sacramento’s flood control
management system.
As a result, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers plans to conduct a reevaluation report called the American River Common Features General
Re-evaluation Report (Common Features GRR) that will look at the
existing CFP with the purpose of identifying alternatives to lower the
risk of flooding to the City of Sacramento. The Common Features GRR
will examine the City’s flood management system as a whole.
The purpose of the Common Features GRR is to review the CFP with
the aim of making recommendations for changes or additions that will
effectively and efficiently reduce flood risks within the American River
Watershed. This includes the flood control features along the American
and Sacramento Rivers that provide protection to the City of Sacramento
and surrounding areas.
In a separate effort, the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency
(SAFCA) is currently working on a flood control program specific to
Natomas to provide the area with 100-year flood protection as soon
as possible, and ultimately, in cooperation with this study, 200-year
protection. Improvements could be completed before the Common
Features GRR is completed because of the high risk of catastrophic
flooding in Natomas. It is anticipated that SAFCA’s program will
eventually be incorporated into the Common Features GRR.
In the summer of 2009, in order to expedite completion of a report
for a possible 2010 Water Resource Development Act authorization,
Sacramento District was directed to complete a Natomas Post
Authorization Change Report (NPACR) that focused only on levee
improvements in the Natomas Basin. The public review period of the
Draft NPACR began on 2 July and will conclude on 16 August. After
public comments are addressed the final report will be sent to Corps
Headquarters for review and processing with the goal of having a
Chief’s Report by the end of 2010.

Study Area Detail

American River Common Features Natomas Post-Authorization Change

Planning Process

American River Common Features Natomas Post-Authorization Change

The Corps’ “Beehive” diagram represents the six planning steps and the iterative process of Corps project planning.
Corps decision making is generally based on the accomplishment and documentation of all of these steps. It is
important to stress the iterative nature of this process. As more information is acquired and developed, it may be
necessary to reiterate some of the previous steps. The six steps, though presented and discussed in a sequential
manner for ease of understanding, usually occur iteratively and sometimes concurrently. Iterations of steps are
conducted as necessary to formulate efficient, effective, complete and acceptable plans.

March 2008
May 2008

May 2008
July 2008

July 2008
October 2008
Previous investigations
and completed/ongoing
projects will inform the
Common Features GRR

October 2008
June 2009

June 2009
May 2010

May 2010
October 2010

Completed and Ongoing Projects
A great deal of progress has been made since the
major flood events in 1986 and 1997. The projects
listed below are examples of recent efforts to reduce
flood risk in the Sacramento area. These efforts will
inform and be coordinated with the Common Features
GRR planning process.
American River Common Features Projects
• Slurry Wall Construction along the Lower American
River (24 miles completed)
• Upstream Telemetry Gages (completed)
• Erosion Control Measures for 100-year level of
protection (completed)
• Jet Grouting/Alternative Methods (ongoing)
• Seepage Remediation along the Sacramento River
for 100-year level of protection (completed)
• Mayhew Levee Raise and Drain Closure (completed)
• Levee Raising and Strengthening (various sites
remaining)
Other Major Flood Protection Projects
• Folsom Dam Reoperation (ongoing)
• Natomas Levee Improvement Project (ongoing)
• Sacramento River Bank Protection Project (Corps/
CVFPB) (ongoing)
• West Sacramento Levee Improvement Project
(Corps/City of West Sacramento) (ongoing)
• South Sacramento Streams Group Project (Corps/
SAFCA) (ongoing)
• Joint Federal Project at Folsom Dam (Corps/Bureau
of Reclamation/CVFPB/SAFCA) (ongoing)

History of the
Natomas
Basin
Flood
Station 3 – History
Damage Reduction System

River Common
Features Natomas Post-Authorization Change
ofAmerican
the
Natomas
Basin Flood Damage Reduction System

1911–1915
1917–1957

Natomas Basin reclaimed: levees and interior drainage constructed
Levees authorized as part of the SRFCP; construction on the SRFCP is
initiated and completed in stages

1968
1978
1986
1989

NFIP authorized

1990–1993
1993–1998
1996

Congress provides funding for the Sacramento Urban Levee Reconstruction Project

1997
1998
1999

Major flood in SRFCP

1999
2000
2002
2003
2004
2004–2006
2006
2006

Post-1997 Flood Assessment recognizes underseepage as a threat

First NFIP 100-year Flood Maps issued by FEMA
Major flood leads to SRFCP system re-evaluation
FEMA issues new 100-year Flood Maps encompassing most of
the city of Sacramento
SAFCA carries out the NALP
Congress authorizes WRDA 96, including raise and strengthening of Sacramento
River east levee and strengthening of American River north levee in Natomas
USACE certifies Natomas Basin levees for 100-year FEMA flood protection
Congress authorizes WRDA 99, including raise and strengthening of the NCC
south levee in Natomas
USACE initiates Natomas Basin Common Features Design
USACE conducts public scoping meetings
USACE Levee Task Force completes development of deep underseepage criteria
USACE adopts Standard Operating Procedures for Urban Levee Design
SAFCA evaluates Natomas Basin levees
USACE initiates General Re-Evaluation of the Common Features Project
USACE recommends levee decertification based on new geotechnical
information and new standards

2006
2006

SAFCA initiates the NLIP

2007
2008
2008
2008
2009

SAFCA Board of Directors certifies the EIR for the Phase 2 Project

2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009
2009

SAFCA Board of Directors certifies the EIR for the Phase 1 Project, and USACE
adopts a Finding of No Significant Impact and grants permission pursuant to
Section 408 for the Phase 1 Project
USACE issues the Draft and Final EIS for the Phase 2 Project
USACE issues NOI for the General Re-evaluation of the Common Features Project
SAFCA completes construction of the Phase 1 Project
USACE issues the Phase 2 EIS ROD, granting permission pursuant to Sections
408, 404, and 10 for the Phase 2 Project
SAFCA Board of Directors certifies the Supplement to the EIR for the Phase 2 Project
SAFCA Board of Directors certifies the EIR for Phase 3 Project
USACE prepares Final EIS for the Phase 3 Project
USACE and SAFCA issue Draft EIS/EIR for the Phase 4a Project
USACE issues Phase 3a ROD
SAFCA Board of Directors certifies the Phase 4a EIR
SAFCA issues NOP for the Natomas PACR/Phase 4b Project

EIR = environmental impact report
EIS = environmental impact statement
FEMA = Federal Emergency Management Agency
NALP = North Area Local Project
NCC = Natomas Cross Canal

NFIP = National Flood Insurance Program
NLIP = Natomas Levee Improvement Program
NOI = notice of intent
NOP = notice of preparation
PACR = Post-authorization Change Report

Note: Print at 295% for 30x20 poster.

54.5%

ROD = record of decision
SAFCA = Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency
SEIR = Supplemental EIR
SRFCP = Sacramento River Flood Control Project
USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
WRDA = Water Resources Development Act

Station
4
–
National
Environmental
Policy
Act
and
National Environmental Policy Act and
American River Common Features Natomas Post-Authorization Change
California
Environmental
Quality
Act
Califonia Environmental Quality Act
CEQA and NEPA Compliance

Understanding the CEQA and NEPA Processes

CEQA

NEPA

Local Funding Mechanisms
Program EIR
PHASE 1 Project EIR
NCC South Levee
Improvements

PHASE 1 Environmental
Assessment

PHASE 2, 3, and 4
Program EIR

PHASE 2, 3, and 4
Program EIS

PHASE 2 Project EIR

PHASE 2 Project
Supplemental EIR

PHASE 2 Project EIS

PHASE 3 Project EIR

PHASE 3 Project EIS

PHASE 4a Project EIR

PHASE 4a Project EIS

Natomas PACR/
PHASE 4b Project EIR*

Natomas PACR/
PHASE 4b Project EIS*

NOTE:
The arrows indicate document tiering. Tiering allows for
broad analysis of programs and detailed analysis of
projects within that program. The darker colored boxes
indicate program-level analysis on which detailed
analysis for subsequent projects is based.

Construction Completed
Compliance Completed
Under Agency Review
To be Submitted
Subject of this Scoping Meeting

* Natomas PACR/Phase 4b EIS/EIR Process Timeline
Issue NOI

Feb 29, 2008

Issue NOP

Nov 5, 2009

Close of Scoping Period

Dec 4, 2009

Release of Public Draft EIS/EIR

Early Summer 2010

Comment Period

Summer 2010

Issue Final EIS/Final EIR

Fall 2010

Issue ROD and Certify Final EIR

Late Fall 2010

CEQA

NEPA

(Environmental Impact Report)

(Environmental Impact Statement)

Notice of Preparation

Official notice that an environmental
document is being prepared.

Notice of Intent

Scoping

Defines the scope of the study by
identifying issues/alternatives and
soliciting comments from the
general public and agencies.

Scoping

Draft EIR

Describes the purpose and
need/proposed project; alternatives
considered; alternatives rejected; and
a comprehensive evaluation of the
environmental impacts that the
proposed action and alternatives would
likely cause, and proposed mitigation.

Draft EIS

EPA Filing:
Federal Register

State Clearinghouse
Public and Agency
Review
Preparation of
Responses to Comments
Final EIR

Agency Decision/Findings,
Statement of Overriding
Considerations,
Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program

A 45-day period during which the
public and agencies review the
draft document and submit
comments to the lead agencies.

Addresses the comments on the draft
document and from any public
hearing, presents the final evaluation
of project-induced environmental
impacts and ways to mitigate impacts.

A 30-day period during which the
public and agencies review the final
document and submit comments to
the lead agencies.
Lead agency uses information from
the final document and the project
record to issue a decision and
document commitments and
mitigation.

Public and Agency
Review
Preparation of
Responses to Comments
Final EIS
EPA Filing:
Federal Register Notice
Public and Agency
Review
Agency Decision/
Record of Decision

NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act

EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act

ROD = record of decision

EIR = environmental impact report

PACR = Post-authorization Change Report

EIS = environmental impact Statement

Station 3 – Project Purpose and Need
Corps’ Project Purpose

Levee Segments Requiring Seepage Remediation
and Levee Height Increases

Reduce flood risk for the city of Sacramento
Project Need: Levee Problems
D

Seepage: Geotechnical studies have identified seepage beneath and through segments of the
Natomas levee system as a significant risk to the stability and reliability of the system.

E

C

F

G

B
H

Height Deficiency: Much of the Natomas levee system is not high enough to meet the FEMA
criteria for the National Flood Insurance Program and the Urban Level of Flood Protection
required by state law.

Vegetation: USACE levee guidance requires the removal of vegetation greater than 2 inches
in diameter on the levee slopes and within 15 feet of the waterside and land-side levee toes.

A

I

D
American River Common Features Project, Natomas
Post-Authorization Change Report
Legend
Reaches
US Army Corps
of Engineers

0

4,000

July 2010

8,000
Feet

A

Levee Distress

Common Features Project
Levee Deficiencies

Seepage
Stability
Erosion
Height Deficiency
New Urban Development

Alternatives

American River Common Features Natomas Post-Authorization Change

Station 4 – Alternatives

Comparison of Levee Raise Approaches
Raise-in-Place Alternative
EXISTING
GARDEN HIGWAY

LAND SIDE

WATER SIDE

NEW
GARDEN HIGWAY

Alternatives Considered and Eliminated
Measure

REMOVE
ENCROACHMENTS
INTO LEVEE

NEW LEVEE
EMBANKMENT

Reasons for Elimination

30’ Minimum
Crown Width

Width Varies

2:1

3:1
2:1

Raising the levee in place would
require closing sections of
Garden Highway and worsen
the problem of managing
encroachments in the levee
footprint subject to USACE’s policies.

3:1
Degrade Limit

Cutoff Wall

Yolo Bypass
Improvements:
Redesign of Fremont Weir,
new setback levee from
Fremont Weir to north levee
of Sacramento Bypass.

Need for interagency
coordination would delay
improvements well
beyond 2010

EXISTING LEVEE

Adjacent Setback Alternative (Preferred)

Would not address seepage
deficiencies

LAND SIDE

General Remediation Methods
Reduced Natomas
Urban Levee
Perimeter:

High cost of land acquisition,
road relocation and levee
materials.

Construction of an
east-west cross levee
across Natomas Basin
approximately 500 feet
north of Elkhorn Boulevard.

Would strand current
investments in levee system
in northern part of basin.
Would not protect a portion
of Sutter County designated
for development
Does not meet project
objectives

WATER SIDE

EXISTING
GARDEN HIGWAY

20’ Minimum
Crown Width

ADJACENT
SETBACK LEVEE

3:1

3:1
2:1

Levee Height
Raise existing levee where needed (would
require substantial encroachment removal)

2:1

NEW LEVEE

Along the Sacramento River east
levee, an adjacent setback levee
would reduce impacts to Garden
Highway and the problem of
encroachment management.
However, it would substantially
increase the amount of earth
moving.

EXISTING LEVEE

Construct adjacent levee, raised where needed
(would reduce need to remove encroachments)
Construct Sacramento River setback levee where
feasible, raised where needed

Seepage

Alternatives To Be Evaluated

Seepage berms (extending 100-300 feet from
landside levee toe)
Seepage cutoff walls
Relief wells
Methods depend on localized conditions

No Action Alternative
Authorized Project
Fix Levees in Place
Adjacent Levee

Recommended Plan

American River Common Features Natomas Post-Authorization Change
Plan Components. In addition to the features included in the 1996 and 1999 authorizations, the selected plan includes the
additional features to complete the plan for flood risk management to the Natomas Basin. The principal features of this
plan are: (1) seepage remediation and embankment stabilization along the NCC south levee, the Sacramento River east
levee, the PGCC and the southern portion of the NEMDC west levees. including construction of an adjacent levee adjoining
the Sacramento River east levee; (2) agricultural irrigation and drainage improvements, including construction of a new
GGS/Drainage Canal; (3) habitat creation and management in connection with project borrow activities; (4) aviation safety
components, including relocation of irrigation and drainage infrastructure in the Airport Operation Area and grading of
the Airport’s northern bufferlands to improve surface drainage and reduce the risk of bird strikes; and (5) right-of-way
acquisition to facilitate long-term operation and maintenance activities.
The modifications to existing interior drainage facilities have been limited to bringing the facilities in compliance with Corps
criteria for penetrations through levees (upgrading discharge lines, pumps, etc. to raise the drainage over the top of levee).

March 2008
May 2008

May 2008
July 2008

July 2008
October 2008

October 2008
June 2009

June 2009
May 2010

May 2010
October 2010

Project Reaches and Basic Levee Improvements - The map shows the project reaches.
• Reach A: Sacramento River east levee from Interstate Highway 5 up to San Juan Road. The length of this reach is
approximately 3.8 miles. The general improvements include widening the existing levee a minimum of 15 feet through
construction of an adjacent levee and installation of approximately 3.4 miles of soil bentonite cutoff wall with a depth of
103.5 feet.
• Reach B: Sacramento River east levee from San Juan Road up to Elverta Road. The length of this reach is approximately 9.5
miles. The general improvements include widening the existing levee by construction of an adjacent levee, installation of
approximately 4.3 miles of a soil bentonite cutoff wall that ranges in depth between 40 and 115 feet, and installation of
approximately 5.6 miles of seepage berms that range in width from 80 to 300 ft.
• Reach C: Sacramento River east levee from Elverta Road up to Sankey Road at the west end of the south levee of the
Natomas Cross Canal (NCC). The length of this reach is approximately 5 miles. The general improvements include widening
the existing levee by construction of an adjacent levee, installation of approximately 4.6 miles of soil bentonite cutoff wall
that ranges in depth between 19 and 65 feet, and installation of approximately 2.7 miles of seepage berms that range in
width from 100 to 500 ft.
• Reach D: Natomas Cross Canal south levee from Sankey Road up to Howsley Road. The length of this reach is
approximately 5.5 miles. The general improvements include widening the existing levee by fix in place construction and
installation of a soil bentonite cutoff wall that ranges in depth between 60 and 75 feet.
• Reach E: Pleasant Grove Creek Canal west levee from Howsley Road up to Sankey Road. The length of this reach is
approximately 3.3 miles. The general improvements include widening the existing levee by fix in place construction and
installation of a soil bentonite cutoff wall that ranges in depth between 65 and 70 feet.
• Reach F: The Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC) west levee from Sankey road down to Elverta Road. The length
of this reach is approximately 4.7 miles. The general improvements include widening the existing levee by fix in place
construction, installation of approximately 2.6 miles of soil bentonite cutoff wall with a depth of 53-feet, and flattening the
landside levee slope.
• Reach G: The NEMDC west levee from Elverta Road down to the pumping station just upstream of Dry Creek. The length
of the reach is approximately 3.6 miles. The general improvements include improving the levee by fix in place construction
and installation of a soil bentonite cutoff wall.
• Reach H: The NEMDC west levee from the pumping station just upstream of Dry Creek down to Northgate Boulevard. The
length of this reach is approximately 4.5 miles. The general improvements include improving the existing levee by fix in
place construction and installation of a soil bentonite cutoff wall with a depth of 41 feet.
• Reach I: The American River north levee from Northgate Boulevard down to interstate Highway 5. The length of this
reach is approximately 1.8 miles. The general improvements include improving the levee by fix in place construction and
installation of a soil bentonite cutoff wall with a depth of 37 feet.

NEPA/CEQA Issues

American River Common Features Natomas Post-Authorization Change

Station 6 – NEPA/CEQA Issues
Topics of Major Concern

Air Quality, Noise,Traffic
Temporary effects during construction
Best management practices and environmental commitments for
construction will reduce localized construction effects.
Cumulative effects of combined construction phases

Cultural Resources
Changes to elements of RD 1000 rural historic
landscape district
Potential effects on archaeological resources
Programmatic Agreement between USACE, SAFCA, State Historic
Preservation Officer, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation will
govern phased approach to cultural resource protection.
On going coordination with tribal representatives to protect resources
and minimize impacts

Agricultural Land Conversion
Conversion in footprint of flood control facilities, relocated and
new canals, borrow sites
Additional lands to be preserved in agricultural use under public ownership.

Biological Resources
Effects on habitats of species protected under the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
– Canals and rice fields that provide giant garter snake (GGS) habitat
– Agricultural cropland used for foraging by Swainson’s hawks
– Trees potentially used for nesting by Swainson’s hawk and
other birds
Habitat replacement and conservation strategies in project design:
marsh habitat for GGS use, new drainage canal to connect GGS population
areas, grassland on flood control features and in borrow sites, lands preserved
in agricultural use, new woodland groves.

Hydraulics

Required levee height increases for compliance with regulations
Minimize work in channels
No impact on Sacramento River Flood Control Project
design profiles

NEPA/CEQA Issues

Station 6 – NEPA/CEQA Issues

Natomas Levee Improvement Program
PROJECT FEATURES

American River Common Features Natomas Post-Authorization Change
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NEPA Notice of Intent
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Army; Army Corps
of Engineers
Notice of Intent To Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for
408 Permission and 404 Permit to
Three Rivers Levee Improvement
Authority for the Feather River Levee
Repair Project, California, Segment 2
Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD.
ACTION: Notice of intent.
AGENCY:

The action being taken is the
preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the issuance of both
the 408 permission to the Central Valley
Flood Protection Board and 404 Permit
to Three Rivers Levee Improvement
Authority (TRLIA) for their work on the
Feather River Levee Repair Project
(FRLRP). Under 33 U.S.C. 408, the Chief
of Engineers grants permission to alter
an existing flood control structure if it
is not injurious to the public interest
and does not impair the usefulness of
such work. Under section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, the District Engineer
permits the discharge of dredged or fill
material into waters of the United States
if the discharge meets the requirements
of the Environmental Protection
Agency’s 404(b)(1) guidelines and is not
contrary to the public interest. The
FRLRP is located in Yuba County, CA.
TRLIA is requesting this permission and
permit in order to complete
construction along the east levee of the
Feather River.
DATES: A public scoping meeting will be
held March 10, 2008, 6:30 to 8:30 at the
Yuba County Government Center, 915
8th Street, Marysville, CA. Send written
comments by April 9, 2008 to the
address below.
ADDRESSES: Send written comments and
suggestions concerning this study to Mr.
John Suazo, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Sacramento District, Attn:
Planning Division (CESPK–PD–R), 1325
J Street, Sacramento, CA 95814.
Requests to be placed on the mailing list
should also be sent to this address.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Questions about the proposed action
and EIS should be addressed to John
Suazo at (916) 557–6719, e-mail:
john.suazo@usace.army.mil or by mail
to (see ADDRESSES).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
1. Proposed Action. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers is preparing an EIS
to analyze the impacts of the work
proposed by TRLIA from the
implementation of the FRLRP, Segment
2. The FRLRP, Segment 2 is being
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constructed by TRLIA to improve flood
protection to portions of Yuba County
and Reclamation District (RD) 784.
2. Alternatives. The EIS will address
an array of flood control improvement
alternatives along Segment 2.
Alternatives analyzed during the
investigation will include a combination
of one or more flood protection
measures. These measures include
seepage berms, stability berms, setback
levees, seepage cutoff walls, and
relocation of a pump station.
3. Scoping Process. a. The Corps has
initiated a process to involve concerned
individuals, and local, State, and
Federal agencies. A public scoping
meeting will be held on March 10, 2008
to present information to the public and
to receive comments from the public.
b. Significant issues to be analyzed in
depth in the EIS include effects on
hydraulic, wetlands and other waters of
the U.S., vegetation and wildlife
resources, special-status species,
cultural resources, land use, fisheries,
water quality, air quality, transportation,
and socioeconomics; and cumulative
effects of related projects in the study
area.
c. The Corps is consulting with the
State Historic Preservation Officer to
comply with the National Historic
Preservation Act, and the National
Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to comply
with the Endangered Species Act.
Coordination with the National Marine
Fisheries Service has been completed;
coordination with U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service is still ongoing.
d. A 45-day public review period will
be provided for individuals and
agencies to review and comment on the
draft EIS. All interested parties are
encouraged to respond to this notice
and provide a current address if they
wish to be notified of the draft EIS
circulation.
4. Availability. The draft EIS is
scheduled to be available for public
review and comment in early 2008.
Dated: February 22, 2008.
Thomas C. Chapman,
COL, EN, Commanding.
[FR Doc. E8–3919 Filed 2–28–08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710–EZ–P
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Army; Army Corps
of Engineers
Notice of Intent To Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for
the American River Common Features
General Reevaluation Report,
Sacramento, CA
Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers; DOD.
ACTION: Notice of intent.
AGENCY:

The action being taken is the
preparation of an environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the American River
Common Features General Reevaluation
Report (GRR). The Common Features
Project GRR will re-evaluate the
currently authorized plan as well as
develop and evaluate other viable
alternatives, including a locallypreferred plan, with the goal of
identifying a comprehensive plan that
will lower the risk of flooding in and
around the City of Sacramento. The
Common Features Project GRR is
located in Sacramento, Sutter and Yolo
Counties, CA.
DATES: A series of public scoping
meetings will be held as follows:
1. March 5, 2008, 5 to 7 p.m. at The
Elk’s Lodge.
2. March 6, 2008, 5 to 7 p.m. at Arden
Park Community Center, Room A.
3. March 10, 2008, 3 to 6 p.m. at The
Library Galleria East Meeting Room.
4. March 13, 2008, 5 to 7 p.m. at The
Sierra Health Foundation.
Send written comments by April 11,
2008 to the address below.
ADDRESSES: Written comments and
suggestions concerning this study may
be submitted to Ms. Elizabeth Holland,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Sacramento District, Attn: Planning
Division (CESPK–PD–R), 1325 J Street,
Sacramento, CA 95814. Requests to be
placed on the mailing list should also be
sent to this address. The location of the
public meetings is as follows; The Elks
Lodge, 6446 Riverside Blvd.,
Sacramento, CA; Arden Park
Community Center, 1000 La Sierra
Drive, Sacramento, CA; Library Galleria,
828 ‘‘I’’ Street, Sacramento, CA; and
Sierra Health Foundation, 1321 Garden
Highway, Sacramento, CA.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Questions about the proposed action
and EIS should be addressed to Liz
Holland at (916) 557–6763, e-mail
Elizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil or
by mail to (see ADDRESSES).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
1. Proposed Action. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers is preparing an EIS
SUMMARY:
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to analyze the impacts of a range of
alternatives that would lessen the risk of
flooding in and around the City of
Sacramento.
2. Alternatives. The EIS will address
an array of flood control improvement
alternatives that are intended to reduce
flood risk within the project area.
Alternatives analyzed during the
investigation will include a combination
of one or more flood protection
measures. These measures include levee
improvements (e.g., seepage berms,
adjacent setback levees, seepage wells,
seepage cutoff walls), revisions to
system hydraulics through setbacks,
levee raises, and/or more diversion of
flow into the bypass system, and
possible use of upstream lands for
detention.
3. Scoping Process. a. A series of
public scoping meeting will be held in
early March, 2008 to present
information to the public and to receive
comments from the public. These
meetings are intended to initiate the
process to involve concerned
individuals, and local, State, and
Federal agencies.
b. Significant issues to be analyzed in
depth in the EIS include effects on
hydraulics, wetlands and other waters
of the U.S., vegetation and wildlife
resources, special-status species,
esthetics, cultural resources, recreation,
land use, fisheries, water quality, air
quality, transportation, and
socioeconomics; and cumulative effects
of related projects in the study area.
c. The Corps is consulting with the
State Historic Preservation Officer to
comply with the National Historic
Preservation Act and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and National Marine
Fisheries Service to comply with the
Endangered Species Act. The Corps is
also coordinating with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to comply with the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.
d. A 45-day public review period will
be provided for individuals and
agencies to review and comment on the
draft EIS. All interested parties are
encouraged to respond to this notice
and provide a current address if they
wish to be notified of the draft EIS
circulation.
4. Availability. The draft EIS is
scheduled to be available for public
review and comment in spring 2010.
Dated: February 15, 2008.
Thomas C. Chapman,
COL, EN, Commanding.
[FR Doc. E8–3922 Filed 2–28–08; 8:45 am]

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Navy

Department of the Navy

Meeting of the Ocean Research and
Resources Advisory Panel

[USN–2008–0008]

AGENCY:
ACTION:

Department of the Navy, DoD.

Notice.

19:22 Feb 28, 2008
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Department of the Navy, DoD.
Notice to Amend a System of
Records.

AGENCY:

The Ocean Research and
Resources Advisory Panel (ORRAP) will
meet to discuss National Ocean
Research Leadership Council (NORLC)
and Interagency Committee on Ocean
Science and Resource Management
Integration (ICOSRMI) activities. All
sessions of the meeting will be open to
the public.

SUMMARY:

The meeting will be held on
Tuesday, April 15, 2008 from 8 a.m. to
5:30 p.m. and Wednesday, April 16,
2008 from 8 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.

DATES:

The meetings will be held at
the Consortium for Ocean Leadership
located at 1201 New York Ave, Suite
420, Washington, DC.

ADDRESSES:

Dr.
Charles L. Vincent, Office of Naval
Research, 875 North Randolph Street,
Suite 1425, Arlington, VA 22203–1995,
telephone: 703–696–4118.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

This
notice is provided in accordance with
the provisions of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App. 2). The
meeting will include discussions on
ocean research to applications, ocean
observing, professional certification
programs, and other current issues in
the ocean science and resource
management communities. In order to
maintain the meeting time schedule,
members of the public will be limited in
their time to speak to the Panel.
Members of the public should submit
written comments at least one week
prior to the meeting to Dr. Charles L.
Vincent, Office of Naval Research, 875
North Randolph Street, Suite 1425,
Arlington, VA 22203–1995, telephone:
703–696–4118.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Dated: February 22, 2008.
T.M. Cruz,
Lieutenant, Office of the Judge Advocate
General, U.S. Navy, Federal Register Liaison
Officer.
[FR Doc. E8–3893 Filed 2–28–08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3810–FF–P

ACTION:

The Department of the Navy
is amending a system of records notice
in its existing inventory of record
systems subject to the Privacy Act of
1974, (5 U.S.C. 552a), as amended.
DATES: This proposed action will be
effective without further notice on
March 31, 2008 unless comments are
received which result in a contrary
determination.
SUMMARY:

Send comments to the
Department of the Navy, PA/FOIA
Policy Branch, Chief of Naval
Operations (DNS–36), 2000 Navy
Pentagon, Washington, DC 20350–2000.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mrs.
Doris Lama at (202) 685–6545.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Department of the Navy systems of
records notices subject to the Privacy
Act of 1974, (5 U.S.C. 552a), as
amended, have been published in the
Federal Register and are available from
the address above.
The specific changes to the record
system being amended are set forth
below followed by the notice, as
amended, published in its entirety. The
proposed amendments are not within
the purview of subsection (r) of the
Privacy Act of 1974, (5 U.S.C. 552a), as
amended, which requires the
submission of a new or altered system
report.
ADDRESSES:

Dated: February 25, 2008.
L.M. Bynum,
Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.
N01000–3
SYSTEM NAME:

Navy Individual Service Review
Board (ISRB) Proceedings Application
File (March 18, 1997, 62 FR 12806).
CHANGES:
SYSTEM NAME:

Delete entry and replace with ‘‘DoD
Civilian/Military Service Review
Board.’’
SYSTEM LOCATION:

Delete entry and replace with ‘‘Navy
Personnel Command (PERS–312), 5720

BILLING CODE 3710–EZ–P

VerDate Aug<31>2005

Privacy Act of 1974; System of
Records
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CEQA Notice of Preparation

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
To:

Agencies and Interested Parties

From:

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

Date:

November 5, 2009

Subject:

Announcement of:
1) Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report on the Natomas Post-authorization Change Report/Natomas Levee Improvement
Program, Phase 4b Landside Improvements Project;
2) Public Scoping Meeting to be held on November 18, 2009; and
3) Scoping Comments due by December 4, 2009

The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
Sacramento District, intend to prepare a “joint” environmental impact statement (EIS)/environmental impact
report (EIR), consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC]
Section 4321 et seq.) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code
[PRC], Section 21000 et seq.; see also 14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] Sections 15220, 15222 [State
CEQA Guidelines]), for the Natomas Post-authorization Change Report (Natomas PACR)/Natomas Levee
Improvement Program (NLIP), Phase 4b Landside Improvements Project (Phase 4b Project) in the Natomas Basin
in Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California. USACE, Sacramento District, will be the Federal lead agency for
purposes of complying with NEPA, and SAFCA will be the state lead agency for compliance with CEQA.

PURPOSE OF THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION
In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines (CCR Section 15082), SAFCA has prepared this notice of
preparation (NOP) to inform responsible and trustee agencies and interested parties that an EIS/EIR will be
prepared. The purpose of an NOP is to provide sufficient information about the proposed project and its potential
environmental impacts to allow the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), responsible and trustee
agencies, Federal agencies involved in approving or funding a project, and interested parties the opportunity to
provide a meaningful response related to the scope and content of the EIS/EIR, including the significant
environmental issues, reasonable alternatives, and mitigation measures that the responsible or trustee agency, or
the OPR, will need to have explored in the EIS/EIR (State CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15082[b]).
The project location, description, and probable environmental effects of the proposed project are presented below.
An initial study has not been prepared because the EIS/EIR will address all issue areas and it is already known
that the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment. The EIS/EIR will also include
feasible mitigation measures, where available, and consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives to avoid or
substantially reduce the proposed project’s significant adverse environmental impacts.
The purposes of this NOP are to:
1. briefly describe the proposed project and the anticipated content of the EIS/EIR to be prepared for the
proposed project;
Natomas PACR/Phase 4b Project
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency
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2. announce the public scoping meeting to facilitate public input and to be held: November 18, 2009, from 4:30
to 6:30 p.m. at South Natomas Community Center (Activity Room) located at 2921 Truxel Road in
Sacramento, California; and
3. solicit input by December 4, 2009, from Federal, state, regional, and local agencies, and from interested
organizations and individuals about the content and scope of the EIS/EIR, including the alternatives to be
addressed and the potentially significant environmental impacts.

INTRODUCTION TO THE PHASE 4b PROJECT
The Phase 4b Project consists of improvements to a portion of the Natomas Basin’s perimeter levee system
(see Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 below) in the City of Sacramento and in Sutter and Sacramento Counties, California,
associated landscape and irrigation/drainage infrastructure modifications, and habitat creation and management.
A more detailed project description is provided below.
To implement the Phase 4b Project, SAFCA is requesting permission from USACE pursuant to Section 14 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 United States Code [USC] 408, referred to as “Section 408”) for alteration of
Federal project levees; Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344) for placement of fill into jurisdictional
waters of the United States; and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 USC 403) for work
performed in, over, or under navigable waters of the United States (such as excavation of material from or
deposition of material into navigable waters).
SAFCA may also need to obtain several state, regional, and local approvals or permits to implement the Phase 4b
Project in the event that USACE does not receive authorization to construct the Phase 4b Project. These include:
CVFPB encroachment permit; California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act permit; Clean Water Act Section
401 water quality certification, Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permit; California Fish and Game Code Section 2081 incidental take authorization; California Fish and Game
Code Section 1602 streambed alteration agreement; encroachment permits from the California Department of
Transportation, Sacramento County, Sutter County, and City of Sacramento; and authority to construct
authorization from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District and the Feather River Air
Quality Management District.

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS PLANNING DOCUMENTS
The EIS/EIR will support the approval of USACE’s Natomas Basin General Re-evaluation Report (GRR) and
Natomas PACR. The EIS/EIR will also support the final project phase of the NLIP, the Phase 4b Project.
The Natomas GRR covers the Sacramento Metropolitan Area. The American River drainage basin covers about
2,100 square miles northeast of Sacramento and includes portions of Placer, El Dorado, Sutter, and Sacramento
Counties. The Natomas GRR considers flood risk management for the Natomas Basin. The GRR will consider the
existing flood risk reduction projects together as a system, with the purpose of developing analysis tools that
consider the flood risk reduction system as a whole and identifying a comprehensive plan that will lower the flood
risk in Sacramento. Accordingly, USACE, SAFCA, and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
seek to integrate planning, design, and implementation of enhanced flood risk reduction measures within the
Natomas Basin study area.
The Natomas GRR will ultimately be incorporated into a larger and more broadly scoped investigation called the
American River Common Features Project (Common Features Project) GRR. The Common Features Project
GRR will consider the Sacramento River downstream of the American River to Freeport where Beach Lake levee
forms the southern flank of the City of Sacramento’s flood defenses. It should be noted that there are three basins
in the GRR analysis that will be considered in the future: the American River-North Basin, Natomas Basin, and
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the Greater Sacramento Basin located south of the American River. However, only the Natomas Basin is the
subject of this EIS/EIR.
The Natomas GRR schedule has been accelerated due to the risk of levee failure in the Natomas Basin. The
accelerated schedule will allow USACE to begin construction in 2011 and reduce the risk of flooding and billions
of dollars of property damage in the Natomas Basin.
The EIS/EIR will summarize the NLIP project phases already completed by SAFCA and how the NLIP relates to
USACE’s Natomas Basin GRR and PACR. The EIS/EIR will be used for Natomas Basin GRR approval, for
preparation of the Natomas PACR, and to support implementation of the Phase 4b Project. USACE plans to
implement the Phase 4b Project. In the event the Natomas PACR is not approved by Congress, however, the
EIS/EIR will support SAFCA’s implementation of the Phase 4b Project should SAFCA choose to proceed without
Federal participation.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE NATOMAS LEVEE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
The Phase 4b Project is a subphase of one of the four project phases of the NLIP Landside Improvements Project.
The overall purpose of the NLIP is to bring the entire 42-mile Natomas Basin perimeter levee system into
compliance with applicable Federal and state standards for levees protecting urban areas. The NLIP was first
evaluated in SAFCA’s programmatic EIR on Local Funding Mechanisms for Comprehensive Flood Control
Improvements for the Sacramento Area (State Clearinghouse No. 2006072098). Volume II of that EIR contained
a project-level evaluation of the Natomas Cross Canal South Levee Phase 1 Improvements (Phase 1 Project).
In 2007, SAFCA prepared the EIR on the NLIP Landside Improvements Project (Phase 2 EIR, State
Clearinghouse No. 2007062016), which covers the three additional phases of “landside” improvements to the
levees protecting the Natomas Basin, including the Phase 2 Project, Phase 3 Project, and Phase 4 Project.
The Phase 2 Project was analyzed at a project-level and the remainder of the Landside Improvements Project
(Phase 3 and 4 Projects) was analyzed at a program-level in the Phase 2 EIR. On November 29, 2007, the SAFCA
Board of Directors certified the EIR and approved the Phase 2 Project. Following completion of the Phase 2 EIR,
USACE prepared an EIS to meet USACE’s NEPA requirements to support USACE’s decisions on the
permissions and permitting under Sections 408, 404, and 10. A record of decision (ROD) was signed by USACE
in January 2009. The Phase 2 EIS also contained a project-level analysis of the Phase 2 Project and a programlevel analysis of the Phase 3 and 4 Projects. Since certification of the Phase 2 EIR, SAFCA made modifications
and refinements to the design of the Phase 2 Project. A supplemental EIR (SEIR) was prepared by SAFCA to
evaluate these modifications, which the SAFCA Board of Directors certified in January 2009, at which time the
Board also approved the modifications to the Phase 2 Project.
The Phase 3 Project was analyzed at a project-level in the DEIS/DEIR on the NLIP Phase 3 Landside
Improvements Project (Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR, State Clearinghouse No. 2008072060), which was released for
public review on February 13, 2009. Following public review, SAFCA prepared an FEIR to provide responses to
comments on the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR. The SAFCA Board of Directors certified the FEIR and approved the Phase
3 Project in May 2009. Separately, USACE prepared an FEIS to provide responses to comments received on the
Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR; the Phase 3 FEIS was issued for public review in August 2009. After consideration of all
comments received, USACE will consider whether to grant Section 408 permission, which will be documented in
a ROD, in December 2009/January 2010. To construct the Phase 3 Project with minimal interruption of and
conflict with drainage/irrigation services and special-status wildlife habitat (giant garter snake), some Phase 3
Project components (canal work, utility relocation, vegetation removal, and demolition of structures) need to be
constructed in late 2009 and early 2010 in advance of the Phase 3 Project’s major levee construction, which
would begin in 2010. To facilitate this staged construction, a staged permitting approach was implemented for the
Phase 3 Project. Specifically, irrigation and drainage infrastructure (termed the Phase 3a Project) was permitted
by USACE and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley RWQCB) under
Sections 404 and 401, respectively, of the Clean Water Act, in October 2009; this work would occur in late 2009
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and early 2010, in advance of Phase 3 Project levee construction. Some vegetation removal also would occur
during the non-nesting season for raptors and other bird species. A separate, but related, set of permits for the
Phase 3 Project’s Sacramento River east levee construction and related pumping plant improvements (termed the
Phase 3b Project) is anticipated in late 2009; this work would occur in 2010 and 2011. The potential exists for up
to 30% of the Phase 2 Project also to be constructed in 2010, concurrent with Phase 3 Project construction, or
even potentially concurrently with the Phase 4a Project, depending on the timing and availability of funding and
receipt of all required environmental clearances and permits.
The Phase 4 Project consists of two subphases (4a and 4b) to provide the flexibility to construct this phase over
more than one construction season. The Phase 4 Project was analyzed at a program-level in the Phase 2 EIR. Each
subphase has its own independent utility, can be accomplished with or without the other subphase, and provides
additional flood risk reduction benefits to the Natomas Basin whether implemented individually or collectively.
The Phase 4a Project was analyzed at a project-level in the DEIS/DEIR on the NLIP Phase 4a Landside
Improvements Project (Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR, State Clearinghouse No. 2009032097), which was released for
public review on August 28, 2009. Similar to the Phase 3 Project, USACE and SAFCA are preparing a separate
FEIS and FEIR, respectively. The SAFCA Board of Directors will consider certification of the EIR and Phase 3
Project approval at its November 13, 2009 Board meeting. Separately, USACE will prepare an FEIS and issue it
for a 30-day public review in early 2010. Phase 4a Project construction is planned to begin in 2010 and is
anticipated to be completed in 2011, assuming receipt of all required environmental clearances and permits.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES OF THE NATOMAS LEVEE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
The following objectives were adopted by SAFCA in connection with the NLIP: (1) provide at least a 100-year
level of flood risk reduction (0.01 Annual Exceedance Probability [AEP]) to the Natomas Basin as quickly as
possible, (2) provide 200-year flood risk reduction to the Basin over time (0.005 AEP), and (3) avoid any
substantial increase in expected annual damages as new development occurs in the Basin. The first two project
objectives would reduce the residual risk of flooding sufficiently to meet the minimum requirements of Federal
and state law for urban areas like the Natomas Basin. The third project objective is a long-term objective of
SAFCA’s.
Additional project objectives that have informed SAFCA’s project design are to: (1) use flood damage reduction
projects in the vicinity of the Sacramento International Airport (Airport) to facilitate management of Airport lands
in accordance with the Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (Sacramento County Airport System [SCAS]
2007); and (2) use flood damage reduction projects to increase the extent and connectivity of the lands in the
Natomas Basin being managed to provide habitat for giant garter snake, Swainson’s hawk, and other specialstatus species.

PROPOSED PHASE 4b PROJECT
The Phase 4b Project would address underseepage, stability, erosion, penetrations, and levee encroachments along
approximately 3.4 miles of the Sacramento River east levee in Reaches 16–20, approximately 6.4 miles of the
Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC) west levee between Elkhorn Boulevard and Sankey Road, and the
windows left in the improvements done by the of previous phases at levee penetrations and road crossings on
Natomas Cross Canal (NCC) south levee. The Phase 4b Project would also include relocation of the existing
irrigation and drainage canals landside of the levee slopes, relocation and modifications of the pumping stations,
bridges, encroachments, and any penetrations of the levee embankment. Removal of the vegetation within the
levee right-of-way to address USACE requirements and any environmental mitigation are also included in the
Phase 4b Project.
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The Phase 4b Project includes the following major activities anticipated to begin in spring 2011, which will be
analyzed at a project-level in the Phase 4b EIS/EIR:
►

Sacramento River East Levee Reaches 16–20: Levee widening/rehabilitation and seepage
remediation—Construct an adjacent levee with flattened landside slope and cutoff walls, seepage berms, and
relief wells, where required, to reduce potential underseepage and seepage through the levee. Cutoff wall
construction would be conducted 24 hours per day, 7 days per week (24/7).

►

American River North Levee Reaches 1–4: Slope flattening and seepage remediation—Flatten the slope
and install cutoff walls in the American River north levee from just east of Gateway Oaks Drive to Northgate
Boulevard. Cutoff wall construction would be conducted 24/7.

►

NEMDC West Levee—Northern Segment: Levee raising, slope flattening, and seepage remediation—
Raise the levee in place or construct an adjacent levee, flatten slopes, and install cutoff walls from Sankey
Road to just south of Elkhorn Boulevard. Cutoff wall construction would be conducted 24/7.

►

Pleasant Grove Creek Canal (PGCC) and NEMDC South: Levee raising and slope flattening—Raise
the levee in place or construct an adjacent levee and flatten slopes on the PGCC southwest levee and on the
NEMDC southwest levee from Elkhorn Boulevard to Northgate Boulevard.

►

PGCC and NEMDC South: Waterside improvements—Erosion repair and rock slope protection at
locations where erosion around the outfall structures penetrating the levee was observed. Construct additional
remediation to protect against damage caused by beavers and burrowing animals.

►

PGCC Culvert Remediation—Upgrade or remove five culverts that currently drain the area east of the
PGCC by passing water under the canal to canals along the landside of the PGCC southwest levee. Under the
culvert removal option, construct detention basins east of the PGCC levee to provide replacement storage for
drainage. Depending on the design of the detention basins, pumping stations may be needed to discharge
water out of the basins and into the PGCC.

►

State Route (SR) 99 NCC Bridge Remediation—Construct a moveable barrier system or a stop log gap at
the south end of the SR 99 bridges to be used at high river stages to prevent overflow from reaching the
landside of the NCC south levee. Modify the bridge deck connections to the supporting piers and abutments
as needed to resist uplift pressure during high water stages. Install additional seepage remediation consisting
of seepage cutoff walls where the bridges cross the NCC south levee.

►

West Drainage Canal—Realign the West Drainage Canal to shift an approximately 1-mile portion, starting
at Interstate 5 (I-5), to an alignment farther south of the Airport Operations Area. Modify the existing canal
east of the alignment to reduce bank erosion and sloughing, decrease aquatic weed infiltration, improve
Reclamation District (RD) 1000 maintenance access, and enhance giant garter snake habitat connectivity.

►

Riego Road Canal (Highline Irrigation Canal) Relocation—Relocate approximately 4,000 feet of
irrigation canal, approximately 250 feet of buried irrigation piping, and three irrigation turn-out structures
away from the proposed levee footprint for the northern segment of the NEMDC west levee.

►

NCC South Levee Ditch Relocations—Relocate the Vestal Drain ditch and Morrison Canal to reduce
underseepage potential in Reaches 2, 5, and 6 of the NCC south levee.

►

Modifications to RD 1000 Pumping Plants—Raise and/or replace the discharge pipes for Pumping Plant
Nos. 1A and 1B along the Sacramento River east levee, and Pumping Plant Nos. 6 and 8 along the NEMDC
west levee, to cross the levee above the 0.005 AEP design water surface elevation. Construct new outfall
structures for Pumping Plant Nos. 6 and 8, requiring dewatering of portions of the NEMDC. Construction
would be conducted 24/7.
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►

Modifications to City of Sacramento Sump Pumps—Raise and/or replace the discharge pipes for City
Sump 160 (Sacramento River east levee Reach 19B), City Sump 58 (American River north levee), and City
Sump 102 (NEMDC west levee at Gardenland Park) to cross the levee above the 0.005 AEP design water
surface elevation. Construct new outfall structures, requiring dewatering of portions of the Sacramento River,
the low-flow channel of the NEMDC along the waterside of the American River north levee, and the
NEMDC. Relocate pump stations as needed to accommodate the proposed levee improvements. Construction
would be conducted 24/7.

►

Borrow Site Excavation and Reclamation—Excavate earthen material at the borrow sites and then return
the sites to preconstruction uses or suitable replacement habitat. For levee improvements along the
Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 16–20) and the American River north levee (Reaches 1–4), the South
Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area and the West Lakeside School Site (Exhibit 2) are anticipated to be the
primary source of soil borrow material. The Triangle Properties Borrow Area (Exhibit 3) would be the
primary source of borrow material for levee improvements along the PGCC and NEMDC North. The South
Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area, the West Lakeside School Site, and the Triangle Properties Borrow Area
Areas will be fully analyzed in the EIS/EIR.
The Fisherman’s Lake Borrow Area, which was fully analyzed in the Phase 4a DEIS/DEIR, could provide
additional borrow material for the Phase 4b Project. The Krumenacher borrow site and Twin Rivers Unified
School District stockpile site (Exhibit 2), which were fully analyzed in the Phase 3 DEIS/DEIR and Phase 4a
DEIS/DEIR, would be the source of borrow material for improvements to NEMDC South and back-up
sources for NEMDC North.

►

Habitat Creation and Management—Enhance connectivity between northern and southern populations of
giant garter snake in the Natomas Basin by improving habitat conditions along the West Drainage Canal, and
establish woodlands consisting of native riparian and woodland species in or around the Natomas Basin as
compensation for woodland impacts along the Sacramento River east levee (Reaches 16–20), American River
north levee, and NEMDC west levee.

►

Infrastructure Relocation and Realignment—Relocate and realign private irrigation and drainage
infrastructure (wells, pumps, canals, and pipes), and relocate utility infrastructure (power poles) as needed to
accommodate the levee improvements and canal relocations.

►

Landside Vegetation Removal—In Reaches 16–20 of the Sacramento River east levee, in Reaches 1–4 of
the American River north levee, and in NEMDC South, clear landside vegetation to prepare for Phase 4b
Project levee and canal improvement work.

►

Waterside Vegetation Removal—Waterside vegetation would be removed due to modifications to pumping
plants along the Sacramento River east levee, NEMDC west levee, and PGCC southwest levee.

►

Bank Protection: Sacramento River Left Bank—Because the adjacent levee would be constructed in
Sacramento River east levee Reaches 1–20 under the NLIP, no erosion protection is needed along the left
bank of the Sacramento River. The distance from the projected levee slope of the new adjacent levee to the
current bank location is sufficient to guarantee that bank erosion would not intrude into the projected levee
slope in the near future. Bank protection would be constructed along the PGCC and NEMDC South to address
the waterside erosion sites noted above.

►

American River Common Features Project—Upgrade levees at locations along the American River
upstream of Northgate Boulevard, including raising and/or reshaping levee sections and installing cutoff
walls.

►

Right-of-Way Acquisition—Acquire lands within the Phase 4b Project footprint along the Sacramento River
east levee, American River north levee, NEMDC west levee, and at associated borrow sites.

Notice of Preparation
November 5, 2009

6

Natomas PACR/Phase 4b Project
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

►

Encroachment Management—Remove encroachments as required to meet the criteria of USACE, CVFPB,
and Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). SAFCA would be required to submit a variance
request to CVFPB, and then ultimately to USACE, requesting confirmation that SAFCA’s adjacent levee
design for the Sacramento River east levee and American River north levee sufficiently addresses USACE’s
guidance regarding vegetation on levees, if SAFCA chooses to implement the project without Federal
participation.

The following additional project details are associated with the Phase 4b Project.
►

Cutoff Walls. Three-foot-wide cutoff walls made of either soil-bentonite (SB), cement bentonite (CB), or
soil-cement-bentonite (SCB) would be installed either through the existing levee or along the landside toe of
the existing levee. Depending on the construction method used, the top of the cutoff walls would be at least
10 feet above the existing ground surface at the landside toe of the levee (within either the new adjacent
setback levee) or in the existing levee, and extend up to a depth of 110 feet below ground surface in some
areas. Locations and depths would be determined during final engineering design. The total linear extent
would be approximately 17,700 feet along the Sacramento River east levee Reaches 16–20;approximately
9,400 feet along the American River north levee, and 35,700 feet along the NEMDC north west levee. Cutoff
wall construction would be conducted 24/7.

►

Seepage Berms. Sacramento River east levee seepage berm widths would extend up to 100 feet from the
adjacent levee landside levee toe in Reaches 17–18, up to 250 feet from the adjacent levee landside levee toe
in Reach 19A, and up to 300 feet from the adjacent levee landside toe in Reach 16. Depending upon the
width, maximum thickness would be 6–7 feet. All berms would gradually slope downward to about 4 feet
thick at the landside edge, with a 3H:1V slope to ground level. A gravel surface patrol road would be
constructed near the outside edge of the seepage berm. Final locations of the seepage berms would be
determined during final engineering design.

►

Relief Wells. Sacramento River east levee relief wells would be constructed at selected locations where
berms cannot be wide enough or walls deep enough to meet the required seepage remediation design
parameters. Relief wells would also be constructed along some of the entrance channels to the landside pump
stations. Relief wells would be spaced between 60–100 feet apart and would extend to depths of between 60–
80 feet below the ground surface.

►

Measures to Reduce Impacts to Residences, Businesses, and Heritage Oaks. Where residences,
businesses, and heritage oak trees are located, measures would be employed to reduce the project footprint
impacts to these resources, to the extent feasible given levee design and seepage remediation performance
requirements. These measures could include reducing the width of the adjacent levee, seepage berms, and
operations and maintenance access and utility corridors; and strategically using cutoff walls or seepage relief
wells.

►

Power Pole Relocation. Power poles that currently exist on the landside slope of the levee and at the landside
levee toe would need to be relocated and/or rerouted to accommodate the widened levee footprint. To the
extent feasible, mainline utility infrastructure, such as power poles, would be relocated beyond the landside
levee toe. Some poles may need to be relocated to the waterside of the existing levee. No power poles would
be relocated within the new levee prism. Tree pruning would likely be required in some locations to
accommodate the power pole relocation and associated wires. SAFCA would conduct the relocations in
coordination with the appropriate utility companies and the construction operations.

►

Removal or Modification of Landside Structures and Other Facilities. Multiple residential and
agricultural structures are located within the footprint of the levee improvements. These structures, and the
facilities supporting them, would have to be modified, removed, or relocated out of the project footprint
before the start of levee construction in those areas. Irrigation facility conveyance, distribution boxes, wells,
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and standpipes within the footprint of the project features would be demolished and replaced as needed.
Debris from structure demolition, power poles, utility lines, piping, and other materials requiring disposal
would be hauled off-site to a suitable landfill. Demolished concrete could be sent to a concrete recycling
facility. Wells and septic systems would be abandoned in accordance with the applicable state and county
requirements. Drilling and development pumping of replacement wells would be conducted 24/7.
►

Garden Highway Closures. Because of space constraints, in Sacramento River east levee Reaches 19B–20,
the landside lane of Garden Highway would be closed for up to 6 months to allow for construction of a cutoff
wall. In addition, because there would be no room for a two-way haul route at the toe of the existing levee, the
waterside lane of Garden Highway would be used by haul trucks delivering materials. This lane would only
be open to local traffic, with use of traffic controls. For levee improvements along the American River north
levee, the Garden Highway/Arden-Garden Connector would be completely closed for up to 6 months between
I-5 and Northgate Boulevard. Through traffic would be detoured to West El Camino Avenue, SR 160, and
Richards Boulevard. Garden Highway would be closed at several locations, including City of Sacramento
Pump 160 and RD 1000 Pumping Plant Nos. 1A and 1B, to allow for installation of pipes that need to be
raised above the 0.005 AEP water surface profile.

►

Reconstruction of Intersections. Garden Highway intersections at Natomas Park Drive, Truxel Road,
Northgate Boulevard, and four additional ramps at private parcels would require degrading, rebuilding the
embankment, and repaving to accommodate the installation of the American River north levee cutoff wall and
levee slope flattening. Garden Highway intersections at Orchard Lane, Gateway Oaks Drive, and several
additional ramps at private parcels would require degrading, rebuilding the embankment, and repaving to
accommodate the installation of the Sacramento River east levee cutoff wall and levee slope flattening. The
ramps would be reconstructed to the current general ramp and intersection geometry. The design would meet
Sacramento County or City of Sacramento roadway design criteria, depending upon the jurisdiction. Where
alternate access to the private properties is available, the private ramps would be removed and not replaced.

►

West Drainage Canal Realignment. The proposed new alignment would abandon and reroute
approximately 4,700 feet of the West Drainage Canal. The typical cross-section for the modified West
Drainage Canal would require a right-of-way of up to 150 feet for approximately 1.2 miles. The realigned
section of the canal would have a 30-foot bottom width, stable 3H:1V bank slopes on one or both sides, and a
narrow, variable width bench on one side of the canal. A 20-foot-wide maintenance and inspection road
would flank each side of the canal and would be slightly elevated above adjacent land to improve an allweather road condition. Culverts would cross under the patrol road to allow continued drainage into the canal
from adjacent fields. The realignment would include rerouting of a small section of the West Drainage Canal
(starting at the M10 Drain south of I-5 which leads to RD 1000’s Pumping Plant No. 5) to a north-south
orientation to improve the management of adjacent agricultural parcels, and to move the canal farther from
the Airport Operations Area in the vicinity of the west runway.

►

Riego Road Canal Relocation. A portion of an irrigation canal owned by the Natomas Central Mutual Water
Company (NCMWC) would be relocated to make room for the proposed improvements to the west levee of
NEMDC North. The affected portion includes approximately 4,000 feet of irrigation canal, approximately 250
feet of buried irrigation piping, and three irrigation control turn-out structures. These facilities would be
relocated outside of the levee footprint as part of the Phase 4b Project. To prevent disruptions, the NCMWC
irrigation system would be replaced with in-kind facilities compatible with the new levee footprint to prevent
disruption of irrigation service. The new canal would be a highline canal with 3H:1V side slopes and a
maintenance road on each of the embankments. A right-of-way of up to 100-feet beyond the new levee
footprint would be required for the new facility.

►

Natomas Levee Recreational Trail Project. As part of the Phase 4b Project, a regional Class I (completely
separated from traffic) bicycle and pedestrian trail is proposed to be constructed in an approximately 42-mile
loop along the Natomas Basin levee perimeter in the northwestern portion of the City and County of

Notice of Preparation
November 5, 2009

8

Natomas PACR/Phase 4b Project
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

Sacramento and the southern portion of Sutter County. The exact alignment of the recreational trail, in terms
of its placement in relation to levees and roadways, would be determined through detailed engineering design.
Construction, operation, and maintenance of a recreation trail on the perimeter levee system would require a
CVFPB encroachment permit with an endorsement by RD 1000. The proposed recreational trail is intended to
provide a bicycle commuter route at the southern and eastern end of the Natomas Basin that would connect to
the regional American River trail system.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PHASE 4b PROJECT
Because the EIS/EIR will be a joint NEPA/CEQA document, it will fully evaluate the environmental impacts of
the Phase 4b Project and the following two alternatives at an equal level of detail:
No-Action Alternative (No-Project Alternative for purposes of CEQA)—Under NEPA, the expected future
without-project conditions; under CEQA, the existing condition at the time this NOP was published (November 5,
2009), as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Phase 4b Project
were not approved. The No-Action Alternative consists of two scenarios:
►

No Project Construction—The No-Action Alternative consists of the conditions that would likely prevail in
the Natomas Basin if no action at all were taken by SAFCA, the State, or USACE to further improve the
Basin’s perimeter levee system beyond the accomplishments of the Sacramento Urban Levee Reconstruction
Project; the North Area Local Project; and the NLIP Phase 1, 2, 3, and 4a Projects. Under this scenario, key
segments of this system would continue to provide less than 100-year flood risk reduction, and the entire
Natomas Basin would be permanently designated as a special flood hazard area subject to development
restrictions and mandatory flood insurance requirements pursuant to the regulations of the National Flood
Insurance Program. SAFCA would not provide the Natomas Basin with at least a .01 AEP risk reduction by
the end of 2010 and would not be able to facilitate achieving a 0.005 AEP risk reduction by the end of 2012.

►

Potential Levee Failure—The same conditions with respect to development within the Natomas Basin as
described above for the No Project Construction scenario would exist for the Potential Levee Failure scenario.
Without additional improvements to the Natomas Basin perimeter levee system, wind and wave run-up or
seepage conditions could cause portions of this system to fail, triggering widespread flooding and extensive
damage to the Basin’s existing residential, commercial, agricultural, and industrial structures. Extensive
damage to utilities, roadways, and other infrastructure systems would also likely occur. The magnitude of the
flood damage would depend upon the location of the levee breach, severity of the storm, and river flows at the
time of a potential levee failure.

Fix-in-Place Alternative—All elements of the Fix-in-Place Alternative would be the same as described for the
Proposed Action, except for the method of raising and rehabilitating the Sacramento River east levee, the extent
of levee degradation and road closures required to construct cutoff walls, and the extent of encroachment removal
along the levee. Differences from the Proposed Action are shown in italicized text below.
►

Sacramento River East Levee Reaches 16–20: Levee widening/rehabilitation and seepage
remediation—Upgrade levee in place with cutoff walls, seepage berms, and relief wells, where required, to
reduce seepage potential. Cutoff wall construction would be conducted 24/7.

►

Landside Vegetation Removal—Same as the Proposed Action, except maximum extent of removal would
likely be reduced.

►

Waterside Vegetation Removal—In Reaches 16–20 of the Sacramento River east levee and Reaches 1–4 of
the American River north levee, clear waterside vegetation to meet USACE vegetation guidance criteria. It is
estimated that the numbers of acres of shaded riverine aquatic (SRA) habitat lost would be greater. Same as
Proposed Action for modifications to RD 1000 pump stations.
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►

Encroachment Management—Same as the Proposed Action, except maximum extent of removal would
likely be increased. SAFCA would not be eligible to request a variance and would need to fully comply with
USACE’s levee vegetation requirements.

Alternatives that have already been addressed in previous environmental documents for the NLIP will be briefly
summarized in the EIS/EIR for the Phase 4b Project and incorporated by reference. These alternatives include the
following:
►

Yolo Bypass Improvements;

►

Reduced Natomas Urban Levee Perimeter;

►

Construction of a New Setback Levee;

►

Raise Levee in Place with a 1,000-Foot Levee Setback in the Upper 1.4 Miles along the Sacramento River
East Levee;

►

Construct an Adjacent Setback Levee with a 500-Foot Levee Setback in the Upper 1.4 Miles along the
Sacramento River East Levee;

►

No SAFCA Levee Improvements—Private Levees in Natomas;

►

Natomas .01 AEP Flood Risk Reduction;

►

No-Action Alternative—Airport Compartment Levee; and

►

Cultural Resources Impact Reduction Alternative.

PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PHASE 4b PROJECT
The EIS/EIR will describe the direct and indirect significant environmental impacts of the Phase 4b Project. The
EIS/EIR will also evaluate the cumulative impacts of the project when considered in conjunction with the other
phases of the Landside Improvements Project and other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, including other USACE (408 permission) and SAFCA projects.
On the basis of programmatic environmental analyses of the Phase 4b Project in previous NEPA and CEQA
documents and relevant environmental analyses of previous project phases, USACE and SAFCA have determined
that the probable environmental effects of the Phase 4b Project are as follows:
►

Agricultural Resources: Conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural use; temporary and
permanent effects on agricultural productivity; and conflicts with lands under Williamson Act contracts.

►

Land Use, Socioeconomics, and Population and Housing: Inconsistency with adopted land use plans and
the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan; temporary disturbance and division of an existing community
and temporary disruption of commercial activities during construction; potential displacement of existing
housing, especially affordable housing; potential reduction in local or regional employment; and other
potential socioeconomic impacts, the analysis of which is required by NEPA.

►

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources: Potential soil erosion or loss of topsoil during construction; and
potential loss of mineral resources.

►

Hydrology and Hydraulics: Minimized flood risk; potential temporary and/or permanent alteration of local
drainage patterns; potential effects on groundwater recharge.
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November 5, 2009
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►

Water Quality: Temporary effects on water quality during construction.

►

Biological Resources: Temporary disturbance or permanent loss of woodland habitats and wildlife corridors;
temporary disturbance or permanent loss of jurisdictional waters of the United States; temporary disturbance
or permanent loss of special-status plant species; temporary disturbance or permanent loss of special-status
species habitats; construction disturbance or take of special-status terrestrial species, especially Swainson’s
hawk and giant garter snake; loss of fish or aquatic habitat through increased sedimentation and turbidity or
release of contaminants during construction; and loss of SRA habitat.

►

Cultural Resources: Temporary and/or permanent disturbance of known and unknown historic or
archaeological resources.

►

Paleontological Resources: Potential disturbance of unknown unique paleontological resources during
earthmoving activities.

►

Transportation and Circulation: Temporary increase in traffic and traffic hazards on local roadways during
construction, including hauling; temporary closure of roadways, including full and partial closure of sections
of Garden Highway and connecting ramps throughout the 6-month construction season; and temporary
disruption of emergency service response times and access.

►

Air Quality: Temporary and short-term increases in pollutant emissions associated with construction
activities, including the potential overlap in construction of portions of the Phase 2, 3, and 4a Projects with
the Phase 4b Project; and long-term increases in pollutant emissions.

►

Noise: Temporary and short-term increases in noise and vibration levels near sensitive receptors during
construction, including the need for 24/7 construction for cutoff walls and 24/7 construction associated with
relocating wells away from the levee.

►

Recreation: Addition of a new recreation trail on the improved Natomas Basin levee perimeter system; and
potential construction-related closures of/impacts to recreational facilities in the project area.

►

Visual Resources: Temporary and long-term changes in scenic views or visual character of the project area
from the construction of project features and tree/vegetation removal and replanting.

►

Utilities and Service Systems: Temporary disruption of irrigation supply; potential disruption of utility
service from construction activities and from the relocation of power poles.

►

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Potential spills of hazardous materials during construction; potential
exposure to hazardous materials at project sites during construction; potential for higher frequency of
collisions between aircraft and wildlife at the Airport during construction and as a result of permanent
changes in land cover; and increased exposure to wildland fire risk during construction.

►

Environmental Justice: Potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low income
populations, including Tribal populations, the analysis of which is required by NEPA.

►

Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts: Potential cumulatively considerable incremental contributions
from Phase 4b Project impacts in the areas of agricultural resources, water quality, fisheries, biological
resources, cultural resources, air quality (including temporary and short-term generation of greenhouse gas
emissions [CO2] from project construction), noise, and visual resources; potential growth-inducing impacts
from construction of the NLIP, including substantial new permanent employment opportunities, substantial
short-term employment opportunities, and removal of an obstacle to additional growth and development in
the Natomas Basin.

Natomas PACR/Phase 4b Project
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency
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PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
A joint EIS/EIR public scoping meeting, conducted by USACE and SAFCA, will be held during the 30-day NOP
public review period to inform interested parties about the proposed project, and to provide agencies and the
public with an opportunity to provide comments on the scope and content of the EIS/EIR. The joint scoping
meeting will satisfy the meeting requirement for projects of statewide, regional, or areawide significance (see
State CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15082 [c]).
The meeting will be held on November 18, 2009, from 4:30 to 6:30 p.m., at 2921 Truxel Road (South Natomas
Community Center) in Sacramento, California and will have an open-house format with multiple stations set up to
highlight different aspects of the proposed project and the NEPA/CEQA process. Attendees will have the
opportunity to ask questions and discuss the project and the EIS/EIR process with project team members and to
provide oral and written comments. The meeting space is accessible to persons with disabilities and a court
reporter will be available. Individuals needing special assistive devices will be accommodated to the best of
SAFCA’s ability. For more information, please contact John Bassett, SAFCA Director of Engineering, at least 48
hours before the meeting (contact information is provided below).

PROVIDING COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION
Interested parties may provide written or oral comments on the proposed content and scope of the EIS/EIR at the
public scoping meeting or may provide written comments directly to SAFCA. Written comments on the NOP
must be provided to SAFCA at the earliest possible date, but must be received no later than 5 p.m. on
Friday, December 4, 2009. Agencies that will need to use the EIS/EIR when considering permits or other
approvals for the proposed project should provide the name of a contact person. Comments provided by e-mail
should include the name and address of the sender and include “Natomas PACR/NLIP Phase 4b Project NOP
Scoping Comment” in the subject line. Please send all written and/or e-mail comments on the NOP to:
John Bassett, P.E., Director of Engineering
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency
1007 7th Street, 7th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Telephone: (916) 874-7606
Fax: (916) 874-8289
E-mail: bassettj@saccounty.net

Notice of Preparation
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Source: Based on information from CaSil; adapted by AECOM, formerly EDAW in 2007

Regional Location
Natomas PACR/Phase 4b Project
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Source: Based on information from CaSil, Sacramento Area Council of Governments in 2006, Mead & Hunt in 2009; adapted by AECOM 2009
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Public Notice of Availability The draft environmental impact statement/draft
environmental impact report (DEIS/DEIR) for the American River Watershed Common
Features Project (Common Features)/Natomas Post-authorization Change Report
(Natomas PACR)/Natomas Levee Improvement Program (NLIP), Phase 4b Landside
Improvements Project (Phase 4b Project) is now available for public review. The
DEIS/DEIR has been prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Sacramento
District and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) in accordance with the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), with USACE as the lead agency for NEPA compliance and
SAFCA as the lead agency for CEQA compliance. The DEIS/DEIR evaluates the potential
significant environmental impacts of the Phase 4b Project, and will be submitted to Congress in
late 2010 to support approval of USACE's Common Features/Natomas PACR, which is an
element of the Common Features General Re-evaluation Report (GRR). If the Common
Features/Natomas PACR is authorized by Congress, USACE would implement the Phase 4b
Project. If authorization is not granted, SAFCA could choose to implement the Phase 4b Project.
In readiness for the latter scenario, SAFCA is requesting permission from USACE pursuant to
Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (Section 408) for alteration of Federal project
levees; Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Section 404) for the placement of fill in
jurisdictional waters of the United States; and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899
(Section 10) for work performed in, over, or under navigable waters of the United States.
Construction of the Phase 4b Project is planned for 2012-2016, assuming receipt of
Congressional authorization, funding (if SAFCA pursues without Federal participation), and all
required environmental clearances and permits. The overall purpose of the NLIP is to bring the
entire 42-mile Natomas Basin perimeter levee system into compliance with applicable Federal
and state standards for levees protecting urban areas. The NLIP Landside Improvements Project
consists of four phases (1, 2, 3, and 4a and 4b). The Phase 4b DEIS/DEIR is the final subphase
of the NLIP Landside Improvements Project, and consists of improvements to the remaining
portions of the Natomas Basin's perimeter levee system in Sutter and Sacramento Counties,

California, and associated landscape and irrigation/drainage infrastructure modifications. Project
Location Encompassing approximately 53,000 acres, the Natomas Basin is bounded by the
Natomas Cross Canal to the north, the Sacramento River to the west, the American River to the
south, and the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal and the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal to the
east. The Basin is protected from high flows in these tributaries and in the American and
Sacramento Rivers by a Federal perimeter levee system. All project construction activities would
take place in Sacramento and Sutter Counties within the Natomas Basin. Phase I Environmental
Site Assessments indicate possible contamination issues associated with historic land uses. As
part of the Phase 4b Project, mitigation would be implemented to ensure that contaminants are
not present at unacceptable levels on sites associated with project construction activities. Refer to
the DEIS/DEIR for additional details. Significant Impacts Identified in the DEIS/DEIR The
DEIS/DEIR describes the purpose and need for the project, identifies the Proposed Action and
alternatives to the Proposed Action, and presents an analysis of the project's potential
environmental impacts and mitigation measures. The Proposed Action would result in significant
and unavoidable adverse impacts on agricultural resources; land use, socioeconomics, and
population and housing; biological resources; cultural resources; transportation and circulation;
noise; recreation; visual resources; and hazards and hazardous materials. Document Availability
Printed copies of the DEIS/DEIR are available for public review at the following locations: USACE, Sacramento District, 1325 J Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 -SAFCA, 1007th Street, 7th
Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814 -Sacramento Central Library, 828 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
-Sutter County Library, 750 Forbes Avenue, Yuba City, CA 95991 The DEIS/DEIR may also be
viewed on USACE's Web site at http://www.spk.usace.army.mil and SAFCA's Web site at
http://www.safca.org/Programs_Natomas.html. . Comment Period The public review period
begins on July 2, 2010 and ends on August 16, 2010. All comments received on the DEIS/DEIR
will be considered and responses will be provided in the final EIS (FEIS) and final EIR (FEIR).
Please provide written comments to: Elizabeth Holland, Planning Division, USACE, Sacramento
District, 1325 J Street, Sacramento, CA 95814, Fax: (916) 557-7856, Phone: (916) 557-6763, Email: Elizabeth.G.Holland@usace.army.mil Or John Bassett, Director of Engineering, SAFCA,
1007 7th Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814, Fax: (916) 874-8289, Phone: (916) 874-7606,
E-mail: BassettJ@saccounty.net Public Meeting A public meeting before the SAFCA Board of
Directors will be held on July 15, 2010, at 3:00 p.m. at the Sacramento City Council Chambers,
located at 915 I Street, Sacramento, California. An additional public workshop will be held on
July 21, 2010, from 5:30 to 7:30 p.m., at the Sacramento County Administration Building, 700 H
Street, Hearing Room 1.
Read more: http://www.sacbee.com/classified-ads/ad/998295#ixzz0sXqKtmJ0
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On May 7,
2010, EPA published a notice that the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts had
petitioned the Regional Administrator,
Environmental Protection Agency, to
determine that adequate facilities for the
safe and sanitary removal and treatment
of sewage from all vessels are
reasonably available for the waters of
Pleasant Bay/Chatham Harbor. Three
comments were received on this
petition. The response to comments can
be obtained utilizing the above contact
information.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Waterbody/General area

From latitude

Bounded on the west by mainland Chatham, Harwich,
Brewster and Orleans; bounded on the east by Nauset
Beach (North Beach) and North Beach Island. A line
drawn cross the mouth of the North inlet across from
Minister’s Point:.
From West of a line across the mouth of the South Inlet:

The area includes the municipal
waters of Chatham, Harwich, Brewster
and Orleans.
The information submitted to EPA by
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
certifies that there are three pumpout
facilities located within this area. A list
of the facilities, with locations, phone
numbers, and hours of operation is

may completely prohibit the discharge
from all vessels of any sewage, whether
treated or not, into such waters, except
that no such prohibition shall apply
until the Administrator determines that
adequate facilities for the safe and
sanitary removal and treatment of
sewage from all vessels are reasonably
available for such water to which such
prohibition would apply.
This Notice of Determination is for
the waters of Pleasant Bay/Chatham
Harbor. The NDA boundaries are as
follows:

The petition was filed pursuant to
Section 312 (f) (3) of Public Law 92–500,
as amended by Public Laws 95–217 and
100–4, for the purpose of declaring
these waters a No Discharge Area
(NDA).
Section 312 (f) (3) states: After the
effective date of the initial standards
and regulations promulgated under this
section, if any State determines that the
protection and enhancement of the
quality of some or all of the waters
within such State require greater
environmental protection, such State

From longitude

To latitude

To longitude

41°42′19.43″ N.

69°55′44.76″ W.

41°42′13.31″ N.

69°55′45.11″ W.

41°40′41.51″ N.

69°56′3.47″ W.

41°39′56.52″ N.

69°56′30.48″ W.

appended at the end of this
determination.
Based on the examination of the
petition and its supporting
documentation, and information from
site visits conducted by EPA New
England staff, EPA has determined that
adequate facilities for the safe and
sanitary removal and treatment of

sewage from all vessels are reasonably
available for the area covered under this
determination.
This determination is made pursuant
to Section 312 (f) (3) of Public Law 92–
500, as amended by Public laws 95–217
and 100–4.

PUMPOUT FACILITIES WITHIN THE NO DISCHARGE AREA
Name

Location

Contact info.

Hours

Mean low
water depth

Pleasant Bay/Chatham Harbor
Harbormaster .........................
Harbormaster .........................

Round Cove Harwich .............
Ryder’s Cove Chatham .........

Nauset Marine East ...............

37 Barley Neck Road, East
Orleans.

Dated: June 24, 2010.
H. Curtis Spalding,
Regional Administrator, New England Region.
[FR Doc. 2010–16174 Filed 7–1–10; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P
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Environmental Impact Statements;
Notice of Availability
Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564–1399 or http://www.epa.gov/
compliance/nepa/. Weekly receipt of
Environmental Impact Statements. Filed
06/21/2010 through 06/25/210.
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.

VerDate Mar<15>2010

18:27 Jul 01, 2010

Jkt 220001

508–430–7532, VHF 60 ........
508–945–1067 or 508–945–
5185, VHF 66.
508–255–3045, VHF 9 ..........

Notice
In accordance with Section 309(a) of
the Clean Air Act, EPA is required to
make its comments on EISs issued by
other Federal agencies public.
Historically, EPA has met this mandate
by publishing weekly notices of
availability of EPA comments, which
includes a brief summary of EPA’s
comment letters, in the Federal
Register. Since February 2008, EPA has
been including its comment letters on
EISs on its Web site at: http://
www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/
eisdata.html. Including the entire EIS
comment letters on the Web site
satisfies the Section 309(a) requirement
to make EPA’s comments on EISs
available to the public. Accordingly, on
March 31, 2010, EPA discontinued the

PO 00000

Frm 00062

Fmt 4703

Sfmt 4703

On demand ............................
M–F 8 a.m.–5 p.m., Sat. 9
a.m.–1 p.m.
On demand ............................

N/A.
3 ft.
3 ft.

publication of the notice of availability
of EPA comments in the Federal
Register.
EIS No. 20100236, Draft EIS, FERC, CA,
Kilarc-Cow Creek Hydroelectric
Project (FERC Project No. 606)
Proposes to Surrender the License for
Operation Project, Old Crow Creek
and South Cow Creek, Shasta County,
CA, Comment Period Ends: 08/16/
2010, Contact: Mary O’Driscoll,
1–866–208–3372.
EIS No. 20100237, Final Supplement,
BLM, NV, Newmont Gold Mining,
South Operations Area Project
Amendment, Updated Information on
the Cumulative Effects Analyses,
Operation and Expansion, Plan of
Operations, Elko and Eureka
Counties, NV, Wait Period Ends: 08/
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02/2010, Contact: Deb McFarlance,
775–753–0200.
EIS No. 20100238, Final Supplement,
BLM, NV, Leeville Mining Project,
Propose to Develop and Operate an
Underground Mine and Ancillary
Facilities including Dewatering
Operation, Updated Information on
the Cumulative Effects Analyses,
Plan-of-Operations/Right-of-Way
Permit and COE Section 404 Permit,
Elko and Eureka Counties, NV, Wait
Period Ends: 08/02/2010, Contact:
Deb McFarlance, 775–753–0200.
EIS No. 20100239, Draft EIS, BPA, WA,
Central Ferry-Lower Monumental
500-kilovolt Transmission Line
Project, Proposing to Construct,
Operate, and Maintain a 38 to 40–
Mile-Long 500-kilovolt (kV)
Transmission Line, Garfield,
Columbia and Walla Walla Counties,
WA, Comment Period Ends: 08/16/
2010, Contact: Tish Eaton, 503–230–
3469.
EIS No. 20100240, Draft EIS, USACE,
CA, American River Watershed
Common Features Project/Natomas
Post-Authorization Change Report/
Natomas Levee Improvement
Program, Phase 4b Landside
Improvements Project, Sacramento
and Sutter Counties, CA, Comment
Period Ends: 08/16/2010, Contact:
Elizabeth G. Holland, 916–557–6763.
EIS No. 20100241, Draft EIS, USACE,
CA, Sunridge Properties Project,
Implementing Alternatives for Six
Residential Development Project, City
of Rancho Cordova, Sacramento
County, CA, Comment Period Ends:
08/16/2010, Contact: Michael Jewell,
916–557–6605.
EIS No. 20100242, Draft EIS, NSA, MD,
Fort George G. Meade, Maryland, to
Address Campus Development, Site
M as an Operational Complex and to
Construct and Operate Consolidated
Facilities for Intelligence Community
Use, Fort George G. Meade, MD,
Comment Period Ends: 08/16/2010,
Contact: Jeffery William, 301–688–
2970.
EIS No. 20100243, Draft EIS, FHWA, AL,
I–85 Extension from I–59/I–20 near
the Mississippi State Line to I–65 near
Montgomery, Portion of Autauga,
Dallas, Hale, Lowndes, Marengo,
Montgomery, Perry, and Sumter
Counties, AL, Comment Period Ends:
08/16/2010, Contact: Mark D. Bartlett,
334–274–6350.
Amended Notices
EIS No. 20100225, Draft EIS, BLM, NV,
Winnemucca District Office Resource
Management Plan, Humboldt,
Pershing, Washoe, Lyon and

VerDate Mar<15>2010

18:27 Jul 01, 2010

Jkt 220001

Churchill Counties, NV, Comment
Period Ends: 09/22/2010, Contact:
Robert Edward, 775–623–1597.
Revision to FR Notice Published 06/
25/2010: Correction to Title.
EIS No. 20100234, Final EIS, USAF, 00,
Shaw Air Base Airspace Training
Initiative (ATI), 20th Fighter Wing,
Proposal to Modify the Training
Airspace Overlying Parts, South
Carolina and Georgia, Wait Period
Ends: 07/26/2010, Contact: Linda
Devine, 757–764–9434.
Revision to FR Notice Published 06/
25/2010: Correction to Contact Person
Telephone Number.
Dated: June 29, 2010.
Robert W. Hargrove,
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office
of Federal Activities.
[FR Doc. 2010–16171 Filed 7–1–10; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P
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Notice of Meeting of the EPA’s
Children’s Health Protection Advisory
Committee (CHPAC)
AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of meeting.
SUMMARY: Pursuant to the provisions of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act,
Public Law 92–463, notice is hereby
given that the next meeting of the
Children’s Health Protection Advisory
Committee (CHPAC) will be held July
21 and 22, 2010 at the Ritz-Carlton
Hotel, 1150 22nd Street, NW.,
Washington, DC. The CHPAC was
created to advise the Environmental
Protection Agency on science,
regulations, and other issues relating to
children’s environmental health.
DATES: The CHPAC will meet July 21
and 22, 2010.
ADDRESSES: Ritz-Carlton Hotel, 1150
22nd Street, NW., Washington, DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Martha Berger, Office of Children’s
Health Protection, USEPA, MC 1107A,
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20460, (202) 564–2191,
berger.martha@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
meetings of the CHPAC are open to the
public. The CHPAC will meet on
Wednesday, July 21 from 8:30 a.m. to 5
p.m., and Thursday, July 22 from 9 a.m.
to 12:30 p.m. Agenda items include
discussions on prenatal environmental
exposures and indoor environments for
children.
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ACCESS AND ACCOMMODATIONS: For
information on access or services for
individuals with disabilities, please
contact Martha Berger at 202–564–2191
or berger.martha@epa.gov, preferably at
least 10 days prior to the meeting.

Dated: June 28, 2010.
Martha Berger,
Designated Federal Official.
Draft Agenda—U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Children’s Health
Protection Advisory Committee: July 21–22,
2010, The Ritz-Carlton Hotel, Salon IIIA,
1150 22nd St, NW., Washington, DC 20037;
202–974–5557.

Plenary Session Desired Outcomes
• Learn about new and ongoing
activities at EPA and the Office of
Children’s Health Protection.
• Review work group efforts on
indoor environments and prenatal
exposures.
• Discuss potential interagency task
force issues: Asthma disparities and
chemical management.
Wednesday, July 21
8:00 Coffee.
8:30–8:35 Review Meeting Agenda and
Introductions.
8:45–9:15 Highlights of Office of
Children’s Health Protection
Activities, Peter Grevatt, Director
OCHP.
9:15–10:15 Indoor Environments Work
Group. Tyra Bryant-Stephens and
Janice Dhonau, Co-chairs, Matthew
Davis, EPA lead.
10:15–10:30 Break.
10:30–11:30 Prenatal Exposures Work
Group. Amy Kyle and Nancy Clark,
Co-chairs. Michael Firestone, EPA
lead.
11:30–12:30 EPA’s voluntary lead
testing in drinking water initiative.
Office of Water.
12:30–2:15 LUNCH (on your own).
2:15–3:15 Asthma Disparities Group
Discussion.
3:15–3:30 Break.
3:30–4:30 Asthma Disparities
Discussion, continued.
4:30 PUBLIC COMMENT.
5:00 ADJOURN.
Thursday, July 22
8:30 Coffee.
9:00–9:15 Check in and Agenda
Review.
9:15–10:15 Chemicals Management
Group Discussion.
10:15–10:30 Break.
10:30–11:30 Chemicals Management
Discussion, continued.
11:30–12:00 Review and Next Steps.
12:00 ADJOURN.
[FR Doc. 2010–16177 Filed 7–1–10; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P
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Enclosure E
Letters and Comments from Individuals

Individuals

I1

I1-1

I1-2

I1-2
(Con't.)

I1-3

I1-4

I1-5

I1-6

I1-7

Jew, Deborah
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Holland, Elizabeth G SPK [Elizabeth.G.Holland@usace.army.mil]
Tuesday, August 17, 2010 8:22 AM
Henningsen, Sarah; Dunn, Francine
Ruhl, Jane C LRL; Muha, Andrew T SPK; Evoy-Mount, Matilda L SPK; Bassett. John (MSA)
FW: Natomas Levee project 4b

I2

An additional comment from Mr. Perry.
Elizabeth Holland
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Senior Environmental Manager
(916) 557‐6763 Cell (916) 524‐8239
e‐Mail Elizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: john P [mailto:john@pbbcpas.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 12, 2010 2:01 PM
To: Holland, Elizabeth G SPK
Cc: Parker, Laurie S SPK
Subject: Re: Natomas Levee project 4b

Dear: Ms. Holland:
Thank you for your response. The inclusion of
habitat mitigation adjacent to our agricultural property causes great concern
because of past problems we have had farming adjacent non agricultural
parcels. The affects of damages from insects, rodents and birds is
unimaginable. In the case of certain corps, we have suffered total loss
farming next to non farmed parcels.
Thank you;
John Perry

On 8/12/2010 12:36 PM, Holland, Elizabeth G SPK wrote:
> Mr. Perry,
>
> We will include these as official comments on the draft EIS/EIR and
> respond to them in the final document. The Corps has not begun plans
> and specifications for this reach of the project at this time.
> Construction of the reach you refer to is slated for 2013, depending
> on Congressional Funding. When we begin construction drawings we will
> be contacting concerned individuals to coordinate efforts of design
> and construction. In the mean time you will find responses to your
> comments in the final EIS/EIR which will be released in the October
timeframe.
>
> Elizabeth Holland
> U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
> Senior Environmental Manager
> (916) 557‐6763 Cell (916) 524‐8239
> e‐Mail Elizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil
1
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>
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>
>
>
>
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>
>
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>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: john P [mailto:john@pbbcpas.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 2:51 PM
To: Holland, Elizabeth G SPK
Cc: BassettJ@saccounty.net
Subject: Natomas Levee project 4b
Dear Ms. Holland: At the recent work shop, I indicated that I would
Attached is a list
send you a list of questions related the project.
of questions related to the project. I would like to meet with your
staff or consultants to address some of our concerns. In several
weeks our operation will be at peak activity and it would be
appropriate for your staff or consultants to visit our operation, so
they have an understanding of the affects of the project on our operations.
Contact me at your convenience.
Thank you;
John Perry

2

PERRY FARMS

DIVERSIFIED FARMING
350 Court Street, Woodland, CA 95695
Telephone (530) 662-3251
Fax (530) 662-4600

MEMO LETTER
Date: July 23, 2010
To:

USACE; Attention Elizabeth Holland

From: John Perry, Perry Farms
Re:

Natomas Phase 4B project

Per out review of the DEIS/DEIR we have questions as to the physical and
financial impact of the project on our farming operation. We will start with
a description and physical location of our operation, in order for the CORP of
Engineers has an understanding of the affects of this project on our
operation.
The operation is located south of the Fisherman’s Lake and farms approximately
1,000 acres. The operation has been in existence since the 1930s. The
operation farms a variety of crops including wheat, corn, safflower, sunflower
I2-2
and fresh market vegetables. A substantial amount of the acreage farmed is
located along the Garden Highway. A majority of the fresh market vegetables
are grown on property along the Garden Highway. A large portion of irrigation
water is serviced from the Riverside Canal.
In order to plan the future of the operation, we need some clarity as to the
timing and foot print of the project.
The following is a list of questions
that we have in order to plan how to deal with the project:
1.
2.

What is the foot print of the project?
What are the dates anticipated for the initial physical occupation of
the project foot print and the anticipated duration?
3. What are the dates and duration of the relocation of the Riverside
Canal
4. What is the physical design and location of the River Canal?
5. How will irrigation water be serviced to the area while relocation and
construction work occurs?
6. What are the location of the borrow sites?
7. Between the project’s foot print and the barrow sites, there will be a
substantial reduction in acreage being farmed by our operation; what
provisions are being made to address the economic impact on our
farming operation.
8. Substantial compaction of soils will occur as result of the
construction activities and relocation of canals. What factors are
being considered to address this long term affect on agricultural
activities?
9. The relocation of the canals and levee construction will change the
landscape of the area. What provisions are being made to eliminate the
creation of habitat for rodents, noxious weeds and insects?
10. Farming requires the movement of farm equipment, between various
parcels. Are provisions being made to address ingress and egress
while construction is occurring?
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Henningsen, Sarah
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Holland, Elizabeth G SPK [Elizabeth.G.Holland@usace.army.mil]
Monday, August 16, 2010 8:44 AM
Dunn, Francine; Henningsen, Sarah
Ruhl, Jane C LRL; Muha, Andrew T SPK; Evoy-Mount, Matilda L SPK
FW: Phase 4b Landside Improvements Project

CommentsforEIS/EIR

ElizabethHolland
U.S.ArmyCorpsofEngineers
SeniorEnvironmentalManager
(916)5576763Cell(916)5248239
eMailElizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil

OriginalMessage
From:MelvinBorgman[mailto:melvin.borgman@yahoo.com]
Sent:Sunday,August15,20105:19PM
To:Holland,ElizabethGSPK
Cc:bgualco@gualco.com
Subject:Phase4bLandsideImprovementsProject

Ms.Holland:

Whatisthecurrentdesigncriteriaforwaterelevations

intheSacramentoRiveratVerona,
intheNatomasCrossCanal,
inthePleasantGroveCreekCanal?


Whatwastheoriginaldesigncriteriaforwaterelevations

intheSacramentoRiveratVerona,

intheNatomasCrossCanal,

inthePleasantGroveCreekCanal?


WhentheriverelevationatVeronaishigherthantheelevationofthe
WesternPacificRailroad,waterfromthetributariesoftheNatomasCross
Canalsystemareblockedandareforcedtoflownorthandsouthalongthe
eastsideoftheWesternPacificRailroad,floodingtheareafromCoonCreek
toSankeyRoad.Thewinterof20092010broughtsignificantstormstothe
eastValleyandwestslopeoftheSierraregion,yetnosignificantflooding
occurredinthePleasantGrovearea.TheriveratVeronaneverreacheda30
footelevationandtheNatomasCrossCanalsystemworked.

Various"improvements"intheriversysteminthepast100yearssuchas
straighteningleveesandchannelsupstreambringswatertoVeronafaster.
Improvementsdownstreamsuchasleveesaround"islands"intheDeltaand
buildinghouses,docks,bridges,etc.inthewatersideoftheriverreduce
flowcapacity.ThegradientfromVeronatotheDeltaisnearlyzerotobegin
with.
1
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Howcantheriverelevationbereducedinheavystormconditions?


*
IncreaseSacramentoRiverflowcapacity.
*
MaketheRiverwideranddeeper.
*
Removeleveesfrom"islands"intheSacramentoRiverDelta.
*
Increaseupstreamstoragecapacity.
*
Curtaildrainagepumpingbyreclamationanddrainagedistrictsduring
periodsofhighriverflowconditions.Thesedistrictsshouldhaveinternal
retentionfacilities.

Pleaseacknowledgereceiptofthismessage.


Respectfullysubmitted,
MelvinBorgman
3559HowsleyRoad
PleasantGrove,CA95668
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Henningsen, Sarah
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bassett. John (MSA) [bassettj@SacCounty.NET]
Monday, August 16, 2010 9:50 AM
Dunn, Francine; Henningsen, Sarah
FW: NLIP Phase 4b

From: Charlotte Borgman [mailto:cborgmom@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2010 8:52 AM
To: Elizabeth.G.Holland@usace.army.mil
Cc: Bassett. John (MSA); bgualco@gualco.net
Subject: NLIP Phase 4b

Ms. Holland:
I have concerns regarding the proposed relocation of the Morrison Canal.
As you are aware, that canal supplies irrigation water to the C. Morrison Ranch as part of the Natomas Mutual
Water Company system. The proposed relocation of the canal will separate a large portion of our property on
the west side of SR99 from the remaining portion of the "west side" property. The proposed relocation will
create a small section of land to the north of the new canal that will be difficult to cultivate, irrigate and harvest
compared to the current situation. It will also cut off access to the remaining property from a well that is
located in the north east corner of our property on the west side of SR99.
The proposed relocation will also isolate the northwest corner of our property on the east side of SR99 making
that portion of the ranch difficult if not impossible to farm. Our supply pump from the present location of the
Morrison Canal is in that northwest corner and feeds an underground pipeline that runs from there almost to the
eastern border of the ranch near the "fig tree". That is a relatively new system completed in 2005.
As pictured in Plate 2-16 the proposed relocation appears to also pass through our equipment shed and the
house located near it.
It is my understanding that the proposed relocation is a seepage related issue. If the levee improvements in that
area included seepage controls, why is it necessary to relocate a ditch that would "catch" seepage if any
occurred?
A significant portion of our ranch was lost to the improvements to SR99, including the addition of the Howsley
Road interchange, and the previous relocation of the Morrison Canal to it's current location. Additional loss of
property and the inconvenience of farming around the relocated canal will create a financial burden.
Respectfully submitted,
Charlotte Borgman
C. Morrison Ranch
P.O. Box 771
Pleasant Grove, CA 95668
____________________________________________________________________________
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO EMAIL DISCLAIMER:
1
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This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review,
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other
than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited.
If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately
and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any
attachments thereto.
_____________________________________________________________________________
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Henningsen, Sarah
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bassett. John (MSA) [bassettj@SacCounty.NET]
Monday, August 16, 2010 9:51 AM
Dunn, Francine; Henningsen, Sarah
FW: Levee Comments.doc
Levee Comments.doc

From: CandeeR@saccourt.ca.gov [mailto:CandeeR@saccourt.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2010 8:49 AM
To: Elizabeth.g.holland@usace.army.mil; Bassett. John (MSA)
Cc: tbarth@bttlawfirm.com
Subject: Levee Comments.doc
Ms. Holland and Mr. Bassett,
Attached are my comments on the DEIS/DEIR. I am also putting a hard copy in the mail today addressed to Ms. Holland.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Roland L. Candee
____________________________________________________________________________
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO EMAIL DISCLAIMER:
This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review,
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other
than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited.
If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately
and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any
attachments thereto.
_____________________________________________________________________________
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August 12, 2010

Elizabeth Holland, Planning Division
USACE, Sacramento District
1325 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Comments on July 2, 2010 Draft EIS/EIR; American River
Watershed Common Features Project/Natomas Post-Authorization
Change Report/Natomas Levee Improvement Program, Phase 4b
Dear Ms. Holland,
My name is Roland L. Candee and I live on the Garden Highway in
Sutter County. I object to the U.S. Corps of Engineers giving permission to
SAFCA to proceed with the project, via previous authorization(s) or via any
new authorization(s). It is obvious that the whole approach is flawed for
reasons set out in detail in my previously submitted written comments, all of
which are incorporated herein by reference.
For example, the project as it relates to the Natomas Levee has been
pushed through in pieces under a claim that somehow each segment has
“independent utility” – all this directly in the face of people such as myself
pointing out that pieces of this project as it relates to the Natomas Levee
raising have no more independent utility than one wall to a bathtub has
independent utility. It now appears that the Natomas Levee raising project
will not be completed anytime in the near future because of funding issues,
leaving levee waterside land owners such as myself receiving all of the
burdens without any complete flood protection flowing to the Natomas
Basin. This approach makes a mockery of 40 C.F.R. Section 1508.25’s
requirement that an agency consider the effects of connected actions within a
single EIS. Would the SAFCA board really have approved moving forward
originally if they knew there was not enough money to complete the project?
It seems perfectly realistic that the SAFCA board would have looked to
expend resources on projects that could realistically be completed and not go
after projects that couldn’t realistically be completed. An obvious place to
potentially spend less money to get to the same result would have been to
lower the elevation of the Fremont Weir, taking pressure off the portion of
the Sacramento River in issue with the Natomas Levee raising project.
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For another example, pushing the project through in stages makes it
effectively impossible for a member of the public (such as myself) to track
all of the various issues and positions that a public agency such as SAFCA
has taken. I went to SAFCA’s offices and asked for a hard copy of this
latest draft EIS/EIR so that I could try and compare what is currently written
with three or four prior EIS/EIR documents and I was told the materials are
only available on CD. While I appreciate the volume, I simply don’t have
the time or manpower available to personally print out everything and go
through the comparison of the multiple voluminous documents. If the
agencies had followed the legal requirement that all of the effects of
connected actions be tracked within a single EIS, then I would not be left in
an effectively impossible situation to accomplish a review. I could look at
one document and see what, if anything, I needed to comment on.
For another example, what is the real target for how high the Natomas
Levee must be raised? Prior environmental documents took the position that
the needed levee height was up to three feet higher than the current Garden
Highway levee elevation. I now read in your latest document that the “up to
three feet higher” amount is not sufficient and the target has moved to a
standard that is expressed as the 200 year flood elevation plus three feet of
elevation plus an allowance for wave run-up plus an additional foot for
climate change. While I do not believe that any judicial officer will have
any trouble ultimately reaching the obvious conclusion that raising the levee
shifts the risk of flooding from those inside the basin to those immediately
outside the levee, the process of submitting this large project through in
various pieces for review creates many legal issues. Would the SAFCA
board really have approved moving forward originally if they knew the levee
raising was going to need to immediately be followed with a subsequent
project to raise the levee even higher? The obvious answer is that the
SAFCA members are rational thinking, serious board members who would
have been bothered by an approach that effectively damned waterside levee
residents such as myself to multiple levee raising projects one after another.
Even past the consideration of inappropriately approaching this as
multiple independently viable levee raising projects, the Attachment 5 to the
Natomas Post-Authorization Change Report is very relevant in revealing the
absurdity of taking the position, as the SAFCA board has done, that raising
the levee doesn’t transfer flood risk to the property of waterside land owners
such as myself. If I have properly read the analysis (and I must concede that
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it is confusing as written), then it appears that SAFCA is now taking the
position that they (SAFCA) can legally proceed with post-authorization
changes as long as there are not hydraulic impacts on the river beyond those
previously authorized. Hence, despite the current admission that up to three
feet of levee raise isn’t going to be enough (i.e., the needed raise has gone to
three feet above the 200 year flood level plus an allowance for wave run-up
plus one foot for climate change), the post-authorization change report can
go through and be approved because SAFCA is not technically asking for
authority to raise the Natomas Levee beyond the “up to three feet”
previously approved. Ironically, the reasoning as expressed in the position
paper focuses on levee height as the obvious main criteria that triggers a
transfer of risk and a requirement of mitigation/inverse condemnation
acknowledgment. The specific language contained in the position paper
notes that “(f)ix-in-place levee improvements that do not change the
geometry of the hydraulic cross section, including existing levee height
(emphasis added), would not effect the flood event hydrograph.” Additional
language notes that “there is no requirement for mitigation for improvements
that do not raise the height of the levee (emphasis added).” The position
paper admits that raising the levee would be “a transfer of risk of flooding
from the project area to another area.” How can SAFCA now admit that
raising the levee is a fundamental transfer of risk yet when this levee raising
was originally approved, no transfer of risk for the “up to three feet” of levee
raise was ever acknowledged? The obviousness of this levee raising equals
condemnation/transfer of risk tie is further revealed in the fact that this draft
EIS/EIR justifies no condemnation/transfer of risk on the American River
portion of the overall project specifically on the grounds that there is no raise
in the height of the levee!
The current draft EIS/EIR appears to continue to concede that the
numbers show a rise in the river elevation level in the vicinity of my
property as a result of the project, albeit a small amount and under flood
conditions. I continue to object to SAFCA’s choosing originally to use a .1
foot standard as an apparently claimed de minimis amount of rise in
elevation when the true standard is that development must not cause any rise
in base flood elevation levels. I continue to object to SAFCA apparently
then changing the de minimis amount to fit with what modeling shows is
present under a 500 year flood event. Even if a court allows an agency to
get away with setting a de minimis standard, that agency should not be
allowed to later change the chosen de minimis standard amount. 500 year
flood events do happen. I also note that even if some de minimis standard is
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used, there is no way to avoid the fact that the Natomas Levee project as
actually constructed is now revealed to include moving and raising the
Garden Highway in the vicinity of where Sankey Road has been relocated to
intersect with the Garden Highway just south of where the Natomas Cross
Canal joins the Sacramento River. Where the Garden Highway originally
ran has now been obliterated, but it appears to me that the actual levee height
is, in places, well over six feet higher than the height of the original Garden
Highway and the relocation of the Garden Highway to the east is an obvious
change in the hydrology of the Sacramento River channel just upriver from
my property. Such actual changes to the hydrology should logically require
SAFCA to admit that the project inversely condemns my property.
It is now obvious that water will be added to the channel via several
drains that are already in place just north (upstream) from my property. The
size of the drains is obvious and can be readily measured. Surface water that
previously flowed away toward the inland side of the Garden Highway is
now to be directly added to the Sacramento River just north of my property.
The prior SAFCA engineer, Joe Countryman, assured the SAFCA board that
there was no valid claim being presented by waterside land owners because
“not a drop of water” was to be added to the river. One of the SAFCA board
members, on the day SAFCA approved moving forward with the levee
raising project, publically told the waterside land owners present at that
meeting that our claims were not being recognized by SAFCA because “not
a drop of water” was to be added to the channel. Now we subsequently find
out that 23 drains’ worth of surface water is being directly added to the
channel. Would SAFCA have authorized proceeding in the manner
previously approved by SAFCA if SAFCA board members had not received
the express assurance of staff that “not a drop of water” was being added to
the river? With the benefit of hindsight, it is clear this “not a drop of water”
argument was simply a way (now admittedly not based on true facts) to
deflect the board’s thinking away from the obvious transfer of risk that
comes with raising the levee.
A prior comment submitted a couple of years ago (July 2008) resulted
in SAFCA taking the position that Orpheum Building Company v. San
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (1978) 80 Cal.App.3d 863, 871,
was SAFCA’s legal authority for taking the position that there is no claim
for inverse condemnation of my property present under these facts.
Orpheum involved a situation where the absence of any trespass was
stipulated to by the parties at trial, there was no physical entry onto the
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property during construction, there was no contemplation that the project
would result in physical invasion of the property in the future, and the jury
heard the evidence that there was a special benefit of a value of over
$100,000 (proximity to a new BART station) that flowed to the property as a
result of the project. Those are not the facts present here in regard to my
property and the Natomas Levee raising. There will not be a stipulation of
“no trespass” when my case is tried. In fact, I have photos showing that the
construction has included physically placing a monitoring box on my
property, an actual trespass that I would expect SAFCA to admit and
acknowledge as being a physical entry onto my property during
construction. Additionally, the data shows that my property will be
subjected to more frequent flooding with flood levels elevated, albeit in
small amounts if the SAFCA data is to be believed, from the prior preproject status quo. And I do not believe that there is any special benefit of
any nature that flows to my property as a result of the project.
If, as I contend the evidence shows, my property is being effectively
inversely condemned, then I am entitled to be compensated as required by
law. My belief is that SAFCA’s delay in acknowledging the inverse
condemnation has significantly increased my damages. An argument can be
made that the date of the take is no later than the date SAFCA’s board
originally authorized the project to proceed. I believe my immediate
neighbor had his property on the market at the time of the SAFCA original
board action for approximately $1.7 million. That property has remained on
the market for almost the entire time since the original SAFCA board action
and is now on the market for less than $1 million. The levee project’s
existence appears to be the obvious answer for why the property hasn’t sold.
Under the circumstances, as a minimum, any permission, permits, or
authorization granted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers allowing the
Natomas Levee project to proceed should require SAFCA to admit that the
property of myself and my neighbors who live on the waterside of the
current Garden Highway in areas where the levee is being raised is being
inversely condemned and SAFCA should proceed as required by law in an
inverse condemnation situation.

Roland L. Candee
10411 Garden Highway
Sacramento, CA 95837
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2342 Swainson Way
Sacramento, CA 95833
rjjohnson916@yahoo.com

August 16, 2010

John Bassett, P.E.
Director of Engineering
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency
1007 7th Street, 7th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mr. Bassett,
RE: Natomas Levee Improvement Program Phase 4b Landside Improvements Project
Subject: Draft EIS/EIR Comments
I am a homeowner within the River Oaks Community Association (ROCA) and my property is
located within 800 feet of Garden Highway. After review of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report dated July 2, 2010, I have several concerns that
carry over from my comment letter based on my review of the NOP.
•

•

Power pole relocation (page 2-30)- Relocating power poles to the waterside of the
existing levee is acceptable, but it is preferred that they be undergrounded and placed at
shallow depths above the 0.005 AEP flood surface elevation similar to the reconstructed
pump station discharge pipes. Any above grade facilities can be placed on either side of
the road. Relocating the existing land side power poles from the top of the levee down to
the bottom of the slope is not acceptable. These are a real eyesore to put into our
neighborhoods that were built to specifically avoid these and are a serious concern.
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Seepage berm, up to 250' wide in addition to the adjacent levee construction at Tim
Lewis -. It appears that the berm and its grade transitions will extend all the way to the
sidewalk along Wheelhouse Avenue.
o

o

Confirm the treatment to the top of it. A combination of natural park to replace the
lost trees in the grove at the west end with manicured park is desired, including
incorporation of a community park which has been planned near the I-80 crossing.
Provide beautification at the 12' wide transition slope behind the sidewalk.
Leaving the existing temporary ditch that is weed filled and a magnet for trash is
unacceptable as a permanent solution.
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• Existing Bike Trail along Swainson Way (Upper figure on Page 2-101)o

Widening the levee and removal of the existing walk/bike path along the south side
of Swainson Way/Avocet Court is an unacceptable loss. This is a heavily used
pedestrian route in our community, and this path provides an important access
between the Shorebird and Warmington subdivisions. It in part acts as an informal
extension of Shorebird Park.
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Page 2 of 2
o

o

Utilization of the future bike trail at the top is unacceptable, replacement of this
path at the levee toe elevation is a must.
 There will not be sufficient access points to provide similar access between
Avocet and Marina Glen.
 Using said trail would not only be highly inconvenient given the grade
differential, but it would also be unsafe given the proximity to the very high
speed traffic on Garden Highway.
The retaining walls proposed through here need to be further setback and the
height increased in order to maintain a minimum 6’ wide walk along this stretch.
 The retaining walls must not be a plain masonry unit or similar construction,
and a design which will not attract graffiti. Rockery (Parson’s) stone gravity
walls as used in Folsom would be acceptable as they are less prone to
graffiti, and provide a natural blending that a masonry unit wall does not.
Should masonry unit be used, veneers and other architectural details that
match other walls in the development need to be used.
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• Shorebird Park (Upper figure on Page 2-101)o

•

I9-5

City of Sacramento Pump 160
o

•

Shorebird Park must be reconstructed to replace any walks, trees, or other
amenities removed or otherwise disturbed by the construction. Loss of the
walk along the south side is unacceptable.

The drive access from Garden Hwy must be reconstructed as needed.
Access from the residential area to Garden Hwy is an important connection
for this immediate neighborhood, particularly with the loss of the old
driveways at Marina Glen.
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Access at W. River Drive/Wheelhouse Avenue
o

This drive access from Garden Hwy must also be reconstructed as needed.
This provides a key access from the residential area to Garden Hwy as well
as to Sand Cove Park across the street from the access.

Please incorporate these comments into your documentation. If you have any questions, please
feel free to contact me via email or USPS mail.

Sincerely,

Ronald Johnson, P.E.
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Public Hearing
July 15, 2010

Public Hearing Excerpt of Board of Director’s Mtg.
July 15, 2010
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Clerk:
Our next Item is a Timed Item:
Item
1
Public
Hearing
–
Draft
Environmental
Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report on the American River Watershed
Common
Features
Project/Natomas
Post-Authorization
Change
Report/Natomas Levee Improvement Program Phase 4b Landside
Improvements Project
Tim Washburn:
Mr. Tretheway, Members of the Board, Tim Washburn, Director of Planning. This
is a Public Hearing item, an opportunity for folks in the community to offer
comments on the joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement that was issued on July 2nd by the Corps, with the cooperation of the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board and SAFCA. I am going to give some brief
comments, take any questions the Board may have, and then ask you to open it up
and take any comments that may be for the public.
So as the Board is aware, I mean this is the sixth environmental document that we
have issued in the last three years. We started as you recall, in the beginning of
2007, with a program EIR that looked at the entire 200 year protection plan for
SAFCA that was the basis for our forming the assessment. We followed up with a
Project Level but also Program Level look at the Natomas Levee Improvement
Program. Later in 2007, an EIS that complemented that document was issued at
the beginning of 2008 and since then we have of course, issued two more
Environmental Impact Reports and Environmental Impact Statements.
This is unprecedented, that we have been able to maintain this pace in analyzing
these problems and proceeding with these documents through the process. And
now we have arrived at a point where we believe this is the last document in the
series, and it is a document that will cover the transition from the SAFCA led
project, which is where we have been for the last three years, to the Corps coming
on the scene and taking over the Project and commencing to construct the
remainder of it.
So just to remind the Board, our environmental documents will bring us along and
we've completed most of the Natomas Cross Canal. We have a substantial amount
of the Sacramento River east levee done. We expect that we will be awarding a
final contract on our part to carry us down past Powerline Road into the vicinity of
Fisherman's Lake and from that point forward, we will hand the baton, by in large,
to the Corps. So this document covers the elements of the Project that we have not
yet evaluated in the five previous documents, at a level of detail and so that is the
lower part of the Sacramento River east levee, essentially from San Juan Road
down to I-5; the American River north levee from I-5 over to Northgate; and then
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the upper part of the Natomas East Main Drain west levee, from Elkhorn up to
Sankee Road. All other pieces of the perimeter were analyzed in prior documents,
so this one focuses on those reaches and analyzes the impact of the Project there,
but it also adds some elements that we've picked up from prior documents that
weren't analyzed.
In particular, we are going to be re-aligning and altering the slope on the RD 1000
west drainage cannel from I-5 over to Fisherman's Lake. We are going to be doing
some work along Pleasant Grove Creek Canal Levee that was not analyzed in
prior documents, in particular, we have to either remove or improve five culverts
that drain water from the Pleasant Grove area into Natomas and we still need to
raise the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal levee slightly, about a foot, and we need to
raise a portion of the Natomas East Main Dain west levee at the upper end, about a
quarter mile or maybe a half mile.
The rest is levee strengthening. And so nothing that the Board hasn’t heard about,
cut-off wall construction where that is feasible, we do have to on the east side of
the basin along the NEMDC west levee, probably widen that levee section because
it is over steepened on the waterside and to be stable, it needs to be widened and
that will require us probably to relocate Natomas East Levee Road and it should be
noted, we are now going to be getting into a more heavily populated part of
Natomas.
We have generally been operating in the northern and western part of the basin
which is basically agricultural. As we get down the Sac River east levee, the
parcels get smaller on the landside and for the first time, we will be confronting
the challenges of improving the levee where there are urban subdivisions. And so
this document foreshadows those challenges, evaluates those impacts and offers
mitigation measures for the impacts that may result. We are going to most likely
be removing a lot more landside trees. Those of you who have driven along the
Garden Highway, in the Reach between the RD 1000 office and say down to the
Arden/Garden, or say Northgate, there is a lot of trees at the landside tow of the
levee there and this document suggests, analyzes and anticipates that those trees
will have to be removed as part of the design of the Project, in order to flatten the
back slope of the levee and in order to meet Corps requirements for maintaining
Operation and Maintenance Roadways, at the toe of the levee.
Those trees will be mitigated within the corridors that we have been creating as
part of our Project and also a substantial mitigation in the document, is anticipated
in Lower Dry Creek where SAFCA and the City of Sacramento own substantial
lands there, that will accommodate 40 to 50 acres of mitigation in Lower Dry
Creek. But there will be trees taken out that are now close to where people now
live and that will be a challenge for us.
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We also face the challenge of dealing with all of the infrastructure that passes
through and over the levees as you get into these urban areas: electrical/utility
lines; natural gas lines; water mains; storm water facilities, these will pose major
challenges to our design and construction capability and these also are analyzed in
what we have referred to as the Phase 4b Document.
This is going to be a challenging part of the Project. We are happy that we have
the Corps of Engineers to be able to step up to this challenge and of course we will
assist them in every way we can. The purpose of this item is to appraise you of the
issuance of this document, which occurred on July 2, and there is a 45 day
document period that will remain open until August 16th. We will then quickly
respond to any comments that we receive on the EIS/EIR and issue a Final
EIS/EIR in the early part of September. It will go through a 30 day review process
as is required under NEPA. We will then be required to respond to any comments
we get on that Final document and bring this document to a position where it can
be certified by this Board and approved by the Corps, toward the end of the year.
So that is the process going forward, this is an essential part of our bringing this
Project forward for federal authorization and approval and for turnover to the
Corps for construction. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have
on the scope of this document.
Chairman Tretheway:
Okay I’ll see if we have any questions at this time.
Mr. Shiels
John Shiels:
What is the Natomas Levee Class One Bike Trail Project?
Tim Washburn:
The, that project is a county sponsored project and the county, the Department of
Transportation, specifically approached us and requested that we include in the
description of the Project, the eventual construction of a bike trail on the adjacent
levee that we are constructing around Natomas. We thought that was a reasonable
request and so it is being included in the Environmental Document for
environmental coverage. It is going to be up to the County of Sacramento,
working with the City to advance that project forward in terms of actual permitting
and construction.
John Shiels:
So we are not expecting to spend any, commit any funds…
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Tim Washburn:
No, it is not in the SAFCA NLIP, it is an additional project that the County and the
City would sponsor.
John Shiels:
Okay. I want to be sure that if that project goes forward, that it is understood that
there are conditions that RD1000 has, that must be met.
Tim Washburn:
Yes, I think we have gained some valuable experience in building the WYDA
Bike Trail on the NEMDC west levee. I think we have some experience and
background to, to go from there.
John Shiels:
Thank you.
Chairman Tretheway:
Are there any other questions? Tim --this is the second public hearing?
Tim Washburn:
Yes, we had a Public Hearing in the South Natomas Community Center on
Tuesday. There will be another one on the 21st I believe, a 3rd Public Hearing.
Chairman Tretheway:
And that is at the County Board of Supervisors?
Tim Washburn:
Yes.
Chairman Tretheway:
The one on Tuesday, what -- anyone show up and any comments?
Tim Washburn:
To be honest, it was not a very large turn out of the public. No. Now I should say,
we have by direct mail notification, notified 900 property owners in the footprint
of this Project, along the Garden Highway, on both sides of the Garden Highway,
and the lower Sacramento River and along the American River north levee. So I
don't know whether that suggests that people haven't paid attention to the notice or
aren't interested or not sure.
Chairman Tretheway:
Well, it is only 700 pages, right? Okay we have no body signed up today to speak?
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Clerk:
That's correct.
Chairman Tretheway:
Anybody? It is an opportunity to fill out the form and speak? Okay sign up
afterwards - just introduce yourself and then ... can we help him get a sign up sheet
Clerk:
There is one on the lecturn.
Tim Washburn:
If you would open the Hearing, then we will record the statement
Chairman Tretheway:
Okay, so the Public Hearing is now open.
Phil Perry:
Very good. My name is Phil Perry. I am a resident that lives within about a block
of the levee in the Bree/Sisto Rio Development. My property abuts the
Reclamation District slough that goes to Pumping Plant 1.
Couple of concerns, I have not read the whole document, shame on me. What I do
notice is the impact that it is going to have on our local area, just as a taxpayer it is
a little concerning that we went through a levee improvement project years ago
and that seems to have gone for not. So I apologize if I am somewhat reluctant to
endorse this project as a local homeowner because I have already gone through
this a few times and just recently when, and it kind of concerns me that we just
recently filled in the area where the pumping plant is and looking at the document,
it would appear that much of that will be taken apart again because they are going
to have to raise all of the outlet pipes up and over the levee at the location.

PH-1

PH-2

According to the EIR, the original pumping – or I guess its 2, Number 2, which is
in the old building. A lot of those pumps are going to have to be taking out they
are going to have to make higher output because they are going to have to get
more of a head to get up and over the levee. Strikes me as that is something that
could have been looked at when they were filling in the slurry wall that they
hadn’t completed.
Those are the kind of things that cause me to doubt that this is being viewed in the
most strategic way. The trees obviously it is quite sad the idea that one of the
reasons I moved to the area is the bucolic look of it and that is going to be stripped
clean. We’re going to have basically a straight levee that is on La Lima Way there
that now we have a number of wonderful trees. The park that is down the street,

PH-3
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down by Chevy’s, I would imagine, that will lose a large portion of trees and it
just kind of changes the look of the place.
It seems there would be better and cheaper ways to do this, considering the
improvements that have been made up river, considering the other improvements
that have been made. I just want the Board to ensure they are looking at this as the
most cost effective way of actually doing these repairs and make it safe. I also
realize that I am also in a quite small minority, because I think you would find that
anybody that lives much further away from the levee than I do, doesn’t give a darn
that it is going to be stripped clean.
They, there for the first time they started paying flood insurance. I have been
paying it for 21 years living over there. It was very nice when it was down to $300
a year, this year we’re up to a grand this year and next year we should be down to
$300 again, so it’s a pretty good deal. The people that live in the interior, that
haven't been paying flood insurance, I feel for them, but it’s a fairly small price. I
am just asking that you guys look at this closely. I realize this is a comment period
and I also understand that comments just basically get in the record. I am not sure
really what kind of impact it has on the EIR in any way shape or form, thank you.
Chairman Tretheway:
Thank you Mr. Perry. I do believe I can share with you that your comments that
are germain to the EIS/EIR will be replied to in the Final draft. Correct? As is
every public comment either written or oral. Stein.
Stein Buer:
I would like to supplement Tim's very good summary by reminding the Board and
the public that the document casts an envelope of likely maximum environmental
impacts and we will be working with the community, people like Mr. Perry and
others, to minimize impacts wherever we can. And we will look at each and every
structure to see if there are ways that we can minimize the additional work that
needs to be done.
I would also like to mention, overtime, standards have changed. And the work that
has been done before has certainly been very effective in improving the level of
flood protection in the basin, a comparison of 1986 and 1997 show that we solved
the huge problem of water seeping through the levee and causing the backside to
erode, but the standards have changed and we have to meet those new standards to
maintain or regain our accreditation.
So it is a moving target. And we will always be working on these levees and it can
be frustrating that we are back out there over and over again, but that is really the

PH-3
(Con't.)

PH-4

PH-5
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nature of this system, we will always be working on these levees one way or
another to make them better.
Thank you very much.
Chairman Tretheway:
Thank you.
Mr. Gallagher.
James Gallagher:
Yeah, one thing I wanted to add, as another important component of this EIS, is
the issues with the Pleasant Grove Creek Canal and a lot of you have been on this
Board for a long time, so you know there have always been some issues and
impacts to the Pleasant Grove area, in Sutter County. So I know staff has already
been very much working with that community, and I know that is a priority for me
as well. I know this Board we want to ensure we are good neighbors and that we
are working with all these communities that are in some ways impacted by this
Project. This Project is a necessity, we are all here to make sure it happens, but we
all want to make sure that we address those impacts as they arise.
I do want to thank Stein and staff for working on that issue, and I know as we
continue to work through the process, I think we can find a way to ensure that
those impacts are fully mitigated.
Stein Buer:
In fact, we do have a Public Meeting scheduled for August 4th, in the Pleasant
Grove Creek area. We don't have a location yet, but the last one is not the 21st, it
is August 4th, for a total of four Public Meetings on this issue, so those people in
that particular area will have a convenient way to express their concerns and learn
more about the project.
Chairman Tretheway:
I want to thank James for taking a leadership role up in that community. We’ll
button this one up finally. Do we need to close Public Hearing? It says information
only
So we need to close public hearing with a motion.
Virgina Moose:
So moved.
John Shiels:
Second.
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Chairman Tretheway:
Second by Mr. Shiels. All in favor please say “aye”
All:
“I”
Chairman Tretheway:
Any noes or abstenstion?
Thank you.
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