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Chapter 1 1 

Introduction 2 

The Sacramento River Bank Protection Project (SRBPP) Draft Environmental Impact 3 

Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) was circulated for public review in December 4 

2014 for a public comment period of 66 days, from December 24, 2014 to February 27, 2015. To 5 

initiate the public comment period, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the Central Valley 6 

Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) circulated a Notice of Availability (NOA) to federal and state 7 

agencies, including Responsible and Trustee Agencies as defined under the California Environmental 8 

Quality Act (CEQA), involved Federal Agencies, and parties previously requesting information on the 9 

proposed project. The NOA was published in the Federal Register in compliance with the National 10 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) on January 2, 2015 and a Notice of Completion (NOC) was 11 

provided to the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) on December 24, 2014.  12 

To expand public involvement, the Corps and CVFPB mailed condensed, two-page summaries of the 13 

NOA to stakeholders to make them aware of the availability of the Draft EIS/EIR for review in both 14 

hard copy and online formats and to encourage attendance at public workshops conducted during 15 

the comment period. The Corps and CVFPB hosted four public workshops: one in West Sacramento 16 

on January 14, 2015, one in Colusa on January 21, 2015, one in Walnut Grove on January 28, 2015, 17 

and one in Chico on February 4, 2015. Hard copies of the Draft EIS/EIR were available for viewing at 18 

libraries in Chico, Colusa, Isleton, Marysville, Rio Vista, Sacramento, Walnut Grove, West 19 

Sacramento, Willows, and Yuba City. 20 

Legal notice was also published in The Sacramento Bee on January 11, 2015, describing the 21 

document’s availability and the schedule and location of the planned meetings.  22 

In response to this outreach effort, 18 comment letters were submitted on the Draft EIS/EIR, 23 

including those from the following commenters. 24 

⚫ Two federal agencies.  25 

⚫ Six state agencies. 26 

⚫ Three local agencies. 27 

⚫ Three tribes.  28 

⚫ Three non-governmental organizations (NGOs). 29 

⚫ One business. 30 

The majority of comments received related to the following topic areas: 31 

⚫ Requests for SRBPP bank repairs to obtain variances from the Corps’ levee vegetation policy.  32 

⚫ The importance of preserving and restoring active river processes. 33 

⚫ Concern that the environmentally superior alternative was not selected as the preferred 34 

alternative.  35 

⚫ Requests for more erosion sites to be repaired with setback levees than are currently identified 36 

in the preferred alternative.   37 
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⚫ How and when the Corps and CVFBP will coordinate with other local, regional, and state 1 

agencies as bank repairs are selected and designed.  2 

The comment letters are subdivided by type of organization. Each comment within the letter has 3 

also been assigned a unique code, and each comment within the letter has also been assigned a 4 

unique code, noted in the right margin. For example, the code “F2-1” indicates the first distinct 5 

comment (indicated by the “1”) in the letter from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, which 6 

was the second letter (indicated by the “2”) recorded from a federal agency (indicated by the “F”). 7 

The comment letters are organized into three chapters: 8 

⚫ Chapter 2, Federal and State Agency Comments and Responses 9 

⚫ Chapter 3, Local Agency and Tribal Comments and Responses 10 

⚫ Chapter 4, Non-Governmental Organization and Business Comments and Responses 11 

The chapters are organized by presentation of each comment letter immediately followed by the 12 

responses to that letter. Table 1-1 summarizes the commenting party, comment letter signatory, and 13 

organization type.  14 

Table 1-1. List of Comment Letters 15 

Letter # Commenter Organization Type 

Chapter 2, Federal and State Agency Comments and Responses 

F1 Patricia Sanderson Port, U.S. Department of the Interior Federal 

F2 Kathleen Martyn Goforth, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Federal 

S1 Trevor Cleak, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board State 

S2 Tina Bartlett, California Department of Fish and Wildlife State 

S3 Susan Zanchi, California Department of Transportation State 

S4 Cliff Harvey, California State Water Resources Control Board State 

S5 Erik Vink, Delta Protection Commission State 

S6 Cindy Messer, Delta Stewardship Council State 

Chapter 3, Local Agency and Tribal Comments and Responses 

L1 Karen Huss, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Local 

L2 Kamal Atwal, Sacramento County Department of Transportation Local 

L3 Stephen Arakawa, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Local 

T1 Marcos Guerrero, United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn 

Rancheria 

Tribe 

T2 Oscar Serrano, Colusa Indian Community Council Tribe 

T3 James Sarmento, Tewe Kewe Cultural Center Tribe 

Chapter 4, Non-Governmental Organization and Business Comments and Responses 

N1 Lucas R. RossMerz, Sacramento River Preservation Trust NGO 

N2 Helen Swagerty, River Partners NGO 

N3 Ryan Luster, The Nature Conservancy NGO 

B1 Nicole S. Suard, Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC Business 

Each comment in the following chapters has been considered and responded to individually. If a 16 

comment resulted in a change to the text of Volume I of the Final EIS/EIR, it is noted within the 17 

comment’s response. Changes to the text in Volume I are shown by strikethrough of text that has 18 
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been deleted and underlining of new text that has been inserted. The text revisions do not result in 1 

substantive changes to either the analyses or conclusions presented in Volume I of the Final EIS/EIR. 2 
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Chapter 2 1 

Federal and State Agency Comments and Responses 2 

This chapter contains the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR from federal and state agencies. 3 

Each comment letter has been assigned a unique code, and each comment within the letter has also 4 

been assigned a unique code, noted in the right margin. For example, the code “F2-1” indicates the 5 

first distinct comment (indicated by the “1”) in the letter from the U.S. Environmental Protection 6 

Agency, which was the second letter (indicated by the “2”) recorded from a federal agency 7 

(indicated by the “F”). The chapter presents each comment letter immediately followed by the 8 

responses to that letter. Table 2-1 summarizes the commenting party and comment letter signatory. 9 

Table 2-1. Federal and State Agencies Commenting on the Draft EIS/EIR 10 

Letter Number Commenter Date 

Federal Agencies 

F1 Patricia Sanderson Port, U.S. Department of the Interior February 27, 2015 

F2 Kathleen Martyn Goforth, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency February 27, 2015 

State Agencies 

S1 Trevor Cleak, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board February 4, 2015 

S2 Tina Bartlett, California Department of Fish and Wildlife February 26, 2015 

S3 Susan Zanchi, California Department of Transportation February 27, 2015 

S4 Cliff Harvey, California State Water Resources Control Board February 27, 2015 

S5 Erik Vink, Delta Protection Commission February 27, 2015 

S6 Cindy Messer, Delta Stewardship Council February 27, 2015 
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2.1 Federal Agencies 1 

2.1.1 Letter F1—U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of 2 

Environmental Policy and Compliance, Patricia Sanderson 3 

Port, February 27, 2015 4 

 5 
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2.1.1.1 Response to Letter F1 1 

Response to Comment F1-1 2 

Comment noted. Thank you for reviewing the document.  3 
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2.1.2 Letter F2—U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 

IX, Kathleen Martyn Goforth, February 27, 2015 2 

 3 
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2.1.2.1 Responses to Letter F2 1 

Response to Comment F2-1 2 

SRBPP erosion repairs are currently limited to economically justified basins by U.S. Army Corps of 3 

Engineers (Corps) policy. The economic analysis that determines which basins are economically 4 

justified is updated every 5 years. This allows the SRBPP to regularly incorporate new or revised 5 

policies and to potentially identify additional basins in which erosion protection work would be 6 

economically justified. If additional economically justified basins are identified, erosion sites in 7 

those basins would be included in the Site Selection and Implementation Process. 8 

The Post Authorization Change Report for the SRBPP (USACE 2014) recommends that the state 9 

construct erosion protection features within the basins that are not currently economically justified. 10 

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has a program, implemented through the 11 

Flood System Repair Project (FSRP), to repair State Plan of Flood Control facilities. FSRP includes 12 

critically identified levee erosion repairs in nonurban parts of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River 13 

Systems. FSRP is a cost-share program as agreed upon by DWR and the local maintaining agencies 14 

(LMAs). The Public Law 84-99 Rehabilitation and Inspection Program will still be available for the 15 

Corps to undertake activities including advance measures, emergency operations, and rehabilitation 16 

of flood control works threatened or destroyed by floods for eligible local agencies. 17 

This comment also expressed concern that “selection of Alternative 4B, as currently proposed, 18 

would result in a missed opportunity to advance programs to further increase floodwater storage 19 

capacity, restore hydro-geomorphic functions and ecosystem processes, improve recreation and 20 

management of riparian forests, and ensure protection of water supplies in the program area.” The 21 

SRBPP is authorized only to repair individual erosion sites to maintain the integrity and existing 22 

functionality of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRFCP). It would be beyond the scope 23 

and authorization of the SRBPP to address system-wide issues such as those raised in the comment. 24 

The Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) is tackling those issues through the Central 25 

Valley Flood Protection Plan.  26 

Response to Comment F2-2 27 

The SRBPP benefit analysis does not account for "water supply disruptions" or "water quality" of 28 

levee failure because those issues are beyond the scope of the SRBPP authorization and very difficult 29 

to properly quantify.  The economic analysis to date has focused on flood risk reduction to urban 30 

and agricultural areas, which is the primary mission of the SRBPP authorization.   The risk to water 31 

supply and water quality is considered low and there have not been any recorded historical 32 

hydrological events that have impacted the two major California water conveyance facilities, the 33 

California Aqueduct and Delta-Mendota Canal. Regarding Executive Order 13690, it was revoked on 34 

August 15, 2017. However, the SRBPP is in accordance with Executive Order 11988 as amended by 35 

Executive Order 13690; it is not inducing development because the erosion repairs would be 36 

constructed to the existing level of protection of the levee segment. The purpose of the SRBPP is to 37 

repair erosion sites to maintain the existing functionality of the flood risk management system.   38 

Response to Comment F2-3 39 

This programmatic EIS/EIR analyzes implementation of 80,000 linear feet (LF) of erosion repair. 40 

Although the EIS/EIR analysis uses the 106 sites to represent what implementation might look like, 41 
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the Corps uses a site selection process to determine the specific design for each erosion site. The site 1 

selection process includes evaluation of opportunities and constraints for each site along with 2 

hydraulic evaluation and other survey information to determine the most appropriate design that 3 

also fits within program authorization and policy guidelines. For each site, a full suite of design 4 

measures is considered, and the potential results and effects are analyzed in coordination with 5 

resource agencies and sponsors/districts. Typically, setback designs are always considered, but 6 

often not selected for several reasons. The SRBPP authorization requires erosion repair, and options 7 

are typically limited by economic considerations. However, there are other factors that can prevent 8 

a setback levee design from further consideration for a site. Erosion sites identified for repair are 9 

typically small (ranging from a few hundred feet to several thousand feet long), which can limit the 10 

effectiveness of a setback design in meeting project objectives and environmental objectives. A 11 

setback of this scale may also alter hydraulics and affect erosional processes. Although Alternative 12 

3A (and Sub-Alternative 3B), “Minimize Habitat Impacts,” was not selected as the preferred 13 

alternative, the Corps will continue to consider setback designs and to seek opportunities to 14 

implement setbacks. 15 

Response to Comment F2-4 16 

Please see the response to Comment F2-2. 17 

Response to Comment F2-5 18 

Please see the response to Comment F2-2; although Executive Order 13690 was revoked on August 19 

15, 2017, the SRBPP is in accordance with its requirements.  20 

Response to Comment F2-6 21 

The Section 5.2.1.1, Surface Water Quality, in Chapter 5 has been updated based on California's 22 

2014-2016 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list as Table 5-2, Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Listed 23 

Pollutants and Sources for Surface Waters in the Program Area. 24 

Response to Comment F2-7 25 

Mitigation Measure VEG-MM-12 has been revised to remove the “small, isolated” terminology. All 26 

invasive plants within SRBPP footprints will be removed during construction, and treatment and 27 

removal of invasive plant infestations in areas disturbed by the SRBPP will continue until all 28 

revegetation plans have been implemented and the new vegetation is established. SRBPP limits 29 

eradication methods to hand weeding and pulling.  30 

Once the mitigation monitoring is complete, the Corps will turn the repair sites over to the LMAs for 31 

maintenance. Site turnover marks the completion of SRBPP involvement and responsibility. 32 

Maintenance activities by the LMAs are directed by the SRFCP Standard Operations and 33 

Maintenance Manual. Supplemental language for any mitigation plantings are included in the 34 

manual as amendments to the “Environmental Protection” section. The LMA will maintain the repair 35 

site and mitigation plantings, but vegetation management, including invasive plant removal, is at the 36 

discretion of the LMAs and how they follow applicable local, state, and federal regulations.  37 
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Response to Comment F2-8 1 

The analysis in Chapter 8 has been revised to clarify that offsets can only be used for emissions of 2 

reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter no more than 10 microns in diameter. 3 

A statement has also been added to the discussion of Effect AQ-1 regarding Section 93.158(a)(3) and 4 

use of offsets for carbon monoxide (CO), and the need for future project-level analyses to include 5 

dispersion modeling or require other acceptable means to satisfy general conformity requirements 6 

if construction-related CO emissions would exceed the de minimis threshold. 7 

Response to Comment F2-9 8 

Table 8-2 has been revised to reflect current ambient air quality standards. 9 

Response to Comment F2-10 10 

Subsequent project-level environmental analyses will estimate greenhouse gas emissions and will 11 

address the effects of climate change individual erosion sites. Climate change effects on runoff and 12 

flood flows within the SRFCP are addressed in the cumulative effects discussions in Chapter 22, 13 

Section 22.2.3.1, Flood Risk Management and Geomorphic Conditions, and Section 22.2.3.5, Air 14 

Quality and Climate Change.  15 

Regarding the recommendation to include specific measures to ensure the projects are resilient to 16 

anticipated climate change, it is unlikely that feasible measures could be developed. The SRBPP 17 

maintains the integrity of the SRFCP by repairing individual erosion sites. Most of these sites are too 18 

small to affect resilience in this manner. The SRBPP does not provide system-wide improvement to 19 

the overall SRFCP or to the State Plan of Flood Control.  20 
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2.2 State Agencies 1 

2.2.1 Comment Letter S1—Central Valley Regional Water 2 

Quality Control Board, Trevor Cleak, February 4, 2015 3 

 4 
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2.2.1.1 Response to Letter S1 1 

Response to Comment S1-1 2 

Comment noted. Appropriate permits will be obtained on a site-by-site basis.  3 
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2.2.2 Comment Letter S2—California Department of Fish and 1 

Wildlife, Region 2, Tina Bartlett, February 26, 2015 2 

 3 
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2.2.2.1 Responses to Letter S2 1 

Response to Comment S2-1 2 

The description of California Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) authority has been revised in 3 

Section 24.2.2.2, California Endangered Species Act, in Chapter 24. 4 

Response to Comment S2-2 5 

Comment noted. Appropriate permits will be obtained on a site-by-site basis.  6 

Response to Comment S2-3 7 

Species status updates have been made. However, the tricolored blackbird is no longer emergency 8 

listed.  9 

Response to Comment S2-4 10 

Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-3 has been revised to include a discussion of incidental take 11 

authorization in relation to the compensation plan.  12 

Response to Comment S2-5 13 

The EIS/EIR was updated with data from the most current version of the California Natural 14 

Diversity Database (CNDDB) accessed on March 6, 2018. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 15 

iPAC list and California Native Plant Society list have also been updated.  16 

Response to Comment S2-6 17 

The text in the “Giant Garter Snake” discussion of Section 12.2.1.3 in Chapter 12 has been revised to 18 

state that agricultural activities are not exempt from the California Endangered Species Act. 19 

Response to Comment S2-7 20 

Thank you. The Corps is aware that DFW now has the authority to permit the take of state-listed 21 

rare plants under the Native Plant Protection Act. 22 

Response to Comment S2-8 23 

The giant garter snake species account in Chapter 12, Wildlife, has been revised to provide updated 24 

information.  25 

Response to Comment S2-9 26 

The updated Site Selection and Implementation Process described in Chapter 2 recognizes the need 27 

to protect environmental resources. As a result, there are several steps that incorporate 28 

conservation of environmental resources into the process. These include Step 5, “Identify 29 

Opportunities and Constraints,” and Step 6, “Conceptual-Level Alternatives.” Step 6 in particular 30 

involves evaluation of the feasibility of implementing a setback or adjacent levee, either of which can 31 

allow natural river processes to continue. If avoidance and minimization are not feasible, Mitigation 32 

Measure WILD-MM-3 requires development of appropriate wildlife compensation plans for listed 33 
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species through coordination with appropriate resource agencies, and includes removing rock to 1 

create bank swallow habitat. 2 

Response to Comment S2-10 3 

The Corps and CVFPB reviewed the Bank Swallow Technical Advisory Committee (BANS-TAC) 4 

Conservation Strategy and coordinated with its authors to some extent during its preparation. As 5 

previously stated in response to comment S2-9, the updated Site Selection and Implementation 6 

Process and Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-3 are generally consistent with the approaches outlined 7 

in the BANS TAC report. Given the programmatic nature of this EIS/EIR, implementation details will 8 

need to be determined during site-specific documentation and construction. 9 

Response to Comment S2-11 10 

The Corps and CVFPB are committed to planning for effects on bank swallow and mitigating for 11 

those effects. However, given the large geographic extent of the study area, the programmatic nature 12 

of this analysis, and the amount of work necessary to determine suitable bank swallow habitat, a full 13 

quantification has not yet been conducted. That work would occur consistent with the Site Selection 14 

and Implementation Process laid out in Chapter 2. It should be noted that Table 12-3 does provide a 15 

list of known bank swallow nesting sites in close proximity to the representative erosion sites being 16 

evaluated, thereby giving an indication of the extent of likely impacts and the amount of effects 17 

requiring mitigation. 18 

Response to Comment S2-12 19 

Effect WILD-2, Potential Disturbance or Loss of Special-Status Wildlife Species and Their Habitats as 20 

a Result of Program Construction and O&M Activities, which includes effects on bank swallow, is 21 

identified as significant and unavoidable. The discussion notes that the finding could vary between 22 

sites during the site-specific analysis, depending on the resources present at any given site. 23 

However, the overall finding is significant and unavoidable. 24 

Response to Comment S2-13 25 

The existing mitigation measures, including WILD-MM-4, require that nesting bird surveys be 26 

conducted by a qualified biologist. However, in response to this comment, additional detail has been 27 

added to Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-4 specific to bank swallow. Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-3 28 

includes rock removal as a method of mitigating for effects to bank swallow. 29 

Response to Comment S2-14 30 

Table 12-3 has been updated and includes the BANS-TAC annual survey data from 2008 – 2017. 31 

Response to Comment S2-15 32 

This paragraph has been removed.  33 

Response to Comment S2-16 34 

The Swainson’s hawk species account in Chapter 12, Wildlife, has been updated to reflect the most 35 

current studies.  36 
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Response to Comment S2-17 1 

Please see the response to Comment S2-16, above. 2 

Response to Comment S2-18 3 

A discussion of natural river process and other primary constituent elements identified for the 4 

western distinct population segment of the yellow-billed cuckoo has been added to the species 5 

account in Chapter 12, Wildlife. Loss of geomorphic river process has been added as an impact 6 

under Effect-WILD-2. Text describing the benefits of setback levees to the yellow-billed cuckoo has 7 

been added throughout Chapter 12, and a discussion of how potential mitigation for bank swallow 8 

would also benefit the cuckoo has also been added. 9 

Response to Comment S2-19 10 

Western yellow-billed cuckoo has been added to the list of species requiring protocol-level surveys 11 

under Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-1, and to the list of species requiring focused nesting surveys 12 

in Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-4. 13 

Response to Comment S2-20 14 

“Regions 2 and 3,” as referenced in Table 12-2, refer to the program regions of the SRBPP and are 15 

not referring to the DFW Regions. Figure 2-1 in the EIS/EIR shows which reaches of the SRFCP are 16 

in each SRBPP program region. The CNDDB data for bald eagle nest occurrences were updated to 17 

reflect that there is one known nest site within 0.5 mile of Region 2 and within 0.5 mile of Region 3. 18 

Table 12-2 was updated, and the potential for occurrence in program Regions 2 and 3 was changed 19 

from “Low” potential to “Moderate” potential.     20 

Response to Comment S2-21 21 

In Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-4, the referenced language was changed from “active” to 22 

“occupied,” and a new paragraph was added to the mitigation measure discussing active nests. 23 

Language was also added to the discussion of Effect WILD-3 noting that implementation of 24 

Mitigation Measure VEG-MM-1 would compensate for the removal of woody riparian vegetation 25 

providing potential nesting habitat.   26 

Response to Comment S2-22 27 

The description of riparian forest in Section 12.2.1, Existing Conditions, notes that riparian trees 28 

provide suitable nesting and roosting habitat for Swainson’s hawk and other state-listed birds. Table 29 

12-2 describes the habitat requirements for Swainson’s hawk (as well as other state-listed birds), 30 

and identifies oaks and cottonwoods in or near riparian habitats as nesting habitat. Effect WILD-2 31 

evaluates the potential disturbance or loss of special-status wildlife species and their breeding, 32 

foraging, or refuge habitats as a result of program construction and O&M activities, and covers 33 

effects on Swainson’s hawk and on other state-listed birds. Several mitigation measures will be 34 

implemented to avoid and minimize effects on birds; in particular, Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-4 35 

was developed specifically to avoid and minimize construction-related effects on nesting migratory 36 

birds and raptors.  37 
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Response to Comment S2-23 1 

”Structures” were added to Effect WILD-3. Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-5 was revised to include a 2 

daytime survey. 3 

Response to Comment S2-24 4 

Table 11-3 has been updated with additional distribution information as requested in the comment.  5 

Response to Comment S2-25 6 

Section 11.2.2.4, which describes green sturgeon life history, has been updated with current 7 

research. However, no changes were made to the effects analysis because the results are based on 8 

the Standard Assessment Methodology, which assumes that sturgeon adults are insensitive to bank 9 

substrate size.  10 

Response to Comment S2-26 11 

The “Winter-Run” discussion in the Chinook salmon life history in Section 11.2.2.1 has been updated 12 

with recent rearing data, and Table 11-5 has been updated pursuant to the suggestions in the 13 

comment as well as pursuant to the updates made to the text.  14 

Response to Comment S2-27 15 

The “Winter-Run” discussion in the Chinook salmon life history in Section 11.2.2.1 has been revised 16 

to include the potential for peaks in downstream movement of winter-run juveniles during 17 

November and December. Sites with active spawning will be identified during the site selection 18 

process and appropriate work windows will be established on a site-specific basis in coordination 19 

with the resource agencies.  20 

Response to Comment S2-28 21 

The preferred alternative was selected based on a combination of factors, including its ability to 22 

meet the project purpose and objectives, engineering and economic feasibility, and mitigation of 23 

environmental effects. During the opportunities and constraints portion of the Site Selection and 24 

Implementation Process, each site and group of sites in a reach will be evaluated to identify 25 

appropriate designs. The SRBPP typically repairs erosions sites that are small (ranging from a few 26 

hundred to several thousand feet). There are economic as well as environmental challenges involved 27 

in attempting setback levees at this scale; however, the Corps will continue to consider setbacks 28 

among the various design options under the preferred alternative on a site-by-site basis. 29 

Response to Comment S2-29 30 

The SRBPP Programmatic Mitigation Strategy, presented in Appendix J, acknowledges that that the 31 

bank protection measures sometimes result in net on-site deficits in habitat values, requiring off-site 32 

mitigation in order to fully mitigate effects. Mitigation for each individual site will be designed in 33 

coordination with the resource agencies during the Site Selection and Implementation Process. 34 

Regarding the comment’s recommendation that the preferred alternative include additional areas 35 

where setback levees are implemented, please see the response to Comment S2-28. 36 
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Response to Comment S2-30 1 

The discussion of the Site Selection and Implementation Process has been expanded and updated to 2 

include more information regarding which criteria are key factors in considering setback levees. 3 

These criteria are described in Step 6, “Conceptual-Level Alternatives,” of the Site Selection and 4 

Implementation Process discussion in Chapter 2 the of EIS/EIR.  5 

Response to Comment S2-31 6 

Impacts on riparian habitat will be evaluated during subsequent site-specific environmental 7 

analyses. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and USFWS will be consulted, and during 8 

that process, and the mitigation needs of each site will be determined.  9 

Response to Comment S2-32 10 

Regionally rare habitat types will be analyzed in subsequent site-specific environmental analyses.  11 

Response to Comment S2-33 12 

The reference to California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 has been removed from the list of 13 

future issued programmatic permits or approvals in Chapter 12, Section 12.4.1, Assessment 14 

Methods. 15 

Response to Comment S2-34 16 

In 1996, CVFPB and DFW counsel agreed that federal actions are exempt from all requirements of 17 

Sections 1600, 1601, 1602, and 1603 of the Fish and Game Code of California. Projects for which the 18 

Corps acts as a construction agency are exempt. CVFPB’s role in these projects is limited to 19 

providing lands, easements, and right of way—activities which do not cause alterations to 20 

streambeds. 21 

Response to Comment S2-35 22 

The use of erosion control products with plastic monofilament or cross joints in the netting that are 23 

bound or stitched is not proposed as part of the program. Subsequent project-level activities will 24 

include the prohibition of these materials as part of their environmental permits, and project-level 25 

documents will include requirements for the removal of all non-biodegradable erosion control 26 

materials once construction is completed. 27 

Response to Comment S2-36 28 

SRBPP actions and activities are generally limited to the levee and do not cause significant increases 29 

to hydraulic velocities or water surface elevation changes to the channel.  Erosion site repairs under 30 

the SRBPP should not increase impediments in channel that may cause fish passage issues.   31 

Response to Comment S2-37 32 

The discussion of Effect VEG-6 evaluates the potential for introduction or spread of invasive plants 33 

as a result of program construction. Mitigation measures are described that will be implemented at 34 

the project level to ensure that the proposed program would not have a substantial adverse effect on 35 

sensitive natural communities or special-status species from the introduction or spread of invasive 36 
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plants. Mitigation will include documenting any local invasive plant infestations, implementing best 1 

management practices to avoid and minimize the spread or introduction of invasive plant species, 2 

conducting follow-up weed surveys, and implementing eradication methods if new infestations are 3 

found during follow-up surveys. Long-term operation and maintenance of the levee system 4 

(including vegetation management) is conducted by the LMAs.  5 

Response to Comment S2-38 6 

Members of the SRBPP Project Development Team have been coordinating on flood management 7 

activities in the flood control portions of Elder Creek in Tehama County, which include channel 8 

maintenance and sediment removal activities. SRBPP will coordinate with the Tehama County Flood 9 

Control and Water Conservation District and DWR Flood Management Office for any future erosion 10 

repair activities on the leveed portion of Elder Creek during the site selection process.  11 

Response to Comment S2-39 12 

The bank protection measure recommended for selection in this comment is Bank Protection 13 

Measure 4a: Riparian Bench with Revegetation and Instream Woody Material above Summer/Fall 14 

Waterline. This is the proposed bank protection measure for both of the Elder Creek sites under the 15 

preferred alternative.   16 

Response to Comment S2-40 17 

The SRBPP is authorized only to address erosion on levee structures; it is not a levee improvement 18 

program. However, the measure proposed for the Deer Creek erosion site under the preferred 19 

alternative is only provided for programmatic analysis. If the Corps and CVFPB move forward with 20 

erosion repair at this site, it will be put through the site selection process to identify opportunities 21 

and constraints, to coordinate with agencies and groups involved in flood risk reduction for the 22 

watershed and ensure consistency with their efforts, and to prepare site-specific environmental 23 

analyses.  24 

Response to Comment S2-41 25 

Please see the response to Comment S2-40. The site selection process includes hydraulic analysis, 26 

and the Corps and CVFPB will consult with resource agencies on the site-specific design at that point 27 

to determine any potential effects on fish.     28 

Response to Comment S2-42 29 

The SRBPP is an existing flood risk management program intended to maintain the integrity of the 30 

SRFCP. Its original authorized purpose was as a long-range program for construction of bank 31 

erosion control works and setback levees where failures had occurred due to erosion. This EIS/EIR 32 

analyzes the increase in the program’s authorized length by an additional 80,000 LF; no changes to 33 

the original purpose of the program were authorized as part of this increase. The SRBPP will 34 

continue to repair erosion sites that threaten banks and levees until current and/or future Central 35 

Valley Flood Protection Plan flood risk reduction projects that integrate elements of the 36 

Conservation Strategy are implemented. 37 
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Response to Comment S2-43 1 

Fees will be assessed, and written notifications provided, on a site-specific basis prior to 2 

construction.   3 

Response to Comment S2-44 4 

In addition to the Standard Assessment Methodology (SAM) analyses, the EIS/EIR contains both 5 

broad-scale and site-by-site analyses of existing riparian vegetation. The methodology and results 6 

for these analyses are presented in Appendix E, Riparian Vegetation Analysis, of the EIS/EIR. 7 

Impacts on terrestrial species will be further evaluated during subsequent site-specific 8 

environmental analyses.  9 

Response to Comment S2-45 10 

The cumulative effects analysis in Chapter 22 addresses overall and watershed-wide effects, and 11 

acknowledges that SRBPP implementation could result in cumulatively considerable significant 12 

effects. Avoidance and minimization of effects during project planning and construction could help 13 

to minimize these effects.  14 

Response to Comment S2-46 15 

CVFPB will provide DFW with a copy of the draft statement of overriding considerations prior to 16 

certification of the Final EIS/EIR. 17 

Response to Comment S2-47 18 

A statement of overriding considerations will be prepared for this project.  19 

Response to Comment S2-48 20 

The acronym PAC, which stands for Post Authorization Change, has been spelled out in the Executive 21 

Summary and has been added to the Acronyms and Abbreviations list in the Table of Contents.  22 

Response to Comment S2-49 23 

The list of the flood control benefits of setback levees has been revised to include the reduction of 24 

pressure on banks and downstream levees.  25 

Response to Comment S2-50 26 

Some locations within the flood control system, which are not levees, have been rocked in the past 27 

because they provide a form of "hydraulic control," whereby they help to direct flow and/or 28 

maintain water surface elevations that are needed to allow the system to function properly. These 29 

areas are what is referred to as "natural bank distinct from the levee." 30 

Response to Comment S2-51 31 

The text has been revised in the Executive Summary and in Chapter 2 to read: "Measure 2 would be 32 

most applicable in areas where there is inadequate space or substantial constraints (for example, 33 

critical infrastructure, homes, roadways, pump facilities, real estate issues), either landside or 34 
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waterside, where hydraulic concerns would make it difficult to implement the other measures." Only 1 

hydraulic, engineering, or other logistical constraints will be considered in determining whether 2 

Measure 2 would be necessary.  3 

Response to Comment S2-52 4 

Please see the response to Comment S2-51, above. 5 

Response to Comment S2-53 6 

The following text has been added to the Executive Summary in Section ES.5.6.1, Toe Protection: “A 7 

site is considered ‘critical’ when erosion encroaches into the cross-section of the levee foundation.” 8 

Response to Comment S2-54 9 

The text regarding off-site/out of kind mitigation has been revised as suggested in Executive 10 

Summary Section ES.6.1, Alternatives Development, and in Chapter 2, Section 2.4, Project 11 

Description. 12 

Response to Comment S2-55 13 

Comment noted. The opportunity is described as “potential” and the benefit, therefore, is also only 14 

potential. Similarly, in that context, a significant adverse effect is only significantly adverse if the 15 

element of the project that causes the effect is implemented. 16 

Response to Comment S2-56 17 

Executive Summary Section ES.7.1.2, Effects Found to be Less than Significant, and Section ES.7.1.4, 18 

Beneficial Effects of the Proposed Program, have been revised to eliminate confusion regarding 19 

which resource areas would experience significant and unavoidable effects as a result of program 20 

implementation. 21 

Response to Comment S2-57 22 

The text regarding monitoring has been revised as suggested under Section ES.10, Relationship 23 

between Short-Term Uses of the Environment and Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term 24 

Productivity in the Executive Summary and in Chapter 1, Introduction, Section 1.6. 25 

Response to Comment S2-58 26 

The SRBPP is a flood risk management program intended to maintain the integrity and functionality 27 

of the levees of the SRFCP. The preferred alternative would apply a combination of site-specific bank 28 

protection measures to the erosion sites throughout the SRFCP. The programmatic analysis in this 29 

EIS/EIR evaluates application of the preferred alternative to 106 representative erosion sites. 90% 30 

of the repairs (by length) under Alternative 4A would be implemented only on the waterside of the 31 

levee. The comment is unclear regarding how implementing bank protection measures could result 32 

in a deer population increase substantial enough to require the installation of orchard protection 33 

fencing throughout the program area, or how it would affect upland game bird populations. Effects 34 

on wildlife species were analyzed in Chapter 12 in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines 35 

Appendix G (14 California Code of Regulations 15000 et seq.). The EIS/EIR does find that 36 

implementation of the SRBPP could cause significant effects on recreation and agriculture. Effects of 37 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Responses to Comments 
Federal and State Agency Comments and Responses 

 

 

Sacramento River Bank Protection Project 
Phase II Supplemental Authorization  
Final EIS/EIR 

Volume II 
2-43 

March 2020 
 

ICF 00248.16 

 

the SRBPP on recreation are evaluated in Chapter 14 pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. Effect REC-2: 1 

Long-Term Reduction in Quality of Existing Recreational Opportunities within the Levee Corridor, 2 

which is associated with the potential closure of recreation areas, is found to be significant and 3 

unavoidable. Agricultural effects are appropriately analyzed pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines in 4 

Chapter 13, and economic effects are evaluated as required by NEPA in Chapter 20.   5 

Response to Comment S2-59 6 

The Small Erosion Repair Program has been added to Table 22-1 in Chapter 22, Growth-Inducing 7 

and Cumulative Effects. 8 

Response to Comment S2-60 9 

The title of Section 12.4.1.2 in Chapter 12 has been changed from "Effect Mechanisms" to "Types of 10 

Effects," and the text has been edited to clarify that the section is discussing direct and indirect 11 

effects, not program activities. 12 

Response to Comment S2-61 13 

“Sediment” in construction runoff has been added to the last bullet under “Direct Effects” in Chapter 14 

12, Section 12.4.1.2, as suggested in the comment.  15 

Response to Comment S2-62 16 

The title of the Feather River Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) has been added to Chapter 12, 17 

Section 12.4.2, as suggested in the comment.  18 

Response to Comment S2-63 19 

The discussion of cumulative wildlife effects in Chapter 22, Section 22.2.3.9 finds that 20 

implementation of the proposed program could result in cumulatively considerable significant 21 

effects on special-status wildlife species.  22 

Response to Comment S2-64 23 

Language has been added to Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-1 to clarify that HCPs and Natural 24 

Community Conservation Plans, both adopted and under development, should be reviewed to 25 

ensure project consistency.  26 

Response to Comment S2-65 27 

Erosion issues within the Natomas Basin have largely been addressed through the work already 28 

completed or under way by the Corps, CVFPB, and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. Much 29 

of this work involves construction of substantial adjacent levees. As a result of that work, 30 

federal/state bank protection is not anticipated to be needed and therefore would not interfere with 31 

the Natomas Basin HCP. Additionally, the work conducted by those agencies was coordinated with 32 

and is generally consistent with the Natomas Basin HCP. 33 

Response to Comment S2-66 34 

Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-4 has been revised as requested in the comment. 35 
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Response to Comment S2-67 1 

Comment noted. Although toe protection does not avoid all impacts, it can minimize many impacts. 2 

Toe protection can allow existing or future riparian vegetation to persist on the upper banks, 3 

thereby providing valuable habitat including important components of shaded riverine aquatic 4 

habitat. It can also preserve valuable berms in reaches where they are limited and where setback or 5 

adjacent levees are infeasible. 6 

Response to Comment S2-68 7 

Effect FCGEOM-1 is an effect in the Flood Control and Geomorphology analysis; in relation to this 8 

particular analysis, this effect is considered less than significant. Effects of decreased erosion on 9 

wildlife species (including bank swallow) are addressed in Effect WILD-2 in Chapter 12 of the 10 

EIS/EIR. This effect is found to be significant and unavoidable for Alternatives 2A, 2B, 4A, 4B, 5A, 5B, 11 

6A, and 6B.  12 

Response to Comment S2-69 13 

The Feather River was added to the list of nesting areas for bank swallow as suggested.  14 

Response to Comment S2-70 15 

Text was modified as suggested under Effect WILD-2. 16 

Response to Comment S2-71 17 

Text was modified under Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-1. 18 

Response to Comment S2-72 19 

Text was modified under Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-3. 20 

Response to Comment S2-73 21 

Text was modified under Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-4. 22 

Response to Comment S2-74 23 

The description of DFW’s authority has been revised in Section C.2.2, California Endangered Species 24 

Act, in Appendix C. 25 

Response to Comment S2-75 26 

The discussions of the California Fish and Game Code in Sections C.2.4 and C.2.5 of Appendix C have 27 

been revised as requested in the comment.  28 

Response to Comment S2-76 29 

The SRBPP is a federal program administered by the Corps and cannot be implemented 30 

independently by state or local agencies. If bank protection projects are constructed by the CVFPB 31 

or local agencies independent of the SRBPP, those agencies would be responsible for obtaining the 32 

appropriate permissions and permits. 33 
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Response to Comment S2-77 1 

The discussions of the California Endangered Species Act and the California Fish and Game Code in 2 

Appendix J have been revised as recommended in Comments S2-1 and S2-75. 3 

Response to Comment S2-78 4 

Language was added to the title and column headings of Table 6, as well as to the subsequent text, in 5 

Appendix J to clarify that the mitigation needs shown are based on the assumption of a 1:1 6 

replacement ratio. 7 

Response to Comment S2-79 8 

The Corps and CVFPB agree that impacts on some species are difficult to mitigate out-of-kind or off-9 

site. Mitigation for each individual site will be designed in coordination with the resource agencies 10 

during the Site Selection and Implementation Process to ensure it meets the needs of affected 11 

species and habitats. 12 

Response to Comment S2-80 13 

The term "self-mitigation" was changed to "replacement" in Appendix J, Table 8. 14 

Response to Comment S2-81 15 

“Willing private landowners” have been added to the list of opportunities to consider when 16 

identifying sites for rock removal in the "Other Possible Off-site Mitigation Approaches" discussion 17 

in Appendix J, as suggested in the comment. 18 

Response to Comment S2-82 19 

Comment noted. The SAM analysis will be supplemented with site-specific analysis during the Site 20 

Selection and Implementation Process. 21 

Response to Comment S2-83 22 

The “Coordinating with Related Habitat Enhancement Programs” section in the Programmatic 23 

Mitigation Strategy (Appendix J) has been updated to include the Central Valley Flood Protection 24 

Plan and the associated Conservation Strategy. 25 

Response to Comment S2-84 26 

The word "likely" has been deleted as suggested under the "State or Federal Resources Agency" 27 

portion of the “Options for Long-Term Operation” discussion in Appendix J. 28 
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2.2.3 Comment Letter S3—California Department of 1 

Transportation, District 3, Susan Zanchi, February 27, 2015 2 

 3 
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2.2.3.1 Responses to Letter S3 1 

Response to Comment S3-1 2 

If needed, a Transportation Management Plan will be prepared on a site-specific basis prior to 3 

construction. 4 

Response to Comment S3-2 5 

The 106 erosion sites presented in this EIS/EIR are only a representative sample selected for the 6 

purposes of this EIS/EIR’s programmatic analysis. These specific sites may or may not receive bank 7 

protection under Phase II of the SRBPP. Although the SRBPP Phase II 80,000 LF Supplemental 8 

Authority will consist of individual bank protection sites on SRFCP levees, these sites are not 9 

analyzed at a site-specific level as part of this programmatic EIS/EIR because new sites will continue 10 

to be identified through annual erosion surveys, and existing sites may change from year to year. 11 

The site selection process described in Chapter 2 will be used to determine priority and design for 12 

sites to move forward for construction each year. Once a site is identified to move forward, 13 

opportunities and constraints will be assessed, consultation will occur with appropriate agencies 14 

(including with Caltrans if any sites are situated adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of state 15 

highways), and site-specific environmental analyses will be prepared. 16 

Response to Comment S3-3 17 

The Corps will obtain an encroachment permit from Caltrans on a site-specific basis, when needed, 18 

prior to construction. 19 

Response to Comment S3-4 20 

Site-specific environmental documents will address traffic mitigation needs prior to construction. 21 

Response to Comment S3-5 22 

The Corps will notify Caltrans of any future actions related to the program. 23 
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2.2.4 Comment Letter S4—State Water Resources Control 1 

Board, Cliff Harvey, February 27, 2015 2 

 3 
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 1 

2.2.4.1 Responses to Letter S4 2 

Response to Comment S4-1 3 

Sub-section numbering has been implemented throughout the document, to the fourth header level.  4 

Response to Comment S4-2 5 

"State Water Board" has been added to list of acronyms, as suggested.  6 

Response to Comment S4-3 7 

In Appendix C, Regulatory Background, under "Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act," the role 8 

of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board is explained in the context of the Porter-9 

Cologne Water Quality Control Act and implementation of the Water Quality Control Plan for the 10 

Sacramento River and its tributaries. In Chapter 5, Water Quality and Groundwater Resources, the 11 

discussion of Effect WQ-1: Temporary Increase in Turbidity and Suspended Solids during 12 

Construction indicates that erosion control measures would be implemented under the Stormwater 13 

Pollution Prevention Plan as part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permitting 14 

process, including any Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for construction disturbing more 15 

than 1 acre. The types of erosion control measures that would avoid or minimize increases in 16 
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turbidity and suspended solids are described under this impact.  In addition, turbidity would be 1 

further minimized by implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ-MM-1: Monitor and Control 2 

Turbidity during Construction, which identifies the Basin Plan turbidity objectives as the "identified 3 

limits" for turbidity for the Sacramento River and affected adjacent water bodies downstream of 4 

project construction. Further, as indicated in Appendix C, any WDRs issued for project-level actions 5 

may also include conditions or requirements pertaining to effects on designated beneficial uses of 6 

waters within project areas.  7 

Response to Comment S4-4 8 

In Appendix C, Section C.1.10, Clean Water Act, Sections 404 (permits for fill placement in waters 9 

and wetlands), 402 (permits for discharge to surface waters), and 401 (water quality certification) 10 

and associated permitting and permit requirements are discussed. 11 

Response to Comment S4-5 12 

In Appendix C, Section C.2.6.4, State Implementation Plan, Section 13260 of the California Water 13 

Code and associated requirements, including filing a report of waste discharge, are described. The 14 

Corps and CVFPB will consult with the State Water Board when performing jurisdictional 15 

determinations for surface water within the project area. 16 

Response to Comment S4-6 17 

Table 5-3, Beneficial Uses for Surface Waters in the Program Area, has been added to Chapter 5. This 18 

table lists beneficial uses for program area surface waters that had beneficial uses designated in the 19 

Basin Plan. 20 

Response to Comment S4-7 21 

Please see the response to Comment S2-42, above. 22 

Response to Comment S4-8 23 

This EIS/EIR is a programmatic evaluation covering the implementation of 80,000 LF of erosion 24 

repair. The Site Selection and Implementation Process, detailed in Chapter 2, explains how erosion 25 

sites are identified and repair options are evaluated. All erosion repairs carried out under the SRBPP 26 

will comply with the Engineering Technical Letter 1110-2-583 (Vegetation ETL).  One method of 27 

complying with this guidance is to obtain a variance under the Vegetation ETL.   28 

For the programmatic analysis presented in this EIS/EIR, several alternatives were used to cover a 29 

range of potential outcomes.  Alternative 4A and Sub-Alternative 4B assume implementation 30 

without a variance, because it is not possible to determine whether variance for all sites considered 31 

can be successfully obtained until project-level, site-specific information is available to determine 32 

the need for, and feasibility of, a variance.  Alternative 6A and Sub-Alternative 6B have been 33 

included in the analysis to represent what implementation would look like if a variance was 34 

successfully obtained for all sites as needed, primarily to demonstrate how this might affect the 35 

overall implementation of the 80,000 LF. Alternative 4A and Sub-Alternative 4B was selected as the 36 

preferred alternative based on the information currently available, assuming that no variance will 37 

be needed or obtained. Utilizing this approach in a programmatic analysis assures that the EIS/EIR 38 

adequately addressed the full extent of potential adverse effects from this action. If variances are 39 
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determined to be needed during the site-specific analysis and then obtained and implemented, the 1 

effects on vegetation and associated habitat values and aesthetics will likely be less severe than 2 

represented in the analysis of Alternative 4A and Sub-Alternative 4B and generally consistent with 3 

the effects presented in the analysis of Alternative 6A and Sub-Alternative 6B.   4 

The Corps is still developing and refining the process for seeking and obtaining variances under the 5 

Vegetation ETL for erosion sites. To utilize a variance, a risk-based analysis (RBA) must be 6 

performed for any woody vegetation remaining within the vegetation-free zone (VFZ) and 7 

incorporated into a site design. The RBA requires a substantial amount of site-specific information 8 

to determine if a variance is needed and feasible. The RBA will take into account both positive and 9 

negative influences that vegetation may have on erosion and levee safety, and the outcome would be 10 

intended to minimize effects on vegetation while meeting levee safety requirements. Mitigation 11 

plantings and existing vegetation in the VFZ that are allowed to remain by the RBA will be included 12 

in the ETL variance process.  13 

The bank protection measures included in the programmatic analysis are conceptual and will be 14 

modified to the degree necessary to be suitable for conditions at any given erosion site. As a result, 15 

the effect on existing vegetation, particularly vegetation outside of the VFZ, is not yet known. 16 

Therefore, assumptions made for purposes of the NEPA/CEQA analysis will change to some extent 17 

as a site design progresses toward implementation. A number of assumptions are made for analysis 18 

purposes and are based on past construction experience. The actual amount of retained vegetation 19 

could vary substantially from site to site during implementation. New vegetation would be limited to 20 

native grasses within the VFZ, while woody vegetation could be replaced by planting outside of the 21 

VFZ, as allowed by specific site conditions. 22 

Response to Comment S4-9 23 

Alternative materials and construction methods were not examined as appropriate methods for the 24 

approach to the SRBPP Phase II 80,000 LF Supplemental Authority because they have not been fully 25 

vetted as acceptable SRFCP erosion repair methods. A basis-of-design or design memorandum 26 

would need to be prepared and approved by the Corps Levee Safety Officer before an alternative 27 

method could be considered as an SRBPP repair alternative. Repair alternatives will be examined on 28 

a site-specific basis if deemed appropriate by the Levee Safety Office. The current alternatives and 29 

bank protection measures have been continually refined over the past 30 years to balance flood 30 

protection and to maximize opportunities for habitat replacement opportunities.  31 

Response to Comment S4-10 32 

Please see the response to Comment S4-8, above. 33 

Response to Comment S4-11 34 

Because this is a programmatic-level environmental analysis, site-specific designs have not been 35 

prepared. Project-level analyses will include plan views and details of each site's design. 36 

Response to Comment S4-12 37 

Monitoring of all vegetation (including vegetation involved in bioengineered design elements) 38 

planted as part of the SRBPP will occur as part of project implementation, as described under Step 39 

15 of the Site Selection and Implementation Process in Chapter 2.  40 
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Response to Comment S4-13 1 

Comment noted. Each site-specific design and project-level analysis will comply fully with Clean 2 

Water Act Section 401 and WDRs. 3 

Response to Comment S4-14 4 

Loss of riparian habitat and river function will be fully mitigated as required in permits issued by 5 

USFWS, NMFS, and DFW. 6 

Response to Comment S4-15 7 

Table 5-2, Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Listed Pollutants and Sources for Surface Waters in the 8 

Program Area, has been added to Chapter 5. This table lists pollutants and stressors for program 9 

area surface waters. A rationale for why construction of the program would not result in increased 10 

impairment relative to those pollutants and stressors in the identified surface waters in the program 11 

area has also been added to Chapter 5, following Table 5-2. Because the environmental setting need 12 

only provide a description of the existing conditions by which it is determined whether an impact is 13 

significant, and because the water quality impact analysis is not quantitative, Total Maximum Daily 14 

Loads for all Section 303(d) listed waters in the program area were not added. Providing these 15 

values in the setting would not inform the analysis and, thus, would add unnecessary detail to the 16 

setting. 17 

Response to Comment S4-16 18 

The measures described under Effect WQ-1 are best management practices that will likely be 19 

required by the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. Because implementation of these measures 20 

will be a condition of a permit, they are not considered mitigation measures and are not listed as 21 

such in the tables, or described as such under Mitigation Measure WQ-MM-1. 22 

Response to Comment S4-17 23 

The text has been revised under Chapter 10, Section 10.4.2, Significance Criteria, Section 10.4.3, 24 

Effect Assumptions, and Effect VEG-4 to clarify that waters of the state may possibly be affected in 25 

addition to federal waters. 26 

Response to Comment S4-18 27 

The SRBPP will remove invasive species located within project footprints during construction as 28 

part of Mitigation Measure VEG-MM-12. This measure has been revised to include efforts to reduce 29 

the presence of existing populations of invasive plants project footprints by continuing the removal 30 

of invasive species until vegetation reestablishment is complete.  The LMAs will be responsible for 31 

long-term management of vegetation. 32 

Response to Comment S4-19 33 

Text has been added under the "Emergent Marsh" discussion in Chapter 10, Section 10.2.1.1, 34 

Program Study Area Land Cover Types, to clarify that emergent marsh can occur on the landside of 35 

levees. 36 
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Response to Comment S4-20 1 

Open water types were discussed under a single heading due to the large size of the program area 2 

and general nature of the setting discussion. This EIS/EIR is a programmatic-level environmental 3 

analysis; each project-level analysis will include detailed information on the extent and types of 4 

wetlands and other waters in the individual project areas. Wetlands and other waters will be 5 

classified sufficiently to support applications for Clean Water Act Section 401 certification or WDRs. 6 

Response to Comment S4-21 7 

The following text has been added to Section 10.4.1, Assessment Methods, in Chapter 10: “The 8 

California Rapid Assessment Method and the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program may be 9 

used for site-specific, project-level environmental analyses.” 10 

Response to Comment S4-22 11 

Please see the response to Comment S4-17. 12 

Response to Comment S4-23 13 

The following sentence was added to the seventh bullet in Section 10.4.3, Effect Assumptions, in 14 

Chapter 10: "In addition, any dredge or fill impacts on nonfederal waters of the state would require 15 

a permit under the state’s Waste Discharge Requirement Program." 16 

Response to Comment S4-24 17 

Language was added to Mitigation Measure VEG-MM-8 requiring agency-approved habitat 18 

assessments prior to any construction disturbance. The assessment results will be provided to the 19 

resource agencies to support mitigation decisions. 20 

Response to Comment S4-25 21 

Comment noted; thank you for the suggestion. 22 

Response to Comment S4-26 23 

The following sentence has been added to Section C.1.10.3, Section 401: Water Quality Certification, 24 

in Appendix C: “Any Section 401 permits issued for project-level actions may also include conditions 25 

or requirements pertaining to effects on designated beneficial uses of waters within project areas.” 26 

Response to Comment S4-27 27 

The following sentence has been added to Section C.2.6.1, Central Valley Regional Water Quality 28 

Control Board, in Appendix C: “Any WDRs issued for project-level actions may also include 29 

conditions or requirements pertaining to effects on designated beneficial uses of waters within 30 

project areas.” 31 
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Response to Comment S4-28 1 

The description of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act in Appendix C, Section C.2.6, and 2 

authorities of the State Water Board and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 3 

therein, have been revised. 4 

Response to Comment S4-29 5 

A summary of the State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards’ 6 

authority to regulate discharges of fill and dredged material under the 401 Water Quality 7 

Certification and Wetlands Program, and their charge to protect waters of the state has been added 8 

to the “Regulatory- and Policy-Related Mitigation Requirements/Commitments” section of Appendix 9 

J.  10 

The purpose of the Programmatic Mitigation Strategy (Appendix J), is to establish a mitigation 11 

framework for SRBPP effects on biological resources and associated habitat. Effects on non-habitat 12 

elements of aquatic resources, such as water quality and beneficial uses, are analyzed in Chapter 5, 13 

Water Quality and Groundwater Resources.   14 
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2.2.5 Comment Letter S5—Delta Protection Commission, Erik 1 

Vink, February 27, 2015 2 

 3 
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2.2.5.1 Responses to Letter S5 1 

Response to Comment S5-1 2 

Thank you for reviewing the document. The Land Use and Resource Management Plan (LURMP) 3 

goals listed in the letter are generally consistent with the goals of the SRBPP, and are addressed 4 

individually in the responses below. 5 

Response to Comment S5-2 6 

The SRBPP is authorized only to repair erosion on levee structures within the SRFCP; it does not 7 

implement dredging projects.  8 

Response to Comment S5-3 9 

The following bullet has been added to the list of avoidance and minimization measures to be 10 

considered during project-level design, within the discussion of Effect LA-3: Conversion of 11 

Important Farmland to Nonagricultural Uses: 12 

⚫ Design bank protection projects to avoid or minimize siting of project features on the highest 13 

valued agricultural land, to the greatest extent feasible.  14 

Response to Comment S5-4 15 

The SRBPP is authorized only to repair erosion on levee structures within the SRFCP; it does not 16 

own or manage lands. 17 

Response to Comment S5-5 18 

The SRBPP is not a restoration program; it is a flood risk management program authorized to 19 

address erosion on levee structures. Habitat enhancement activities associated with the SRBPP are 20 

limited to mitigation of site-specific habitat impacts. However, opportunities and constraints, 21 

including compatibility with adjacent land uses, will be addressed for individual sites during the Site 22 

Selection and Implementation Process.  23 

Response to Comment S5-6 24 

Please see the response to Comment S5-5. 25 

Response to Comment S5-7 26 

Appendix J describes how adaptive management will be integrated into the SRBPP programmatic 27 

habitat mitigation strategy. 28 

Response to Comment S5-8 29 

Although the current SRBPP authority does allow for construction of recreation facilities, the work 30 

must be associated with an eroding site on the inventory. Previously constructed works have 31 

included public boat facilities with launch ramps and associated bank protection to protect the 32 

eroding berm and levee. Typical erosion repair sites range from a few hundred to several thousand 33 

feet long along discontinuous waterside sections of levee throughout the SRFCP, which would not 34 
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allow adequate opportunity for a longer, continuous levee trail.  During the site selection process, 1 

the Project Delivery Team will reach out to other local, state, and federal entities to coordinate with 2 

existing or future projects within the repair area.  3 

Response to Comment S5-9 4 

The SRBPP is consistent with the LURMP Levees Goal. The objective of the SRBPP is to arrest or 5 

avoid streambank erosion that threatens the integrity of the SRFCP levee system.  6 

Response to Comment S5-10 7 

Please see the response to Comment S5-8, above. 8 
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2.2.6 Comment Letter S6—Delta Stewardship Council, Cindy 1 

Messer, February 27, 2015 2 

 3 

 4 
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2.2.6.1 Responses to Letter S6 1 

Response to Comment S6-1 2 

The Corps and CVFPB will coordinate with the Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) during the Site 3 

Selection and Implementation Process (described in Chapter 2 of the EIS/EIR) when erosion sites 4 

are identified for repair within the Sacramento–San Joaquin River Delta, and, if the individual 5 

repairs are determined to be “covered actions,” Delta Plan policies and requirements will be 6 

addressed during site-specific environmental review. At this time, because this is a programmatic 7 

EIS/EIR, specific sites have not yet been selected for repair.  8 

Response to Comment S6-2 9 

As discussed in the response to Comment S6-1, the Corps and CVFPB will coordinate with DSC as 10 

part of the Site Selection and Implementation Process when specific erosion sites in the Delta are 11 

selected for repair in the future. It should be noted that the SRBPP is not a restoration action; it is a 12 

flood risk management program authorized to address erosion on levee structures. Planting 13 

activities associated with the SRBPP are limited to mitigation of site-specific habitat impacts.  The 14 

SRBPP is, therefore, not subject to the adaptive management requirement set forth in the Delta Plan. 15 

According to the “Glossary” included in the Delta Plan (as well as in the definitions provided in 23 16 

California Code of Regulations Section 5001), restoration actions “may include restoring 17 

interconnected habitats within the Delta and its watershed, restoring more natural Delta flows, or 18 

improving ecosystem water quality.” However, as noted in the comment, an adaptive management 19 

strategy is proposed as part of the SRBPP to ensure that ecological functions and habitat values 20 

affected by the SRBPP are reestablished.  21 

Response to Comment S6-3 22 

As discussed in the response to Comment S6-1, the Corps and CVFPB will coordinate with DSC as 23 

part of the Site Selection and Implementation Process when specific erosion sites in the Delta are 24 

selected for repair in the future. It should be noted that the SRBPP is not a restoration action; it is a 25 

flood risk management program authorized to address erosion on levee structures. However, if 26 

setback levees are constructed under the SRBPP, the area between the stream and the new levee 27 

will be sloped to drain properly and avoid fish stranding and ponding. Issues associated with 28 

setback levees, including fish stranding and mercury methylation, will be addressed during site-29 

specific environmental review.  30 

Response to Comment S6-4 31 

Comment noted. Subsequent site-specific environmental analysis will carefully examine potential 32 

temporal losses of fish and wildlife habitat.  33 

Response to Comment S6-5 34 

Appendix J of the EIS/EIR contains the SRBPP Programmatic Mitigation Strategy, which establishes a 35 

mitigation framework for SRBPP effects on biological resources and associated habitat. The 36 

mitigation approach recommended in this strategy calls for maximizing on-site mitigation. Where 37 

on-site mitigation is not feasible, off-site mitigation will be implemented within the same region in 38 
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order to fully mitigate the temporal and spatial effects of the action. These strategies are consistent 1 

with the recommendations in the comment.  2 

Response to Comment S6-6 3 

The discussion of the Site Selection and Implementation Process has been expanded and updated to 4 

include more information regarding which criteria are key factors in considering setback levees. 5 

These criteria are described in Step 6, “Conceptual-Level Alternatives,” of the Site Selection and 6 

Implementation Process discussion in Chapter 2 the of EIS/EIR. 7 

It is important to note that the 106 erosion sites presented in this EIS/EIR, including those that are 8 

located within the area identified by Delta Plan Policy ER P4, are only a representative sample 9 

selected for the purposes of this EIS/EIR’s programmatic analysis. These specific sites may or may 10 

not receive bank protection under Phase II of the SRBPP. The Site Selection and Implementation 11 

Process will be used to determine which sites receive treatment, and the specific design for each 12 

erosion site. The Corps will continue to consider setbacks among the various design options under 13 

the preferred alternative on a site-by-site basis. 14 

Response to Comment S6-7 15 

Effects related to nonnative, invasive plant species are discussed in Chapter 10 under Effect VEG-6: 16 

Potential Introduction or Spread of invasive Plants as a Result of Program Construction, and several 17 

mitigation measures are presented to ensure that the SRBPP would not have a substantial adverse 18 

effect on sensitive natural plant communities or special-status plant species from the introduction 19 

or spread of invasive plants. The fish analysis in Chapter 11 discusses how nonnative fish species 20 

contribute to the decline in abundance of native species and discusses how long-term changes in 21 

nearshore habitat can have adverse effects on all special-status fish species.   22 

It is important to note that the 106 erosion sites presented in this EIS/EIR, including those that are 23 

identified in the comment as being locations within the Delta where new rock revetment is 24 

proposed, are only a representative sample selected for the purposes of this EIS/EIR’s 25 

programmatic analysis. These specific sites may or may not receive bank protection under Phase II 26 

of the SRBPP. The Site Selection and Implementation Process will be used to determine which sites 27 

receive treatment, and the specific design for each erosion site. As discussed in the response to 28 

Comment S6-1, the Corps and CVFPB will coordinate with DSC as part of the Site Selection and 29 

Implementation Process when specific erosion sites in the Delta are selected for repair in the future, 30 

and the site-specific environmental analyses will address nonnative and invasive species. Once the 31 

sites are selected, the site-specific environmental analyses will utilize the best available models to 32 

predict effects to native and nonnative species and their habitat, and mitigation will be designed 33 

accordingly.  34 

Response to Comment S6-8 35 

As described above under Response to Comment S6-1, the Corps and CVFPB will coordinate with 36 

DSC as part of the Site Selection and Implementation Process when specific erosion sites in the Delta 37 

are selected for repair in the future. However, the potential introduction of invasive plant species is 38 

assessed under Effect VEG-6 in Chapter 10 of the EIS/EIR, and three mitigation measures are 39 

presented to minimize the effect.  40 
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Response to Comment S6-9 1 

The discussion of the SRBPP Site Selection and Implementation Process in Chapter 2 of the EIS/EIR 2 

has been expanded and updated to include more information regarding how erosion sites are 3 

selected for repair and how the bank protection design for each site is ultimately selected. During 4 

Step 5 of the Site Selection and Implementation Process, the Project Delivery Team identifies 5 

potential opportunities and constraints associated with each site. This process includes coordinating 6 

with, and soliciting input on opportunities and constraints from, other local, state, and federal 7 

agencies that have an interest in or oversight responsibilities for each site.  Interested agencies and 8 

groups will also be able to provide input through the subsequent CEQA/NEPA process for each site.  9 

Response to Comment S6-10 10 

As described above under Response to Comment S6-1, the Corps and CVFPB will coordinate with 11 

DSC as part of the Site Selection and Implementation Process when specific erosion sites in the Delta 12 

are selected for repair in the future. However, text regarding the first two proposed mitigation 13 

measures from the Delta Plan has been added to the impact discussion for Effect LA-3 under 14 

Alternative 3A—Maximize Meander Zone (Environmentally Superior Alternative) in Chapter 13. 15 

Text relevant to the third mitigation bullet in the comment has been added to Mitigation Measure 16 

PUB-MM-1 in Chapter 16, Utilities and Public Services, under Alternative 2A—Low Maintenance. 17 

Potential impacts related to invasive species are discussed under Effect VEG-6, as well as Mitigation 18 

Measures VEG-MM-11, VEG-MM-12, and VEG-MM-13 in Chapter 10, Vegetation and Wetlands. 19 

Regarding the fifth bullet, conflicts with Williamson Act contracts and agricultural zoning are not 20 

discussed, as described under Chapter 13, Section 13.4.1, Assessment Methods and Section 13.4.2, 21 

Significance Criteria. 22 

Response to Comment S6-11 23 

Please see the response to Comment S6-1. 24 

Response to Comment S6-12 25 

Please see the response to Comment S6-9. 26 

Response to Comment S6-13 27 

Please see the response to Comment S6-2. 28 
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Chapter 3 1 

Local Agency and Tribal Comments and Responses 2 

This chapter contains the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR from local agencies and tribes. 3 

Each comment letter has been assigned a unique code, and each comment within the letter has also 4 

been assigned a unique code, noted in the right margin. For example, the code “L2-1” indicates the 5 

first distinct comment (indicated by the “1”) in the letter from the Sacramento County Department 6 

of Transportation, which was the second letter (indicated by the “2”) recorded from a local agency 7 

(indicated by the “L”). The chapter presents each comment letter immediately followed by the 8 

responses to that letter. Table 3-1 summarizes the commenting party and comment letter signatory. 9 

Table 3-1. Local Agencies and Tribes Commenting on the Draft EIS/EIR 10 

Letter Number Commenter Date 

Local Agencies 

L1 Karen Huss, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District 

January 26, 2015 

L2 Kamal Atwal, Sacramento County Department of Transportation February 24, 2015 

L3 Stephen Arakawa, Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California 

February 26, 2015 

Tribes 

T1 Marcos Guerrero, United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria 

January 27, 2015 

T2 Oscar Serrano, Colusa Indian Community Council January 29, 2015 

T3 James Sarmento, Tewe Kewe Cultural Center February 24, 2015 
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3.1 Local Agencies 1 

3.1.1 Letter L1—Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 2 

Management District, Karen Huss, January 26, 2015 3 

 4 
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3.1.1.1 Responses to Letter L1 1 

Response to Comment L1-1 2 

Table 8-6 has been revised to reflect attainment status as requested in the comment. 3 

Response to Comment L1-2 4 

The discussion of Effect AQ-1 and Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1b have been revised to clarify that 5 

offsets can only be used for ROG, NOX, and PM, and a statement regarding Section 93.158(a)(3) and 6 

use of offsets for CO has been added to the discussion. 7 

Response to Comment L1-3 8 

The measures listed in Appendix D-7 have been revised, consistent with the 2016 CEQA guide. A 9 

statement has been added to the appendix indicating that the most recent measures at the time of 10 

construction will be used. 11 

Response to Comment L1-4 12 

Information on the Heavy-Duty Low-Emission Vehicle Incentive Programs have been added to 13 

Mitigation Measure AQ-MM-1b. A new section describing use of offsets as mitigation has also been 14 

added to Appendix D-7. 15 

Response to Comment L1-5 16 

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District's GHG thresholds have been added to 17 

Chapter 8 under the “Greenhouse Gas Emissions” assessment methods discussion (Section 8.3.1.4). 18 

Response to Comment L1-6 19 

Site-specific environmental documents will address all Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 20 

Management District rules prior to construction. 21 
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3.1.2 Letter L2—Sacramento County Department of 1 

Transportation, Kamal Atwal, February 24, 2015 2 

 3 

 4 
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3.1.2.1 Responses to Letter L2 1 

Response to Comment L2-1 2 

Impacts on transportation will be analyzed and mitigation identified in supplemental site-specific 3 

environmental documents prior to construction. 4 

Response to Comment L2-2 5 

The Corps will work with the Sacramento County Department of Transportation to ensure roads 6 

within the county are not damaged. 7 

Response to Comment L2-3 8 

Please see the response to Comment S5-8 in Chapter 2 of Volume II. 9 

Response to Comment L2-4 10 

The Sacramento County Department of Transportation will be notified prior to any program-related 11 

road closures in Sacramento County. 12 
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3.1.3 Letter L3—Metropolitan Water District of Southern 1 

California, Stephen Arakawa, February 26, 2015 2 

 3 
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3.1.3.1 Responses to Letter L3 1 

Response to Comment L3-1 2 

Thank you for your support of the proposed program. The programmatic analysis in the EIS/EIR 3 

contains mitigation for all potentially adverse environmental effects of program implementation, 4 

including those related to water quality and biological resources. Site-specific design and analysis 5 

will take into consideration other local, regional, and related projects to ensure consistency.  6 

Response to Comment L3-2 7 

As described under "Construction Activities" in Chapter 2, Section 2.7.1, in-water construction 8 

activities will be limited to the months of August to November in order to avoid impacts on Delta 9 

smelt and other sensitive fish species. Turbidity will be monitored and controlled during 10 

construction activities, as required in Mitigation Measure WQ-MM-1. Based on observations at 11 

previous Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRBPP) erosion repair sites, increased turbidity is 12 

localized and relatively limited during construction, and has not been an issue based on water 13 

quality certification requirements. The turbidity of the first flush is typically much higher and occurs 14 

throughout the system.   15 

Response to Comment L3-3 16 

The SRBPP is a long-term flood risk management project to maintain the integrity of the Sacramento 17 

River Flood Control Project (SRFCP). SRBPP will continue to repair erosion threats to banks and 18 

levees until current or future flood risk reduction projects are implemented. The site selection 19 

process and site-specific design and analysis will include consultation with all affected agencies, 20 

councils, and commissions, and will take into consideration other local, regional, and related 21 

projects to ensure consistency. 22 

Response to Comment L3-4 23 

Please see the response to Comment L3-3 above.  24 

Response to Comment L3-5 25 

Please see the response to Comment L3-3 above.  26 

Response to Comment L3-6 27 

Please see the response to Comment L3-3 above. 28 

Response to Comment L3-7 29 

Please see the response to Comment L3-3 above. 30 

Response to Comment L3-8 31 

Please see the response to Comment L3-3 above. 32 
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Response to Comment L3-9 1 

This comment brings up three concerns, each of which are addressed below. 2 

Concern #1  3 

Increased rearing habitat for salmon done incorrectly would result in more habitat for predators 4 

instead. 5 

Response to Concern #1: Mitigation design features for levee repair projects are based in large part 6 

on current understanding of the importance of shallow nearshore habitat for juvenile salmonids, 7 

which has been well documented in the scientific literature (e.g., Garland et al. 2002, Beechie et al. 8 

2005, Tiffan et al. 2006) and supported by the results of the long-term monitoring program for the 9 

SRBPP (FISHBIO 2015a, 2015b). The incorporation of features typically associated with natural 10 

shorelines (shallow water, large woody material) into levee repair designs to improve their cover 11 

and refuge functions is especially critical in the project area where pelagic predators are numerous 12 

(e.g., striped bass) and much of the shoreline is dominated by steep, armored levees. Although the 13 

benefits of such habitat are most often associated with smaller, rearing individuals (McLain and 14 

Castillo 2009; H.T. Harvey & Associates and PRBO Conservation Science 2011), good quality channel 15 

margin habitat also functions as holding habitat during downstream migration (Burau et al. 2007; 16 

Zajanc et al. 2012), thereby reducing exposure of migrants to roving mid-channel predators. 17 

Fish sampling and habitat characterization at various levee repair and “naturalized” sites along the 18 

Sacramento River in 2011–2015 showed that the abundance of juvenile salmonids is higher at 19 

mitigated repair sites than at unmitigated (rock revetment) reference sites, and, for some mitigation 20 

designs (10:1 slope), approximates or exceeds habitat use at naturalized sites (FISHBIO 2015a, 21 

2015b).  The observed associations between juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead occupancy of 22 

nearshore areas and bank slopes, woody material, and substrate are generally consistent with 23 

current conceptual models used in designing mitigation design features (e.g., Standard Assessment 24 

Methodology-based species responses). 25 

The planning and design process also includes recognition of the association of certain nonnative 26 

predators (e.g., smallmouth and largemouth bass) with shallow water and other mitigation features 27 

(e.g., woody material) that may reduce the overall value of the designs for the target species.  28 

Although the levels of predation associated with the current mitigation designs are unknown, 29 

monitoring has shown that black bass are generally associated with steeper banks (deeper water) 30 

and larger substrate (rock) than are juvenile salmonids (H.T. Harvey & Associates 2011 and PRBO 31 

Conservation Science; FISHBIO 2015a), suggesting that levee repair designs with gently sloping 32 

banks (shallow water) and finer substrate can be effective in reducing the co-occurrence of these 33 

species at the repair sites.  Another important aspect of the current designs that limits potential 34 

interactions of black bass and native fishes at the repair sites is the construction of shallow-water 35 

benches at elevations that limit potential utilization of these habitats to the winter and early spring 36 

(December through March) when high flows and cooler water temperatures favor occupation by 37 

juvenile salmonids and other native fishes over black bass and other warmwater species that are 38 

generally more active later in the season. 39 

Concern #2 40 

Under Alternative 4 there would be increased BM4-type measures creating quiescence zones for 41 

settling out sediment upstream of the Delta and thereby reducing downstream transport. 42 
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Response to Concern #2:  Overall, this type of accretion has not been observed at previously repaired 1 

SRBPP sites with similar designs. Albeit unquantified, observations at various existing protection 2 

sites suggest that bench designs have not demonstrated any significant sediment deposition over 3 

time. Some locations have illustrated deposition driven by hydrologic conditions, such as major 4 

prolonged flood flow events, which result in a significant amount of sediment movement; however, 5 

sediment then slowly erodes through remobilization in subsequent events so that there is little 6 

evidence of long-term major accumulation. It is also important to place any potential effects into the 7 

context of the overall scale of the system. As a conservative, exaggerated scenario, consider if all 8 

80,000 linear feet (LF) of bank protection had a 15-foot-wide bench that deposited 6 inches of 9 

sediment without subsequent remobilization, resulting in 600,000 cubic feet less sediment entering 10 

the Delta (= ~17,000 cubic meters, or ~14,400 metric tons based on density of 850 kilograms per 11 

cubic meter from Porterfield 1980). This would amount to just over 1% of sediment otherwise 12 

entering the Delta from the Sacramento River (Wright and Schoellhamer 2005). However, as noted 13 

above, remobilization tends to occur. 14 

Concern #3 15 

Alternative 3A would involve setback levees with a habitat/meander zone between the existing and 16 

new setback levee that may also result in turbidity settling out of the water column. 17 

Response to Concern #3: Construction of setback levees would allow an active meander process.  The 18 

replacement of a meander process would provide much greater sediment input to the system 19 

downstream than any potential accretion on the floodplain area.     20 

Response to Comment L3-10 21 

It is acknowledged that there is some uncertainty related to how turbidity could change with respect 22 

to bank protection actions proposed under the SRBPP. As the comment notes, the SRBPP aims to 23 

reduce scouring effects; however, this will be done in such a manner that the fundamental flood 24 

management function of the system is not compromised. Current conceptual models for 25 

sedimentation in the Delta note that bank protection actions can increase or decrease sediment 26 

supply to the Delta (Schoellhamer et al. 2012): “While bank protection would tend to reduce 27 

sediment supply from the banks of the river, levees tend to confine flows, potentially resulting in 28 

erosion of the channel bed and increased sediment supply. The levees also serve to isolate the flood 29 

basins, which were likely depositional environments during floods, keeping the flood flows and 30 

suspended sediment in the channel… Thus, the various flood-control measures that have been 31 

implemented affect sediment supply in different ways, and these processes have not been quantified 32 

such that a net effect can be discerned.” Note also that the inclusion of some bank protection designs 33 

such as setback levees and adjacent levees may increase somewhat the amount of erodible material 34 

entering the Delta as existing levees are degraded further.  35 

Response to Comment L3-11 36 

Site-specific design and analysis will take into consideration other local and related projects, 37 

including the Emergency Drought Barriers, to ensure consistency and coordinate or modify 38 

construction schedules, if necessary.  39 
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Response to Comment L3-12 1 

The delta smelt life history discussion in Chapter 11, Section 11.2.2.3 has been updated with current 2 

studies.  3 
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3.2 Tribes 1 

3.2.1 Letter T1—United Auburn Indian Community of the 2 

Auburn Rancheria, Marcos Guerrero, January 27, 2015 3 

 4 
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3.2.1.1 Response to Letter T1 1 

Response to Comment T1-1 2 

The 106 erosion sites presented in this EIS/EIR are only a representative sample selected for the 3 

purposes of this EIS/EIR’s programmatic analysis. These specific sites may or may not receive bank 4 

protection under Phase II of the SRBPP. Although the SRBPP Phase II 80,000 LF Supplemental 5 

Authority will consist of individual bank protection sites on SRFCP levees, these sites are not 6 

analyzed at a site-specific level as part of this programmatic EIS/EIR because new sites will continue 7 

to be identified through annual erosion surveys, and existing sites may change from year to year. 8 

The site selection process described in Chapter 2 will be used to determine priority and design for 9 

sites to move forward for construction each year. Once a site is identified to move forward, site-10 

specific analyses will be prepared and appropriate consultation will occur. The latest inventory of 11 

erosion sites can be found at this website: http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-12 

Works/Sacramento-River-Bank-Protection. Because this EIS/EIR is programmatic in scope, no 13 

records searches, surveys, inventories, or evaluation reports have been generated yet for the SRBPP 14 

Phase II Supplemental Authority.  15 

http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Sacramento-River-Bank-Protection/
http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Sacramento-River-Bank-Protection/
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3.2.2 Letter T2—Colusa Indian Community Council, Oscar 1 

Serrano, January 29, 2015 2 

 3 
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3.2.2.1 Response to Letter T2 1 

Response to Comment T2-1 2 

The erosion site identified in the Draft EIS/EIR just upstream from Colusa on the Sacramento River 3 

is the left bank site at river mile 152.8. Table 2-2 identifies the specific bank protection measures 4 

assigned to each site for each alternative; under the preferred alternative (Alternative 4A and Sub-5 

Alternative 4B), the proposed treatment for this site would be Bank Protection Measure 4b, a 6 

riparian bench with revegetation and instream woody material above and below summer/fall 7 

waterline. However, it is important to note that the 106 erosion sites presented in the EIS/EIR are 8 

only a representative sample selected for the EIS/EIR analysis. These specific sites may or may not 9 

receive bank protection under Phase II of the SRBPP. New sites will continue to be identified 10 

through future erosion surveys, and existing sites may change from year to year, so actual selection 11 

of sites will depend on the current annual inventory at time of selection. Although the SRBPP Phase 12 

II 80,000 LF Supplemental Authority will consist of individual bank protection sites on SRFCP levees, 13 

specific sites are not analyzed at a site-specific level as part of this programmatic EIS/EIR. The latest 14 

inventory of erosion sites can be found at this website: 15 

http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Sacramento-River-Bank-Protection/. 16 

Additionally, the alternatives presented in this EIS/EIR are programmatic in nature and have been 17 

developed for analysis purposes only. A design selection process for individual sites will be carried 18 

out prior to implementation, including additional project-specific environmental review as may be 19 

appropriate, tiering from this EIS/EIR’s programmatic analysis. 20 

http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Sacramento-River-Bank-Protection/
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3.2.3 Letter T3—Tewe Kewe Cultural Center, James Sarmento, 1 

February 24, 2015 2 

 3 
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3.2.3.1 Response to Letter T3 1 

Response to Comment T3-1 2 

The Corps forwarded all SRBPP correspondence with the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation on file to James 3 

Sarmento on May 15, 2017 (Martin pers. comm.).  4 
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Chapter 4 1 

Non-Governmental Organization and Business  2 

Comments and Responses 3 

This chapter contains the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR from non-governmental 4 

organizations and businesses. Each comment letter has been assigned a unique code, and each 5 

comment within the letter has also been assigned a unique code, noted in the right margin. For 6 

example, the code “N2-1” indicates the first distinct comment (indicated by the “1”) in the letter 7 

from River Partners, which was the second letter (indicated by the “2”) recorded from a non-8 

governmental organization (indicated by the “N”). The chapter presents each comment letter 9 

immediately followed by the responses to that letter. Table 4-1 summarizes the commenting party 10 

and comment letter signatory. 11 

Table 4-1. Non-Governmental Organizations and Businesses Commenting on the Draft EIS/EIR 12 

Letter Number Commenter Date 

Non-Governmental Organizations 

N1 Lucas R. RossMerz, Sacramento River Preservation Trust February 26, 2015 

N2 Helen Swagerty, River Partners February 27, 2015 

N3 Ryan Luster, The Nature Conservancy February 27, 2015 

 Businesses 

B1 Nicole S. Suard, Snug Harbor Resorts, LLC February 25, 2015 
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4.1 Non-Governmental Organizations  1 

4.1.1 Letter N1—Sacramento River Preservation Trust, Lucas R. 2 

RossMerz, February 26, 2015 3 

 4 
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4.1.1.1 Responses to Letter N1 1 

Response to Comment N1-1 2 

Language has been added to Chapter 1 explaining why the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 3 

(CVFPB) is the state partner of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in implementing the 4 

Sacramento River Bank Protection Project (SRBPP). The discussion of the Central Valley Flood 5 

Protection Plan, which presents CVFPB’s systemwide investment approach for long-term flood 6 

management in areas currently protected by facilities of the State Plan of Flood Control (SPFC) has 7 

been moved up to be first in the list of “Related Flood Risk Reduction Activities,” and Figure 1-2 has 8 

been corrected to show CVFPB as the lead for the SPFC and the SRBPP.  9 

Response to Comment N1-2 10 

California Department of Water Resources Division of Flood Management staff is acting on behalf of 11 

the CVFPB during preparation of this environmental document.  12 

Response to Comment N1-3 13 

Please see the response to Comment S2-42 in Chapter 2 of Volume II. 14 

Response to Comment N1-4 15 

The following text has been added to the "Purpose and Need and Objectives" section of the Executive 16 

Summary (Section ES.3) and the “Project Purpose and Objectives” section of Chapter 1, Section 1.2: 17 

"The upper reaches of the Sacramento River levees in the SRFCP are set back from the river and 18 

encounter erosive forces less frequently, but can still occasionally experience erosion during high 19 

winter flows. In the Delta region, high winter flows, boat wakes, and tides have eroded levee banks 20 

along the network of waterways that convey water toward the San Francisco Bay."  21 

Response to Comment N1-5 22 

Please see the response to Comment F2-1 in Chapter 2 of Volume II.   23 

Response to Comment N1-6 24 

SRBPP authorization is unique due to the fact the project is based on linear footage and not tied with 25 

federal Section 902 Cost Limit Policy. The additional 80,000 linear feet (LF) was roughly based on 26 

20% of the original Phase II authorization of 405,000 LF. 27 

Response to Comment N1-7 28 

Please see response to Comment F2-3 in Chapter 2 of Volume II. 29 

Response to Comment N1-8 30 

Comment noted. The SRPBB is a complex program with many options, and all efforts were made to 31 

ensure the EIS/EIR was as clear as possible. Thank you for your careful review of the document. 32 
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Response to Comment N1-9 1 

Please see the response to Comment S4-8 in Chapter 2 of Volume II.  2 

Response to Comment N1-10 3 

Please see the response to Comment S2-45 in Chapter 2 of Volume II. 4 

Response to Comment N1-11 5 

Thank you for reviewing the document so closely. Table 22-1 was misrepresented and misplaced in 6 

Chapter 22, which led the reader to infer that the bulk of projects considered for the cumulative 7 

effects analysis were fish and wildlife restoration projects. This is not the case; the cumulative 8 

effects analysis focused most closely on other flood-risk reduction projects, which are described in 9 

Section 22.2.2.1. The additional projects in Table 22-1 are included only because they could affect 10 

fish and wildlife that utilize the SRBPP area. Table 22-1 has been moved to its intended location at 11 

the end of Section 22.2.2 and clarifying language has been added to the section. 12 

 13 
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4.1.2 Letter N2—River Partners, Helen Swagerty, February 27, 1 

2015 2 

 3 
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4.1.2.1 Responses to Letter N2 1 

Response to Comment N2-1 2 

Thank you for reviewing the document. Comment noted. 3 

Response to Comment N2-2 4 

Comment noted. 5 

Response to Comment N2-3 6 

Please see the response to Comment S2-28 in Chapter of Volume II. 7 

Response to Comment N2-4 8 

The updated Site Selection and Implementation Process described in Chapter 2 recognizes the need 9 

to protect environmental resources. As a result, there are several steps that incorporate 10 

conservation of environmental resources into the process. These include Step 5 (Identify 11 

Opportunities and Constraints) and Step 6 (Conceptual-Level Alternatives). Step 6 in particular 12 

involves evaluation of the feasibility of implementing a setback or an adjacent levee, either of which 13 

can allow natural river processes to continue. 14 

Response to Comment N2-5 15 

The Corps and CVFPB are aware of, and have had some participation, in the Bank Swallow Technical 16 

Advisory Committee. Specific to bank swallows, mitigation measure WILD-MM-1 requires field 17 

surveys and habitat assessments in order to avoid direct mortality. Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-2 18 

includes redesign or modification of actions (such as setback or adjacent levees) to avoid direct and 19 

indirect effects and to preserve bank swallow habitat (including existing or suitable nesting habitat). 20 
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4.1.3 Letter N3—The Nature Conservancy, Ryan Luster, 1 

February 27, 2015 2 
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4.1.3.1 Responses to Letter N3 1 

Response to Comment N3-1 2 

The updated Site Selection and Implementation Process described in Chapter 2 recognizes the need 3 

to protect environmental resources and allow natural processes to occur. As a result, there are 4 

several steps that incorporate conservation of environmental resources into the process. These 5 

include Step 5 (Identify Opportunities and Constraints) and Step 6 (Conceptual-Level Alternatives). 6 

Step 6 in particular involves evaluation of the feasibility of implementing a setback or an adjacent 7 

levee, either of which can allow natural river processes to continue. Specific to areas upstream of 8 

Colusa, this area currently does not contain economically justified basins. As a result, SRBPP would 9 

not implement projects in this reach. It should be noted that economic analyses are revisited 10 

approximately every 5 years and the status of individual basins could change. 11 

Response to Comment N3-2 12 

The overall sentiment of this comment has been noted. The SRBPP is authorized only to repair 13 

individual erosion sites to maintain the integrity of the SRFCP. These sites are typically small 14 

(ranging from a few hundred to several thousand feet), and there are economic as well as 15 

environmental challenges involved in attempting setback levees at this scale. However, the Corps 16 

will continue to consider setback levees at each economically justified site.  17 

Response to Comment N3-3 18 

Please see the response to Comment S2-45 in Chapter 2 of Volume II. 19 

Response to Comment N3-4 20 

Please see the response to Comment S2-45 in Chapter 2 of Volume II. 21 

Response to Comment N3-5 22 

This EIS/EIR is a programmatic evaluation covering the implementation of 80,000 LF of erosion 23 

repair. The site selection process, detailed in Chapter 2, explains how erosion sites are identified and 24 

repair options are evaluated. For EIS/EIR impact evaluation, the preferred alternative is Alternative 25 

4A; however, when a site is selected for erosion repair under the SRBPP, site-specific design and 26 

project-level environmental documentation will determine which of the bank protection measures 27 

is to be applied. Setback levees have not been ruled out as a possibility for sites upstream of Colusa if 28 

setback levees are economically feasible and necessary to optimize environmental benefits and/or 29 

minimize impacts.  30 

Response to Comment N3-6 31 

The Corps and the CVFPB agree regarding the importance of trees remaining on levees and 32 

providing erosion protection. However, at sites where erosion has encroached into the engineered 33 

levee slope, erosion repairs are required to maintain the functionality of the SRFCP. Please see the 34 

response to Comment S4-8 in Chapter 2 of this volume for a discussion of obtaining a variance from 35 

the Guidelines for Landscape Planting and Vegetation Management at Levees, Floodwalls, 36 

Embankment Dams, and Appurtenant Structures. 37 
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Response to Comment N3-7 1 

Please see the response to Comment N3-2. 2 
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4.2 Businesses  1 

4.2.1 Letter B1—Snug Harbor Resorts LLC, Nicole S. Suard, 2 

February 25, 2015 3 

 4 
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4.2.1.1 Responses to Letter B1 1 

Response to Comment B1-1 2 

Because four public meetings were conducted, including one in Walnut Grove, and the comment 3 

period was open for 66 days, the Corps was not able to grant this request.  A letter to that effect was 4 

sent to Ms. Suard on March 11, 2015. 5 

Response to Comment B1-2 6 

Site-specific design and analysis will take into consideration other local and related projects, 7 

including the Emergency Drought Barriers, and will require site-specific surveys and evaluations 8 

that will include water surface elevations.  The logistics of erosion repair activities will be 9 

coordinated between the Corps and construction contractors; if ongoing levee, waterway, or road 10 

projects were to impede or constrain the contractor's ability to complete the work, a revised project 11 

schedule or work plan would be submitted. If the project were to occur during implementation of a 12 

future emergency drought barrier, the contractor would likely be required to haul materials via land 13 

transportation.  14 

Long-term hydraulic conditions are used in the design of the erosion repair projects. The designs 15 

may take into account drought and flood conditions, but only as average conditions for revegetation 16 

design.  Levee revegetation must adapt to low and high water conditions, not one specific condition 17 

that may occur infrequently. Monitoring and performance requirements have been developed to 18 

ensure the establishment of target vegetation.  19 

Response to Comment B1-3 20 

The SRBPP is an existing flood risk management project to maintain the integrity of the SRFCP. The 21 

Emergency Drought Barrier project is implemented infrequently during extreme Governor-declared 22 

drought emergencies to prevent saltwater from pushing with the tides into the central Sacramento-23 

San Joaquin Delta. The short-term activities of any future drought barrier will not impact bank 24 

protection work to protect SRFCP levees. 25 

Response to Comment B1-4 26 

Please see the responses to Comments B1-2 and B1-3 above.  27 
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